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Introduction 

Planning Application No. S/OUT/18/1943. was: 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). | Inlands Farm The Marsh 
Wanborough Swindon SN4 0AS. 

CAM-SCI ‘Appendix 3: Rebuttal of Dr Malcolm Parry’s Planning Objections (CAM-SCI)’ is very long and 
brings into the discussion a wider range of arguments that extend beyond the conclusion drawn from my 
letter of objection to  CAM-SCI’s original report of 09 August 2019, titled Creating a City for the Future.  

The CAM-SCI Rebuttal is set out in three parts and an executive summary. 

CAM – SCI EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In the last two decades, science park development has undergone radical change. Within a fast-moving 

innovation-led market, and a radically altered investment environment, the commercial innovation 

sector is adopting different models suited to the needs of a modern economy. The revolution in science 

park development is evidenced in the evolution of the science park name captured by the acronym STP 

(science and technology parks) which has become the standard industry reference for a broad family of 

‘parks’, campuses and specialist facilities such as bio incubators and innovation centres and hubs. 

 

Dr Parry’s objections to Swindon Science Park (SSP) are based on his view that ‘to qualify as a site that 

is eligible to define itself as a science park’, all such developments must have a ‘university host’ (or 

equivalent). 

 

A second key strand of Dr Parry’s argument is that Wasdell does not qualify as a technology company 

or a credible STP anchor and is unable to create economic benefits that would warrant an STP 

development for Swindon on the Inlands Farm site. 

 

We address these issues in Part One of this report to demonstrate that the picture Dr Parry paints, 

and    the claims he makes, relate to a previous era for science park development, now superseded by 

the demands and drivers of the modern innovation-led economy.2 

 
Part Two of the report provides analysis of additional objections raised by Dr Parry. 

 

Response to Part One 

01.1 Revolution of in the Science Park Development Landscape 

CAM-SCI -Rebuttal 01.2 

In 1984 the UK science park movement comprised eight science parks, all developed by 
universities.  
 
The United Kingdom Science Park Association (UKSPA) was formed by the managers of these parks 
who developed UKSPA’s ‘conditions’ for science park development.  
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The UKSPA ‘conditions’ reflect an era of university-led STP development in the 1980s and 1990s when 
science parks were largely publicly funded economic interventions.  
 
Dr Parry’s objections to Swindon Science Park proposals are based primarily on his adherence to 
these conditions which state that science parks must: 

a. Provide a university host (or equivalent) 

b. Provide access to a talent pool (university or research institution) 

c. Provide on-site business support and supportive management. 

Response to rebuttal 01.2 

The initial letter of objection by Dr Parry noted in Conclusion 2. 

As the term science park has become a brand of development the nature of host organisations 

has also widened beyond the traditional university led science park. However, as a fundamental 

requirement to justifying the classification of a ‘science park’ all these projects still require the 

facility of: 

 A technology and talent rich host organisation to be present or easily accessible. 

 The presence of on-site management to support business development. 

 A risk sharing attitude to support start-ups and young companies as they scale, and this 

derives from a property offering and, of fundamental importance, easy access to a broad-

based and substantial pool of technology and talent. 

CAM-SCI’s response to this conclusion was to raise the question ‘does a science park need a university 

host?  

There is no dispute that the interest in, and development of Science Park is now a worldwide 

phenomenon. There are 24 Associations that represent Science Parks in individual countries, and these 

have collectively formed WAINOVA.  

Their value in developing the knowledge economy has been the foundation of many sites in many varying 

locations with different patterns of development.  The widening interest in these sites has broadened the 

nomenclature that has been adopted to describe these sites.  

The International Association of Science Parks (IASP) has been in existence since 1984, and around 20 
years ago it recognised that a number of clusters were forming around universities and to respond to this 
also begun to refer to these as area of innovation. IASP’s website sets out its view of the kinds of 
organisations it represents and how it interprets areas of innovation, as follows: 
 
A Science Park 

A science park is an organisation managed by specialised professionals, whose main aim is to 
increase the wealth of its community by promoting the culture of innovation and the 
competitiveness of its associated businesses and knowledge-based institutions. To enable 
these goals to be met, a Science Park stimulates and manages the flow of knowledge and 
technology amongst universities, R&D institutions, companies and markets; it facilitates the 
creation and growth of innovation-based companies through incubation and spin-off 
processes; and provides other value-added services together with high quality space and 
facilities. 

The expressions “technology park”, “technopole”, “research park” and “science park” 
encompass a broad concept and are interchangeable within this definition. The acronym STP 
(science and technology park) is used to refer to all of these expressions.  
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Area of Innovation 

"Areas of innovation" are places designed and curated to attract entrepreneurial -minded 
people, skilled talent, knowledge-intensive businesses and investments, by developing and 
combining a set of infrastructural, institutional, scientific, technological, educational and social 
assets, together with value added services, thus enhancing sustainable economic development 
and prosperity with and for the community.  

There are many different models of areas of innovation (also known by the acronym AOIs)– 
spanning from the broader city or region model with innovation activities in different locations 
within the area, to more place-specific projects like innovation districts, knowledge quarters,  
science parks, innovation hubs and the like. As a common feature they all have a management 
team tasked to execute a strategy conducive to growing innovation activity in the area.  

In the UK, the original eight science parks formed the UK Science Park Association in 1984. 

The current UKSPA website (dated 2021) states that it:  

“supports, promotes, represents and encourages the continued growth of Science Parks, 

Technology Incubators, Innovation Centres and other Innovation locations and Areas of 

Innovations.” 

UKSPA’s website (2021) also states:  

“the value to the broader economy that derives from the Association is that “The Innovation 

locations in UKSPA membership play a critical role in supporting, sustaining, and growing the 

knowledge-intensive companies that are located on their site. These occupiers chose to locate in 

places with the right premises, a flexible and supportive business environment, world class 

infrastructure and facilities, co-location with other companies and access to business support 

activities that sustain long term economic growth.” 

These two statements by UKSPA do not set out a definition or status of sites and are not prescriptive 

about their host, but they reflect the statement noted as Conclusion 2, in the letter of objection dated 23 

May 2020.  

The perspective of Bidwells ,which is one of first property specialist in the UK to develop an interest in 
Science Parks as they advised on the formation of the Cambridge Science Park states on its website: 

A science park, also known as a research park, technology park or innovation centre, is a purpose-
built cluster of office spaces, labs, workrooms, and meeting areas designed to support research 
and development in science and tech.  

Science parks are generally located close to academic institutions and attract a large number of 
tech companies. The main aim of a science park is to facilitate growth for businesses, 
entrepreneurs, start-ups, and communities in fields like IT, AI, machine learning, IoT, biotech, 
virtual reality, robotics and more. 

The combination of academic institutions, high-tech companies, entrepreneurs, and start-ups in 
these spaces create an environment rich in knowledge-sharing, collaboration, and innovation. 

A science park creates a base from which to: 

 access state-of-the-art equipment and facilities 

 share knowledge. 

 promote innovation on a commercial level. 

 foster communication and collaboration between governments, universities, and private 
companies 
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Science parks form part of the ‘knowledge economy’ infrastructure by creating an ecosystem of 
partners, industry professionals and suppliers. 

Inherent in all these varied statements is that science parks are an organisation, these organisations ‘host’ 

or ‘manage’ a location with the intention of linking a range of disparate assets to drive innovation by 

helping to de-risk the link between research, discovery, invention, innovation, and  commercialisation. 

The range of organisation and their sites that fit this broad concept and make up the membership of the 

UKSPA includes the following categories. 

 Those that are created by or in association with a university, i.e., around an existing pool of talent 

and technology.  

 Those that are based on the site of a single company’s closed (secretive) corporate research 

facilities that offers the redundant office, laboratory and workshop capacity to entrepreneurial 

start-ups and other technology companies. In some instances the whole site is sold and is 

redeveloped to offer open access for the same use of ‘research and development’1 (R&D) or the 

site remains in use by the original company but opens this up to allow other companies to locate 

on the site to use the excess research and development capacity as well as support their ‘open 

innovation’ strategy2. These sites act as the Science Park host because they provide both the 

legacy of research and development equipment such as laboratories and there remains a legacy 

workforce that have historically been engaged in corporate R&D that forms a talent base for 

development and over time changes and rebuilds a new cluster in the existing technology or a 

new technology e.g., many of the Science Parks that are listed in Table 1. 

 Zones of cities that are created under the modernisation of cities that are shifting from 

production to a knowledge based economic activities in which government policy and 

organisation capacity is able to create the necessary collaboration of the accessible talent base to 

enable the use of the Science Park branding in the name e.g., @22 Barcelona. 

 The origins of some Science Parks are seeded by an original cluster of tech-entrepreneur led  

companies that collect in a location in a city where low cost redundant accommodation from a 

previous era of economic activity is taken up by these companies as they build new tech sector 

activity, which is then recognised by government that puts in place an organisation that both 

promotional activities to attract additional companies to the city zone and develops collaboration 

with local universities e.g., Tech City London. 

 Business Innovation or Incubator Centres are a modern development that are small stand alone, 

commonly refurbished buildings, that are located in high density city locations and operate as 

managed workspaces. The UK government supported the development of Business Incubators 

through its agency UKBI that was closed and some members of UKBI joined UKSPA as existing 

operation facilities in a number of cities that offer space to help de-risk start-up companies. 

These fall into the category of business incubators that are typically free or subsided and still 

operated by a government agency or in collaboration with a university in order to support start-

ups and business growth in a particular region. Some of are listed in Table 1 and are run by 

Oxford Innovation or other Technology Support organisation such as Hesel Engineering that have 

a history of linking start-ups with technology and finance. There are also incubators that primarily 

                                                           
1 The utilisation of research and development is now also commonly defined as innovation when the output is 
commercialised. 
2 The distinction between open innovation and closed innovation is determined by the way in which innovation is 
created. While a closed innovation is developed in a self-contained company environment, Open 

Innovation incorporates external knowledge into innovation management. 
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offer office space with additional facilities that focus on the entrepreneurial community that are 

run as private incubators, run by businesses renting office space as their primary business 

model3.  

Despite the common purpose to these organisations the sites they manage are disparate in nature and 

origins but they do hold in common that they are managed with the intention of de-risking innovation, 

they linked with existing pools of talent, and offer specialist accommodation to tenant organisations. 

A careful review of the site that CAM-SCI states as equivalent to the proposed Swindon Science Park is out 

in Table 1. This review  reveals that a very high proportion of these sites have a history of being corporate 

or government research and development facility and, or, are or have been located close to a significant 

core of staff that have been active in research and development. Where the site has been operated as 

science park over many years the original core of talent has been replaced by the incoming personnel that 

locate their technology companies on the site. 

Summarising the details set out in Table 1, the list of sites quoted in the CAM-SCI rebuttal differ from the 

proposed Swindon Science Park in one or other of the following ways. These sites comprise those that: 

 Provide access to legacy buildings that offer R&D facilities. 

 Provide access to cohorts of trained scientists that have remained working and training new 

generations of research scientists and technicians that have operated these sites in their 

transition to multi-occupancy sites that focus on research and development, and innovation as a 

dominant activity. 

 They are in some instances located in knowledge clusters that provide access to research and 

development activities. 

 Some offer current operational innovation cultivators such as incubation and acceleration 

services that are based on existing buildings in high density locations such as in cities and often 

close to a research activity. In some cases, these are housed in historic buildings through 

partnership with public agencies, particularly in areas where there has been market failure with 

no private providers. These facilities are all in existing urban sustainable locations. 

 Some of the smaller innovation centre joined UKSPA when the failed government agency UK 

Business Incubators (UKBI) closed and UKSPA, as a gesture of good will, took them into 

membership. Some of these smaller sites are under contract to Oxford Innovation. This 

organisation has its roots in the first commercial spin-out from Oxford University - Oxford 

Instruments PLC. Oxford Innovation was founded in 1959 by Martin and Audrey Wood. Their 

experience of developing this spin-out company revealed the challenges faced by entrepreneurs 

and inspired them to set up The Oxford Trust, a charitable trust which continues to support the 

region’s science and technology ecosystem. Oxford Innovation which was established in 1987 

now operates a number of Innovation Centres. Oxford Innovation has legitimate membership of 

UKSPA because of its historic role supporting technology companies and they provide this service 

to a number of incubators, including ex-UKBI members, that now benefit from membership of 

UKSPA.  

 Some of the sites quoted by CAM-SCI and are noted in Table 1 have been dropped by UKSPA as 

they are unable to maintain their status as a member organisation. 

 

                                                           
3 https://entrepreneurhandbook.co.uk/incubation-centres/  

https://entrepreneurhandbook.co.uk/office-space-london/
https://entrepreneurhandbook.co.uk/incubation-centres/
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Table 1 –A review of the sites CAM-SCI has put forward as comparators to the proposed Swindon Science 

Park, and why these sites differ from the proposed site in Swindon, while meeting the criteria for 

membership of UKSPA. 

CAM-SCI cited Parks  Description of their provenance  

Ashton Old Baths, Manchester. Run by Oxford Innovation so is part of a group Membership. This is a city 

centre refurbished Victorian public baths renovated to provide an 

Innovation Centre. Manchester has one of the largest populations of 

university students in Europe at around 95,000.  

Bicester Innovation Centre. Run by Oxford Innovation so has group Membership of UKSPA.  

BioCity, Glasgow. A former MSD research facility. This site is based on a legacy 20-acre 

biotech incubator for Scotland and is located in-between Glasgow and 

Edinburgh on the M8. The Glasgow City region graduates some 20,000 

students annually. 

BioCity, Nottingham. A former Boots R&D centre has been transformed into floors of flexible lab 

and office space that offer this accommodation to life science start-ups 

and scaleups. There are over 44,000 students reported enrolled at 

Nottingham University. 

Bracknell Enterprise and 

Innovation Hub.  

Run by Oxford Innovation so has UKSPA Membership. 

Brixham Laboratory. Run by Plymouth University. 

Cambridge Biomedical Campus. This site sits in the science cluster comprising the largest employment site 

in Cambridge, that includes the University of Cambridge, Cambridge 

University Hospitals, Royal Papworth Hospital, Cambridgeshire and 

Peterborough NHS Foundation Trust, the MRC Laboratory of Molecular 

Biology, AstraZeneca and Abcam. 

Cambridge Science Park. Owned and operated by Trinity College Cambridge. 

Charnwood Campus, 

Loughborough. 

This site was a Research Centre developed in 1930s now operated by 

Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership and continuing its use 

as a R&D centre and developed Loughborough University and other 

partners. 

Chesterford Research Park, Saffron 

Walden. 

Chesterford Research Park is based on legacy building of one of three of 

Fisons’ Agricultural Division research centres that opened in 1952. The site 

now continues the 60-year tradition of research in biotechnology, 

pharmaceutical and technology R&D companies of all sizes, in innovative 

biotech and specialty pharmaceutical and technology companies. 

Colworth Science Park, 

Sharnbrook. 

Colworth Park has been a leading R&D location for Unilever for more than 

60 years and is unrivalled in the success of commercialising that research 

into global brands and innovative products. It also offers a business 

incubator. 

Culham Innovation Centre, 

Abingdon. 

Culham Innovation Centre is managed by Oxford Innovation. This Park is 

based on the historic R&D centre which combines world class publicly 

funded research into fusion power and is owned by the UK Atomic Energy 

Authority. 
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Edinburgh Technopole. Edinburgh Technopole is part of a national network of UK science parks 

with over 1.7m sq. ft. of office, laboratory, and manufacturing space. The 

predecessor to the Technopole was the Edinburgh Centre for Rural 

Economy (ECRE), created in 1947. The ECRE operated until 1989 and has 

developed as an autonomous research organisation including the NERC 

Institute of Terrestrial Ecology (now the Centre for Ecology & Hydrology) 

and the Northern Research Station of the UK Forestry Commission. A 

significant hub of the Edinburgh Regional Computing Centre was also 

located at Bush between the late 1970s and the early 1990s. Today, the 

Technopole forms part of the Edinburgh Science Triangle, with the 

nearby Roslin BioCentre, Pentland Science Park and Edinburgh BioCampus 

(which includes the Roslin Institute and Royal (Dick) School of Veterinary 

Studies).   

Fareham Innovation Centre. Fareham a strong connection with Fareham College’s Centre of Excellence 

in Engineering, Manufacturing and Advanced Skills Training (CEMAST), with 

all CEMAST apprentices working at the centre and is operated and 

managed by managed by Oxford Innovation so has Group membership of 

UKSPA as part of its growing network of over 20 centres across the UK. 

Gloucestershire Science and 

Technology Park, Berkeley. 

Offers circa 200,000ft² of previously existing offices, laboratories, 

workshops, and education buildings. Formerly the National Nuclear 

Laboratories adjacent to Berkeley Power Station. Currently around 12 

existing occupiers. Activities include education(secondary, further, and 

higher), cyber security, biofuels, kinetic energy, dosimetry, automotive, jet 

propulsion and building technologies. This site is a part of the campus for 

science and technology and is owned by SGS Group which includes South 

Gloucestershire and Stroud College.  

Granta Park, Cambridge. Granta Park Business Estate is based on a site built around the Welding 

Institute (TWI) research and technology organisation, with a specialty 

in welding since 1946. The site currently has attracted Sosel Heptares, 

AstraZeneca, Illumina, Pfizer and PPD and is a well-established site. 

Harborough Innovation Centre, 

Market Harborough. 

No longer a member of UKSPA. Was run by Oxford Innovation but they 

pulled out and now run as a business centre by Harlow Council. 

Harlow Science Park. On a site close to GSK’s site in Elizabeth Way – about 1.5 miles from the 

town centre. This has been planned to be adjacent to the £400m Public 

Health England facility. 

Harwell Innovation Centre. Originally an Officer’s Mess on RAF Harwell on an ex-WW2 airfield. The site 

is now  Harwell Science and Innovation Campus which includes 

the Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, where ground-breaking research on 

nuclear energy in the late 1940s and 1950s was developed. 

Health and Wellbeing Innovation 

Centre, Truro. 

Delivered by University of Plymouth on behalf of Cornwall Council and 

Cornwall Innovation and supported by European Regional Development 

Fund Convergence Fund. 

Kent Science Park, Sittingbourne. Dates back to 1946 when it was created as a research facility for Shell.  Set 

in 65 acres of grounds, Kent Science Park is one of the largest in the South 

East, it offers the reuse of existing high specification wet laboratories and 

business accommodation in 47 buildings. Part of the ‘We are Pioneer’ 

Group and part of a network of Science Parks that include with the Wilton 
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Centre, Langstone Park, Edinburgh Technopole and Colworth Science 

Parks. 

Longbridge Technology Park, 

Birmingham. 

No longer a member of UKSPA and has no laboratory facilities. 

Malvern Hills Science Park. This site is located in Malvern. It is a partnership between QinetiQ 

Research Laboratories where substantial research activity has been located 

for more than 70 years and where radar was invented. It is owned by 

Malvern Hills District Council, Worcestershire County Council, and the 

West Midlands Regional Development Agency (Advantage West Midlands). 

Mansfield i-Centre. Member of UKSPA through Oxford Innovation is a small incubator. 

Nucleus Business and Innovation 

Centre, Dartford. 

This project is based on the site of the redundant Victorian Joyce Green 

Hospital. Run by Oxford Innovation. 

Ocean Village Innovation Centre, 

Southampton. 

Member of UKSPA through Oxford Innovation. 

Oxford Centre for Innovation. Member of UKSPA through Oxford Innovation that operates this site with 

the Oxford Trust in the heart of Oxford’s City Centre in the Life Science 

District and links with the John Wood Centre for Innovation where office, 

work and laboratory space is available. There are more than 20,000 

students enrolled in Oxford.  

Oxford Science Park. The Oxford Science Park (OSP) is located on the southern edge of the city. 

It was officially opened in 1991 and is owned by Magdalen College, Oxford. 

The park maintains strong links with the nearby University of Oxford and 

currently contains just over 60 companies. 

Oxford Technology Park. All the buildings on the park have been designed to accommodate office, 

laboratory, R&D, and production space and are part of a long standing 

academic based cluster. 

Porton Science Park. Adjacent to the British government’s Ministry of Defence's Defence 

Science and Technology Laboratory (Dstl) – which has been in existence for 

over 100 years as one of the UK's most secretive military research facilities, 

occupying 7,000 acres (2,800 ha), and is a site of Public Health England.  

Portsmouth Technopole. Managed by Portsmouth University.  

Sci-Tech Daresbury. The laboratory began operations in 1962 and was officially opened on 16 

June 1967 as the Daresbury Nuclear Physics Laboratory by the then Prime 

Minister of United Kingdom, Harold Wilson. It is operated by 

the Science and Technology Facilities Council, part of UK Research and 

Innovation. 

Scott-Bader Innovation Centre. Repurposed space that was surplus to requirement on existing Chemical 

Company’s facilities and is run by Oxford Innovation.  

Scottow Technology Park, Norfolk. Former RAF base Coltishall and adjacent to the ex-Lotus company’s design 

and manufacturing facility that is being converted to a modern use run by 

Hethel Engineering that specialize in business development in the East of 

England. 

Sheffield Technology Park. Located one-minute walk from Sheffield Hallam University.  
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Silverstone Park, Towcester. In September 2013, Silverstone Park – on land right next to the circuit – 

was acquired by MEPC which has committed to a 999-year leasehold of the 

estate. This focuses on 130 acres of land including 2.7 million square feet 

of planning consent and created a high precision engineering cluster. The 

project has on site management that links it to the existing technology 

cluster in precision engineering. 

Note the two sites in italics are no longer members of UKSPA. 

 

The claim by CAM-SCI that these sites are comparators for the development of a green field site that has 

no connection with any historic research and development use, is misleading. In summary the provenance 

of the catalogue of sites in Table 1 demonstrates that they all differ very substantially from the proposed 

Swindon Science Park because all have a legacy of what would now be a B1 use. Details of their 

prevenance is noted in column two. 

Response to Rebuttal 01.3 

Further to this misleading view, CAM – SCI in Rebuttal 01.3 also claims that “some of the largest and 
most successful commercial STP developments do not have university connections of any kind, and the 
term STP       encompasses a wide range of different development models. 

Data from the UKSPA survey 2018-2019 noted in Table 2 shows that 62% of UKSPA’s membership 
remains connected with centres of excellence that are urban (close to a university) or adjacent to a 
research hospital or university.  In the case of out of town agglomerations a proportion of these are 
associated with universities such a Cambridge and Oxford. The other 29% are on legacy corporate R&D 
sites. 

Table 2. UKSPA Membership Location (N>100) 

Location Proportion of sites 

University campus / adjacency 31% 

Hospital campus / adjacency 5% 

Town / City 26% 

Out of town (agglomeration) 9% 

Out of town stand alone 29% 

 

Response to 01.4 

CAM-Sci also noted that (01.4) the UKSPA’s current Chair, Dr Glenn Crocker, describes the fundamental 
shift of STPs away from universities and the public sector as a ‘rapidly changing landscape where the 
ownership of science parks will change, with increasing private sector and fewer public sector owners 
with more complex relationships between increasing numbers of stakeholders.’’3 

 
It is correct that science park ownership is changing. Many universities do not have the land or interest 
in operating as property companies; however, private ownership of these assets does not mean that 
universities are irrelevant to the sector.  It is clear from recent acquisitions that science parks around 
universities continue to attract occupiers and investors while the office market is less buoyant which 
suggests that access to current or a legacy skills base is prized by property investors. 
 
It seems that CAM-SCI are misinterpreting the views of the current chair of UKSPA in suggesting that 
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owners of a site that is currently a farm gives licence to claim in a planning process that their site, that 
will be dominated in terms of footprint and activity by a packaging plant and warehouse, will qualify as 
a host for a science park.   
 
However, it is also recognised that the words ‘science park’ are not ‘protected’ and require the Registrar 
of Companies to approve their use for a company which means any development can tag a site with the 
epithet but it does not make the site a science park in the mould of the UKSPA or IASP concept. 
 

Response to 01.7 

CAM -SCI Rebuttal 01.7 also refutes the value of universities as follows: UK STPs themselves do not 

regard universities as especially relevant to successful science park development. In UKSPA’s most recent 

survey of members, the majority of STPs valued commercial anchor occupiers (such as Wasdell) above 

universities.5 The same survey found that    formal STP/university links placed only sixth on the list of key 

success drivers of STP development.6 

The survey of Science Park organisation recorded in the 2018-2019 statistics are shown in Figure 1. This 
data notes degrees of advantage of various factors and the degree to which a lack of the factor 
represents a constraint. 

Looking at the Figure 1 the results show that a multiple of anchor tenants (note the plural)  is important 
but not such as a major advantage as, ‘University/Institution of Higher Education/links’ in terms of the 
future success of a science park (compare blue lines), and lack of the latter is more of a constrain than 
anchor tenants (compare length of yellow lines). In addition, the availably of a highly skilled work force is 
considered a major advantage to greater degree than anchor tenants and that this lack of talent could 
become a major constraint over time. 

This indicates that the claim by CAM- SCI that a single anchor tenant, e.g., Wasdell’s package plant and 
warehouse on a green field site with the addition of small units that would not be built simultaneously 
with the production plant, adds more value than the presence or links with a university or institute of 
higher education, which are also organisations that are likely to increase availability of those machining 
up a ‘highly-skilled workforce’. This report suggests that CAM-SCI, in its claims, overstates the case in 
favour of a science park planned as a single anchor tenant planned to be developed on a green field site 
has a greater chance of success compared with a site associated with an existing university.  

Figure 1 - UKSPA survey results 2018-2019 in answer to the question indicate your assessment of the 
future fundamentals for the future success of your location. 
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Response to 01.8 

CAM -SCI Rebuttal 01.18 UKSPA no longer requires STPs to have a university host – or academic links of 
any description - to qualify as a ‘science park’. Nearly half of UKSPA’s STP members have no university host 
or university links. 

The data in Table 1 sets out details of all the sites quoted as examples where there is no formal host; 
however, the view put forward as a rebuttal fails to acknowledge that many of these sites do not refer to 
themselves a science park and in any case they are sites with a long tradition of investment in research 
and development or in case of innovation centres or incubators they have formal links through their 
management to these resources. 

Response to 01.9  

 

CAM-SCI Rebuttal 01.9 UKSPA MEMBER STPs WITH NO UNIVERSITY HOST OR UNIVERSITY 

CONNECTIONS 

The data in Table 1 shows that there may not be a university host for all the comparison sites noted in 
Table 1 but all are either associated with an adjacent operational research facility, or are part of a site 
that has had a long period of previous use for research and development, or are part of an existing high 
density cluster of knowledge based technology companies that have populated these existing vacant sites 
as the previous corporate occupier has vacated the sites.  

Apart from Scottow Park none appear to be planned with warehousing as a use. 

Response to 01.10 /01.11 

CAM-SCI Rebuttal  01.10 INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGIES AS STP ANCHOR TENANTS 

CAM-SCI Rebuttal  01.11 A key criticism made by Dr Parry is that Wasdell is a ‘packaging company’7 and 
does not qualify as a viable host for the proposed SSP or even a suitable STP company. Dr Parry’s 
characterisation of Wasdell appears to misunderstand both the nature of Wasdell’s activity, and the 
importance of companies like Wasdell for UK STP development and their on-going success.  

Response to 01.10 /01.11: 

The comparators noted in Table 1 as host organisations are varied and not exclusively universities; 
however, the majority are part of an existing cluster or high technology companies or are legacy sites that 
have functioned as corporate research sites. These sites offer space that includes access to laboratories 
for continuing research.  The density of ‘research and development’ active employees in these existing 
sites is very likely to exceed the density proposed by the facilities that are being planned for the 
‘packaging plant’ and warehouse operation.   

I respectfully suggest that that density of personnel to support the use of sophisticated robotics, 
engineering, maintenance, warehouse operation, logistics, quality control, and drug development will be 
lower than those in the organisation currently operating from the sites in Table 1.  

Response to 01.12 

CAM- SCI Rebuttal Wasdell is an industrial technologies company within the pharma sector with a 
particular specialism in packaging science and technology. A survey of its members by UKSPA shows that 
industrial technologies activity forms the backbone of STP development in the UK comprising the largest 
sector group in UK science parks, and occupying the greatest quantum of space in the largest facilities of 
all STP technology sectors. 

The data in Figure 2 does not substantiate this rebuttal which shows that storage and distribution and 
manufacturing are unusual making up just 7% of tenants on UKSPA members’ sites. The figures for 
research, development, design, sales, and marketing which includes market research, and technical 
consultancy, and engineering services are collectively more prominent activities at 63% with an average 
of 55 companies per site.  
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Figure 2- this indicates the number of tenant companies undertaking the following business functions at 
their location. 

  

UKSPA data 2018-2019 data shown in Table 3 indicates that its Members accommodate a wide range of 
business enterprises      that are involved in a wide range of science, technology, social science, and 
engineering activities. 

Table 3 - Details of the proportions of tenants and relative floor space taken by sectors. 

Sector % tenants % floor space occupied 

Industrial 7% 19% 

Financial and business support 10% 7% 

Internet Technology4, ICT, and 
Software and Engineering  

32% 15% 

Collectively companies in other 
Science, Technology and 
Engineering activities 

51% 59% 

The specific sector with the highest representation is Internet Technology, ICT, and Software and 
Engineering at 32% of tenants, but these only occupy 15% of the floor space.  In contrast, Industrial 
Technologies represents 7% of occupiers, but requires large land take and account for demand of just 
under a fifth (19%) of total the net lettable area.   

The survey also reported that activities related to manufacturing, storage and distribution are undertaken 
by an extremely low proportion of occupiers in facilities across UKSPA members’ locations and this is 
understandable in view of the focus of STPs on  R&D and knowledge intensive businesses5. 

This interpretation of the data suggests that CAM-SCI have overstated the case for the Swindon Science 
Park by suggesting that industrial technologies are the backbone of STPs. 

Response to 01.13 /01.14/ 01.15 

CAM-SCI’s Rebuttal at 01.13 notes: Data provided by UKSPA shows that many leading STPs are anchored 
or hosted by industrial technologies organisations. The Cambridge Science Park, the UK’s oldest and 
largest STP, has a number of industrial technologies companies that provide innovation services, advanced 
technology, high value manufacture and specialist packaging services to the innovation and pharma 
sectors. This goes on to state at 01.14 The most well-known case study in this context is Napp 
Pharmaceuticals, the Cambridge Science Park’s founding anchor industrial technologies company whose 

                                                           
4 To ensure consistency with previous surveys, descriptors such as “ICT” and “Software” companies are used. 
5 Innovation Places report – UKSPA Members Survey2018 -2019 Published by UKSPA. 
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activity and operations has close  affiliation to Wasdell. Napp pharmaceuticals is a global company 
working in the pharma supply chain sector to innovate, manufacture, package, and transport generic 
drugs world-wide. Napp has been based at the Cambridge Science Park for over 40 years and was a pivotal 
anchor for the park at a vulnerable time in its development. In addition, at 01.15 Napp has expanded 
serially on site and by anchoring Cambridge Science Park, was pivotal in launching Cambridge as a 
location for innovation-led industry. Napp’s large facilities at the Cambridge Science Park include high 
value manufacturing, packaging, warehousing, and transportation. 

It is correct that many STPs do have large corporation located on their sites. However, they differ very 
substantially from the proposed development path of the Swindon Science Park. 

 Some STPs have been established where owners have reduced their own R&D footprint and have 
created a range of smaller units for private single site companies to prosecute their technology 
business. 

 Some large companies have acquired companies that have successfully developed from start-ups 
and they do occupy large footprints when present and are important tenants such as SSTL on the 
Surrey Research Park now owned by Airbus.  

 Some have attracted large companies like Napp Pharmaceutical on the Cambridge Science Park to 
their site. CAM-SCI takes the example of Napp being attracted to the Cambridge Science Park and 
operating a combination of R&D and manufacturing by Bard Pharma their subsidiary as evidence 
that the proposed Swindon Science Park should be granted permission. 

In more detail Napp is an occupier of the Cambridge Science Park (CSP) but it was ‘in-comer’ in 
1983 and although a large company it is one of many companies in the bio-technology cluster 
that spans a number of sectors.  This cluster has grown in Cambridge with some of its origins 
dating to the Huntingdon Research Centre in the 1950s, and since the 1960s from other 
universities’ research establishments, some from Cambridge research centres and some from 
indigenous entrepreneurial start-ups.  Not all are on the CSP and the history of the development 
of CSP6 indicate that the development of this site was very significantly influenced by indigenous 
entrepreneurs from the pool of talent including 25,000 students and many research institutions.   
 
The history of the Cambridge Science Park was developed around the existing talent pool in 
Cambridge which had 12,000 students in 1979 and was supported by the outcome of the 
Professor Neville Mott’s report to Parliament that prompted the planning of the site. Minutes of 
the  Parliamentary Select Committee on Science and Technology Minutes of Evidence in 1999 
that reflected on this development7 noted 
 
“ Cambridge University has been the source of engineering and physical science based innovation 
for hundreds of years and over the century the industrial application of this innovation has 
steadily increased to the point that the University is now surrounded by some 1,200 high 
technology companies employing around 30,000 people. The University's graduates influence 
research and development worldwide and the way the University governs its activities and 
handles intellectual property rights has been taken as a model for the nurturing and commercial 
exploitation of innovation. 
 
The Committee Minutes also noted: that in 1969 a committee chaired by Nobel Laureate Sir Nevill 
Mott reported: 
 
"The University already contains probably the largest concentration of physical, technological, 
biological, medical and agricultural research laboratories in any university in this country. If the 
Government research laboratories in Cambridge and its immediate neighbourhood are added to 

                                                           
6 The Cambridge Phenomenon 1985 and The Cambridge Phenomenon Revisited 2000 
7 https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm199899/cmselect/cmsctech/17/9020102.htm 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm199899/cmselect/cmsctech/17/9020101.htm
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these, the whole complex may be regarded as the largest non-industrial concentration in the 
country. The investment in scientific staff, equipment and supporting facilities is therefore 
exceptionally high. The University investment in the application of science and technology to 
industrial problems is correspondingly high." 

The history of the development of CSP8 indicate that the development of this site has been very 
significantly influenced by indigenous entrepreneurs from the pool of talent including 25,000 
students and many research institutions that are located in and around the City. This set of 
circumstances is very obviously different from the facts that sit behind the proposal for the 
Swindon Science Park and are set out as evidence to support the plans for Swindon Science Park. 

It is not possible to draw parallels between Napp Pharmaceuticals operation associated with the 
Cambridge Life Science Cluster and the proposed Swindon Science Park 

Response to 01.16  

CAM-SCI Rebuttal A further claim in the Rebuttal 01.16 points to Appendix A (of the CAM-SCI report) for 
further key examples of STPs anchored or hosted by industrial technologies companies. 

A review of the STP’s and associated companies listed in the CAM-SCI Appendix A is set out under Table 4.   

This lists a number of Parks that are referenced by CAM-SCI as ‘Science Park’ on which there is 
manufacturing activities, and in some cases, it cites particular companies that are active in manufacturing.  

The implication by CAM-SCI is that these Park demonstrate that the proposed Swindon Science Park 
would be no different than these sites in that the proposed development would be used primarily in 
terms of footprint for manufacturing and packaging activities as are those in their Appendix A. 

In summary (see details in Table 4) the review of the sites shows a different view: 

 In all cases the sites have had previous uses that includes operating as research and development 
facilities for large corporates. Few are recently developed green field sites. 

 Many are supported by partners that include economic development agencies and local planning 
authorities that approve of the development through some form of strategic planning process. 

 They all have access to the legacy skills based that was associated with a previous use and with 
the new use is slowly being substituted as they develop as a science park. 

 Where there is manufacturing this is not a high-volume activity but low volume high value 
production which commonly includes a company specific research, development, design, and 
prototyping component. 

Table 4 - Review of CAM-SCI Appendix A. 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PARK (STP) 

And 

ORGANISATION ON THESE SITES 

INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGIES NOTED BY CAM-SCI 

And 

COMMENTS THAT REFLECT ON THE CLAIMS. 

Advanced Manufacturing Park, 
Rotherham. 

Multiple companies 

Innovative engineering, research, and manufacturing. 
This site is built on the site of an old coal mine and part 
25 Local Plan for the development of Rotherham. 

Bristol and Bath Science Park 

High Value Manufacturing Catapult - 

National Composites Centre 

This site is now owned by South Gloucestershire Council 
and the University of Bath and is based on the 
Emmerson Green Park that initiated in the 1980s and has 
now taken on a new role as a Science Park. The Catapult 

                                                           
8 The Cambridge Phenomenon 1985 and The Cambridge Phenomenon Revisited 2000 
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is research based of which The National Composites 
Centre is the world leading authority on composites with 
a mission to solve the world’s most complex engineering 
challenges. The National Composites Centre (NCC) is one 
of seven centres that form the UK’s High Value 
Manufacturing Catapult (HVMC). It works globally to 
accelerate the adoption of high-value, sustainable 
engineering solutions in composites. It is a world-class, 
open access facilities are based in Bristol, UK – the 
heartland of Britain’s high-tech composite engineering 
R&D. Its technology innovation centres bring together 
over 500 composites specialists with cutting-edge digital 
manufacturing technology for the design and 
development of new composite products. The NCC 
specialises in providing industrial solutions all the way 
from the lab to developing large-scale production. 

 

Cambridge Science Park 

Napp Pharmaceuticals Group Ltd 

Heraeus Noblelight Ltd  

Tadpole Technology plc 

Biochrom Ltd 

 

Owned by Trinity College Cambridge. The facilities on 
these sites are all technical centres that are driving new 
innovation in a wide range of technologies. The 
companies are high value low volume manufacturing 
operations or combine manufacturing with research and 
development programs. These activities are across a 
range of technologies that include lasers, high resolution 
displays, analytical instrumentation, high performance 
specialist lighting. 

Charnwood Campus  

Almac Group Ltd 

This site was created in the 1930s by Fison and opened 
their first R&D labs in 1939. It now continues that use. 

Discovery Park, Sandwich 

Multiple companies 

Opened as a Pfizer site in 1954 for manufacturing.  Pfizer 
UK established ‘Pfizer Central Research’ with the mission 
to discover new pharmaceutical, chemical and 
agricultural products for Pfizer’s worldwide operations. It 
remains in these uses today as a Science Park 

Kent Science Park 

Multiple companies 

Originally a Shell Research Centre continues to offer R&D 
facilities to a wide range of technologies. Now owned by 
the We Are Pioneer Group that helps connect promising 
ventures to funding, supports start-ups and access to 
laboratories. 

Milton Park, Abingdon  

Production Tools (Oxon) Ltd 

Manufacturing engineering. This was part of the Didcot 
Power station and a ex MoD site.  

Langstone Technology Park, Havant  

Multiple companies 

High value manufacturing and administration facilities. 

Langstone Technology Park comprises a 481,772 sq. ft. 
campus originally built by IBM in the 1970s. The main 
buildings provide a mix of office and manufacturing 
accommodation, with the majority of the space currently 
used as offices. This site is noted in the Havant Borough 
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Local Plan to 2036  

North East Technology Park 

High Value Manufacturing Catapult – The 
Centre for Process Innovation 

Development, proving, prototyping and scale up of next 
generation products and processes.  

North East Technology Park  

National Formulation Centre – Centre 

for Process Innovation 

Innovative formulation technologies and formulated 
products including pharmaceuticals and coatings. 

Accommodates three national innovation centres on-

site: The National Innovation Centre for Printable 

Electronics, The National Innovation Centre for 

Formulations and The National Innovation Centre 

for Healthcare Photonics. Durham University are on-site 

providing easy access to facilities, academic expertise 

and PHD students for NETPark companies. 

Nottingham Science and Technology Park 

Upperton Pharma Solutions 

Nottingham Science Park is part of the D2N2 Enterprise 
Zones and situated opposite the University of 
Nottingham. Already home to some of the most 
innovative companies in the region, Nottingham Science 
Park has a further 5 acres of land ready for development 
within the Enterprise Zone. 

Nottingham City Council and D2N2 LEP are working in 
partnership to develop the site, in line with the 
ambitions of Nottingham Growth Plan to support 
business expansion and create new jobs. 

 

Wilton Centre, Redcar  

High Value Manufacturing Catapult – The 
Centre for Process Innovation Multiple 
companies 

Applied Graphene Materials plc 

Poseidon Plastics Ltd 

Home to leading global and regional businesses in the 
chemical, manufacturing, material, and life science 
industries. 

The site was formerly wholly owned and operated by ICI, 
a large chemical company who opened the site in 1949. 
Following the fragmentation of ICI, now operates as a 
science park with a wide range of companies. 

Innovation and manufacture and application of 
Graphene -  

CEO Adrian Potts CEO Applied Graphene - Our location 
here is relatively close to Durham University where 
Professor Coleman is still based and, being a science and 
technology centre, it suits the needs of a chemical 
company. For example, there is an inbuilt infrastructure 
that supports our staff in their everyday operations, e.g. 
with nitrogen lines and permits for environmental 
compliance. It is also useful to be near other high-tech 
science and IT companies, as well as Sheffield and 
Manchester universities where we also have ongoing 
collaborations. The legacy of the chemical giant ICI in this 
area was attractive too, as there is an abundance of 
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chemical engineers and chemists here and these are two 
of our critical employee groups.  

ReNewELP which is involved in advanced manufacturing 
in plastics recycling only has an office in the Wilton 
Centre.  The plant is not located on the site 

Scottow Technology Park 

Carbinium Engineering Ltd 

This site is adjacent to the now vacant Lotus Car Plant 
and Design activities and draws on this skills base and 
utilization of a number of redundant WW2 aircraft 
hangers to provide high value low volume manufacturing 
activities. These include for example the machined parts 
and composites by Carbinium which are a specialist and 
bespoke only engineering company. No production runs 
exceed 1,000 items but normally one off or up to 100 
prototypes. 

Silverstone Park 

Multiple companies 

High performance precision.  Low production runs not 
mass production.  engineering, innovation, design, 
manufacturing, research, and technology development. 
Associated with high precision engineering on short runs. 

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst Clinical, process development and manufacturing 
capability. Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst was formed 
through a collaboration between the Department for 
Business, Energy, and Industrial Strategy (BEIS), 
GlaxoSmithKline, Wellcome and Innovate UK. 

This has created a globally recognised cluster for 
therapeutic research and development that provides 
support for translation and commercialisation of 
innovative new medicines. 

University of Derby Science Park University of Derby is planning to extend its estate into 
the city centre to include a new University Enterprise 
Zone, as well as develop a Science Park at the existing 
Infinity Park Derby. This already operation Park, which is 
not the Science Park is a collaboration between Derby 
City Council, the Harpur Crewe Estate, Rolls-Royce and 
developers Cedar House, Wilson Bowden, and Peveril 
Securities. 

The Park is located to the south of the city, next to the 
world headquarters of Rolls-Royce Civil Aerospace and 
within 15 minutes of OEMs such as Toyota 
Manufacturing (UK), Bombardier and JCB. Plots are 
available on a design-and-build basis and can be 
purposed for anything from office-use to industrial 
distribution. 

Response to 01.17/ 01.18 

CAM-SCI Rebuttal 01.17 UNIVERSITIES AS A SOURCE OF STP TALENT AND INNOVATION 

CAM-SCI in their Rebuttal 01.18 make the statement that: Universities are vital to the knowledge 
ecosystem in our economy. 
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CAM-SCI notes: Universities are vital to the knowledge ecosystem in our economy; however academic ability 
does      not equate to entrepreneurship and commercialisation activity driving the modern economy .  

It is difficult to understand the relevance of this rebuttal; however, there are two points of interest.  
Taking evidence from the Michael Page employment Recruitment Group9 and reviewing  other 
recruitment sites a common view is that “in logistics having a degree has become increasingly important, 
in digital (one assumes the proposed packaging plant will be highly automated through digital control 
systems) a degree is vital, as is the case in recruitment by Blue-Chip companies,” which suggests that 
businesses at the level of Wasdell would seek graduates.  

In the context of the additional comment “however academic ability does not equate to entrepreneurship 
and commercialisation activity driving the modern economy”, this opinion of CAM-SCI does not match the 
views of the think tank of HEPI (The Higher Education Policy Institute) that has noted that “amidst the 
countless graduates taking the first steps towards launching their careers, more and more have moved 
away from seeking employment in favour of establishing small businesses of their own. This new wave of 
entrepreneurial ambition has likely been triggered by a combination of factors, from the economic 
downturn, to the growth of ecommerce and ‘digital nomadism’10. As a final point Warren Buffet, Elon 
Musk, Jeff Bezos all have degrees and Mark Zuckerberg and Bill Gates both went to university but 
dropped out to pursue their careers. In addition, as a practitioner my experience is that the most 
successful entrepreneurs that have built companies on the Surrey Research Park have all studied and 
been awarded degrees and some have PhDs. 

Response to 01.19 

CAM-SCI in their Rebuttal 01.19 states: Dr Parry’s assertion that universities are an essential resource for 
STPs is refuted by a large body of research from the 1990s onwards which finds that ‘a university science 
park location has only a weak and indirect relationship with innovation levels.’ 11  Moreover, research 
also finds that ‘geographical proximity is not an important influence - or a driving force - on the links 
established between university and industry’ 12. 

The academic paper to which CAM-SCI refer are based on two papers (end notes 7 and 8). One from the 
1994 and the other from a sample collected in 1993, which is close to 30 years ago when there were few 
STP in operation and much more economic activity was based on ‘production of goods’ not the trend in 
today’s economy of greater reliance on the use of knowledge in the economy. This suggest two papers 
are not of significant value in the current economic climate and invalid evidence.  

The paper from 201813 quoted by CAM-SCI reveals a much more complex relationship in industry - 
university collaborations (IUCs). This paper is based on a sample of over 400 peer reviewed academic 
paper with approved methodologies done blind and concluded that “IUC’s are increasingly important and 
it is in the interest to governments, policy makers, researchers, and practitioners that collaborations are 
successfully implemented……and close geographic proximity is important14 15 ..and the kind of relationship 
being sought is influenced by proximity 16.. and IUCs vary across technologies, through institutional, 

                                                           
9 Company Registration No. 02245324 
10 Defying the downturn: Why more graduates than ever are becoming entrepreneurs - HEPI 
11 University-related science parks — ‘seedbeds’ or ‘enclaves’ of innovation? Technovation, Volume 14, Issue 2, March 1994, 

Pages 93-110 
12 Science parks and university-industry interaction: Geographical proximity between the agents as a driving force, Technovation, 
Volume 17, Issue 9, September 1997, Pages 491-502, 530-531 
13 Rybnicek, R. and Königsgruber, R., 2019. What makes industry–university collaboration succeed? A 
systematic review of the literature. Journal of business economics, 89(2), pp.221-250. 
14 Indarti N, Wahid F (2013) How do Indonesian industries perceive university–industry collabora- tion? Motivations, 
benefts and problems. Int J Technol Trans Commer 12:157–171. https://doi. org/10.1504/ijttc.2013.064169 
15 Drejer I, Ostergaard CR (2017) Exploring determinants of frms’ collaboration with specifc universi- ties: employee-
driven relations and geographical proximity. Reg Stud 51:1192–1205. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/00343404.2017.1281389 
16 Isabel Maria BF, Rossi F, Geuna A (2014) Collaboration objectives and the location of the univer- sity partner: 

evidence from the Piedmont region in Italy. Pap Reg Sci 93:203–226. https://doi. org/10.1111/pirs.12054 

https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/document-api-images-live.ch.gov.uk/docs/ARfuBTf_DFCLZqHqkRh7ow383NLFNn4M3BXShxgjqbw/application-pdf?X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAWRGBDBV3JHV3IGMG%2F20210508%2Feu-west-2%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20210508T080042Z&X-Amz-Expires=60&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEM3%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCWV1LXdlc3QtMiJHMEUCIQCx9KmcMcNmmcOLaXlZUMeCcTWy%2F%2BLxhtPDXcqcqGakDgIgOK9K3ZKTmxhUDil8TFgOVecKSmeJnCHuhgHawf2S8SUqtAMIVhADGgw0NDkyMjkwMzI4MjIiDI39k%2Fl9MZFwRywJzSqRAy9j7meQQxwd1mAom%2BzunRuu7u88HjJlmj8uYPcyD7kOXJePY8SqRKy1804mT4cnH79NJielP8tZxzc%2BjCE1GovcGGi5P%2F%2BGLIOBg%2FuvmYRwsk4KtLyYTWWoyXkHE2fLqkwWSKIgPO4llMr%2FfOSkwISkpe9XOEGpSy9ruUWxtJTfNOFLZ1VNwUcK9GaaWDqgcxCojHu%2BTW%2BDeQNVBrTYZrZV0bNnA1LlruTMknHgfrLx7%2FwUWtTnhjYZpMZA6qjdZfkqC8ClDoZ%2Bmrb0plkMDi%2B4oRbwe1s63Q2ZeCkB%2FzMI8J9JVDpsTEdKDui6gZ8R%2FD3Gs8hY%2FRDIuo2ac1s%2BTxJNjsleQbndZFm9t3nUAHrImoPTM9UFSqeh4QeeJv2PR6qcDvLgKEKgFbRCWrArsYf5sGlr4plhxw0AHQHZxNEUpnUJGdBN%2BOoU7pckqFT0K%2Fl5er%2F%2B3tsqB7b7j13QLe73n6FNTTrcZOZ2CPPRM7ygCRlxVfDADYA5riE4xgsxGoBxdiyoploOFzRpBfxxrPBtMK2s2IQGOusBR6841H2J665CqdVcDcN9jjUTyX63wkl%2BwDgJ%2BtniWX3NNUqyyysLb1sn1S%2Blwb%2BvhMTB%2FJat6v83sQDj%2F78QiclohdjvMkWr5cjqPUlU7hkjLGig0KMxBNEEEC34rX3giq1VdmIonPevZGFg1bpg0pRN2V4q%2F5rzocSqxGfx%2F4KKeT%2BNBZnr4SLhvyaZogHxpzxb14c%2Bdzih6ERiwFDVDPsT7Pph4Nj08Vma3QR1MF5rfsvqbo735293bu%2BjYWFt14EQ%2Bnb6P%2BAMN4UA%2BRmNzxBgzsNb97ni72IF0DMjYLI0zo7%2BIRbEHRhkhQ%3D%3D&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilename%3D%22companies_house_document.pdf%22&X-Amz-Signature=38c00d96c402d3572803598ff1a524030f0286815f656897cdb190db6f923f7e
https://www.hepi.ac.uk/2017/09/06/defying-downturn-graduates-ever-becoming-entrepreneurs/
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relationship, output, and framework factors: and all of these affected by potential moderators of; phase 
or evaluation; academic discipline; level of responsibility of those involved; and scale that covers SME, 
large scale companies, and nationality of companies. 

The conclusion drawn by CAM-SCI is superficial and therefore should be ignored. 

Response to 01.20 

CAM-SCI in their Rebuttal 01.20 states: it is now widely evidenced that the ‘talent’ required to create the 
radical innovation underpinning economic growth comes largely from private enterprise and not 
academia. Key research findings in this regard are: 

a. Private enterprise generates at least 90% of new products and process; the contribution of 

academic research is only ‘up to 10%.’13 

b. Private enterprise (not academia) ‘enables the commercialisation of knowledge that would  

otherwise remain uncommercialised in universities and research organisations.’14 

c. Private enterprise is ‘the driving force behind the sort of radical innovations that are important 

for economic growth, able to work outside dominant paradigms, and exploit technological or 

commercial opportunities that have been neglected.’ 15 

d. Private enterprise rather than academia provides commercial ‘value creation by adopting 

innovation generated elsewhere, and adapting it to different contexts through incremental  

changes, and by supplying new or niche products which respond to diverse customer needs.’ 

A review of the actual academic paper quoted by in the CAM-SCI rebuttal which notes “Private enterprise 
generates at least 90% of new products and process; the contribution of academic research is only ‘up to 
10%.’ , when looked at in the original document17 from which this number was drawn, the finding was 
that over 10% of the products resulted from academic engagement and in the pharma sector this was 
close to 17% and it also reports that since the original paper in 1991 the speed at which the developed 
was made was quicker.  This is the quotation from the paper: 

“To sum up, the evidence for 1986–1994 confirms our earlier results for 1975–1985: over 10% of the new 
products and processes introduced in these industries could not have been developed without  
substantial delay in the absence of recent academic research. But there also seems to have been a 
significant change. From 1975–1985 to 1986–1994, there was a decrease in the average time lag between 
academic research results and the first commercial introduction of new products and processes  based on 
these results. This decrease could be of considerable economic benefit if it represents a quicker utilization 
of the findings of recent academic research, but it could have quite different implications if it is due to a 
shift in academic research toward more applied and short-term work17.” 

This statement still low figures but over time, and perhaps evidenced by the research on Covid-19, the 
engagement of science in universities is of increasing importance and accelerating. 

Response to 01.21/ 01.22  

01.21 SWINDON SCIENCE PARK CONFORMS TO IASP’s DEFINITION OF AN STP 

CAM-SCI Rebuttal 01.22 states: IASP promotes the idea that modern STP developments create ‘areas of 
innovation’ that reflect and develop the socioeconomic strengths, character and talent unique to their own 
region where  industry rather than academia is driving such developments. 16 

The current website for IASP, of which I am a member, provides some deeper insights into STP that 
are reflected in the following statements that are noted on the IASP website on the 7 May 2021. 
 
“Areas of innovation, of which science, technology and research parks (STPs) are a highly specialised 
type, play a key role in the economic development of their environment. Through a dynamic and 

                                                           
17 Mansfield, E., 1998. Academic research and industrial innovation: An update of empirical 
findings. Research policy, 26(7-8), pp.773-776. 
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innovative mix of policies, programmes, quality space and facilities and high value-added services, 
they: 

 stimulate and manage the flow of knowledge and technology between universities and 
companies. 

 facilitate the communication between companies, entrepreneurs, and technicians. 
 provide environments that enhance a culture of innovation, creativity , and quality. 
 focus on companies and research institutions as well as on people: the entrepreneurs and 

‘knowledge workers. 
 facilitate the creation of new businesses via incubation and spin-off mechanisms and accelerate 

the growth of small and medium size companies. 
 work in a global network that gathers many thousands of innovative companies and research 

institutions throughout the world, facilitating the internationalisation of their resident 
companies. 

The plans for the proposed Swindon Science Park application do not reflect the foundation of an area 
of innovation. 

My view is that the plans to build the Swindon Science Park based on the installation of a  highly complex, 
highly sophisticated, pharmaceutical packaging plant which comprises the following elements noted 
from the Wasdell Web site on 7 May 2021 does not conform to this mix despite their excellent record 
noted on their website as follows: 

“The Wasdell Group offering a comprehensive range of contract services that can take your product to 
the global market. 

Specialising in niche supply and speed to market, we provide turnaround times and solutions that support 
your global supply chain strategy. 

 Packaging 
 Manufacturing 
 Storage and distribution 
 QP services 
 Technical 
 Laboratory services 

Providing customers with market access, we navigate complex and country specific requirements, so you 
do not have to. Whether you use us for one service or all of them, the Wasdell Group is ready to assist 
you with your needs.” 

Response to 01.23 

CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.23 states: Swindon’s unique socioeconomic context provides a viable development 
platform for a commercial STP. Swindon is one of the strongest regional economies in the UK, built on a 
history    of innovation and investment in pioneering industry and technology sectors. Swindon’s economy 
has a high percentage of innovation-led SMEs as well as large companies in high-value sectors such as 
engineering, industrial technologies, energy and digital. 

These factors do not in themselves, as laudable as they are, make the development of green field site on 
the outskirts of Swindon into a ‘Science Park’. 

The STP sites quoted in Appendix A of the CAM-SCI Rebuttal and are suggested as precedents for the 
Swindon Science Park, all would have qualified as a ‘science park’ at the time of their construction which 
in many cases dates back to the 1950s and built specialist facilities and a skills base that enables this 
continuing use. 

https://www.wasdell.co.uk/packaging/
https://www.wasdell.co.uk/wasdell-manufacturing/
https://www.wasdell.co.uk/storage-distribution/
https://www.wasdell.co.uk/wasdell-qp-services/
https://www.wasdell.co.uk/wasdell-technical/
https://www.wasdell.co.uk/wasdell-laboratory-services/
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Swindon as a town may represent an innovation area but the planned Wasdell Packaging Plant would fall 
short of the characteristics of a Science Park or Science and Technology Park. 

Response to 01.24 

CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.24 states: Swindon is also home to UK Research and Innovation (UKRI), the UK’s non-
governmental organisation that directs research and innovation funding and includes Innovate UK, the UK 
Space Agency and the headquarters of the BCS (British Computer Society). 

UKRI is reported to employ about 7,000, employees that are public servants. Their role is a national 
mission stated as “to convene, catalyse and invest in close collaboration with others to build a thriving, 
inclusive research and innovation system that connects discovery to prosperity and public good” 
associated with the distribution of funds to research bodies.  

This purpose is not one that has a local focus other than the local impact of salaries into the community 
as employees. In addition, these staff must act as public servants which would constrain any direct 
intervention with Wasdell packaging plant. 

The UK Space Agency is employs around 200 staff that are civil servants – their mission ‘to maximise the 
UK’s R&D contribution to knowledge and ideas, quality of life and prosperity for everyone’. Wasdell is not 
involved in this technology. 

The BCS employs 25 people and has an international role with 60,000 members. Their influence in the 
region is likely to be low as they are not a consultancy-based organisation. 

It is not clear how the proposed Swindon Science Park will engage with these organisation to drive the up 
the regions innovation capacity other than through distribution of funds that are under competitive rules 
regulated by government, i.e., they are not discretionary. 

Response to 01.25 

CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.25 states: By proposing to develop ‘a dynamic and innovative mix of quality space 
and facilities, high value-added services and specialist operations policies7 in order to capture and grow 
innovation and tech markets, SSP conforms absolutely to IASP’s definition of an STP. 

The IASP definition of a STP is as follows: 

A science park is an organisation managed by specialised professionals, whose main aim is to increase 
the wealth of its community by promoting the culture of innovation and the competitiveness of its 
associated businesses and knowledge-based institutions. To enable these goals to be met, a Science 
Park stimulates and manages the flow of knowledge and technology amongst universities, R&D 
institutions, companies and markets; it facilitates the creation and growth of innovation-based 
companies through incubation and spin-off processes; and provides other value-added services 
together with high quality space and facilities.  

The expressions “technology park”, “technopole”, “research park” and “science park” encompass a 
broad concept and are interchangeable within this definition. The acronym STP (science and 
technology park) is used to refer to all of these expressions.  

The proposal for the Swindon Science Park would need to make very significant strides towards meeting 
in full the details that link its operation to the details noted in this definition. The site is to be based 
primarily on a pharmaceutical packing complex which does not include the wider engagement of a host 
university or alternatively a development agency. The proposal is a fixed installation that needs to comply 
with very carefully regulated activities with respect to pharmaceuticals and any innovation that it would 
drive would be incremental in nature in order to sustain financial and regulatory performance.  The 
process of spinning off companies from their operation is unlikely; however, Wasdell may attract 
companies to locate on the sites; however, from Wasdell’s published details about their company the 
majority of their suppliers are located within 10 miles of their existing site which is already close. 
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Response to 01.26/ 01.27 

01.26 MODERN SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PARK DEVELOPMENT PRACTICE 

CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.27 states: Within a fast-changing innovation-led market and a radically altered 
investment environment, the commercial innovation sector is adopting different STP development models 
suited to the needs of a modern economy upon which the public-sector university model has little or no 
bearing. It is no longer strange or unusual for innovation-led industry sectors to use their own resources to 
create an environment conducive to their endeavours. 

This question remains a matter of debate and any categorical comment such as noted in the rebuttal 
01.27 ignores some fundamental issues which are noted below.  

Although universities do not have a primary responsibility for economic development, it is their economic 
and social impact that has gained most prominence over the last 50 years18.  This impact includes the 
financial returns to graduates and postgraduates as they secure employment or develop as entrepreneurs 
who create and grow companies that increase the economic value of science, which includes social 
science, technology, and engineering.  

This is particularly the case when these businesses are involved in reforming or revolutionising the 
pattern of production by exploiting an innovation or an untried technology to produce a new commodity, 
produce an old product in a new way, create a new outlet for products, or reorganise an emerging 
industry19.  

This spectrum of benefits has been reinforced with a recent analysis which shows that an increase in the 
presence of universities in a region is positively associated with faster subsequent growth. To some 
degree, this growth is influenced by the supply of innovation derived from the combination of research 
outputs and human capital rather than simply increased demand20.  

In summary to assume that a packaging plant alone is going to create a ‘life science cluster’ by labelling 
itself a Science Park is, I suggest, overstating the case for this project. 

Response 01.28 

 

CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.28 states: The disaggregation of the pharma sector in the late 1990s saw pharma 
companies turning to commercial STP development to attract like-minded enterprise. This trend is growing 
with recent large-scale UK STP developments such GSK’s commercial campus in Stevenage and Dyson’s 
two technology campuses in Wiltshire, among others. 

The commercial development for GSK Stevenage was developed through a collaboration between the 
Department for Business, Energy, and Industrial Strategy (BEIS), GlaxoSmithKline, Wellcome and Innovate 
UK. This involved governmental support and the grant of planning approval for the project because it is 
associated with an existing research campus. 

The Dyson new tech campus will be based on a 517-acre former Ministry of Defence (MoD) site at 
Hullavington: this is not creating a new footprint.  

Response to 01.29 

 

CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.29 states: Wasdell’s vision to establish its own STP campus epitomises current trends 
in commercial STP development. In the innovation-led economy, companies like Wasdell (rather than 
universities) are the catalyst of dynamic economic change. 

                                                           
18 Shaheen, F. (2011). Degrees of value: How universities benefit society. London: New Economics Foundation. 
19 Švarc, J., & Dabić, M. (2017). Evolution of the knowledge economy: A historical perspective with an application to the case of 
Europe. Journal of the Knowledge Economy, 8(1), 159-176. 
20 The economic impact of universities: Evidence from across the globe Anna Valeroa, John Van Reenen. Economics of Education 
Review 68 (2019) 53-67. 
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The assertion that creating a new facility on green field overstates the case for a science park.  Where 
these are being developed is in association with an existing cluster of companies on sites that either have 
a historic research and development activity or adjacent to an existing function research centre or 
adjacent to a facility such as the £400m Public Health England campus, this is likely to succeed as a 
science park unless it has a very significant public subsidy that would provide a long runway in which to 
gain the necessary momentum to succeed. 

Response to rebuttal 01.31 to 01.36 

01.30 WASDELL’S ROLE IN THE PHARMA VALUE CHAIN 

CAM-SCI Rebuttal 01.31 states:  Dr Parry’s characterisation of Wasdell as a ‘packaging company’ appears 
to misunderstand Wasdell’s pivotal value proposition within the pharma sector supply chain. 

CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.32 states: In the pharma sector, the term ‘packaging’ is used to delineate the part of 
drug discovery and development reliant on scientific and technical innovations in materials, production, 
storage and development of medical devices to administer new and advancing treatments. 

CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.33 states: Wasdell’s packaging arm provides the international pharma sector with a 
set of highly complex processes requiring skilled scientists and engineers together with very significant 
investment to enable therapeutic chemical compounds to reach the market uncompromised and drugs 
administered in novel ways with a range of new medical devices. Without innovative design and 
production required by novel therapeutic chemical compounds, new drugs cannot reach the market, 
cannot be administered, and cannot benefit intended recipients. 

CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.34 states: A Cambridge-based pharma company developing world-leading 
treatments for diabetes, describes Wasdell as one of the few UK companies with the science, technology, 
skills and investment required to create the ‘high specification medical devices’ that enables their ‘new  
drug treatments to reach patients.’ 

‘These are high specification medical devices. Packaging and filling them requires a  

closely controlled, capital intensive process involving, filling, quality control and  

quality assurance, and end terminal sterilisation. The process involves sophisticated  

technology and is regulated by the UK, international standards (ISO) and foreign  

governments. These are high value-added processes and thus the jobs associated 

with these processes are well paid and highly skilled. The UK currently has limited 

facilities for this type of manufacturing.  Although referred to as ‘pharmaceutical 

packaging’ these processes have nothing in common with the type of warehouse  

packaging familiar to the general public, such as Amazon, which is characterised by  

low pay, unskilled work, lack of regulation and low value added.’18 

CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.35 states: Without the expertise and innovation Wasdell provides, cutting edge 

medical technologies companies like Cambridge Sensors, are unable to translate their products to the 

commercial market. 

CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.36 states: See Appendix B for more details of Wasdell’s leading innovations. 

It is impossible to respond to these claims in this section of the report. However, one of the important 
questions that needs to raised when considering these factors is the proportion of the staff that are to be 
employed in the new Packaging Plant facility that will be engaged in operational matters including quality 
control, equipment maintenance, and logistics as examples, when compared with the number involved in 
research and development.   

If the proportion of research and development staff is small, then the claims for the Packing Plant to be an 
anchor organisation is a somewhat speculative claim.   

Response to Rebuttal 01.37 to 01.52 

01.37 PHARMA PACKAGING GLOBAL MARKET VALUE 
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CAM-SCI rebuttal 01.38  to 01.52  

The matters raised in these items 01.38 to 01.52 are more statements than questions and reflect an 
ambition for the development of this site, its value to Wasdell in the context of modernising its operation, 
and it impact on the economic development of the region. 

The historic financial performance of the company is a matter of fact and the suggestion is that without 
the opportunity to build this complex the company will have to reconsider its position and growth plans. 

I am unable to comment on these points individually; however, the proposal for up to 32,281 sq. m (GIA) 

for a B1b use is a significant and if built the occupancy rates for wet laboratories at around 1 person to 20 

sq m will if fully let as laboratories create around 1,500 if fully let.   

The comparators quoted by CAM-SCI for the Dyson and projects at Malmsbury noted21 200 new jobs in 

research. In the case of the GSK Biocatalyst there is a quoted figure 4,500 staff that will be part of the 

extension of that has created a globally recognised cluster for therapeutic research and development that 

provides support for translation and commercialisation of innovative new medicines22. 

The implication in the CAM-SCI report is that the Swindon Science Park Innovation  Hub will fill within 3 
year of opening is based on lettings data from in five speculative Hubs in Newcastle, Liverpool, and 
Stevenage. The only measure I can think of to compare likely performance of the Swindon Science park 
with the Innovation Hubs in Liverpool  and Newcastle is to look at the size of their respective student 
population which are respectively 29,600 and 16,000.  

 

 

  

                                                           
21 https://www.business-live.co.uk/manufacturing/dyson-create-200-new-research-20379307 
22 https://www.stevenagecatalyst.com/about/ 
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Response to Part Two 
 

02. CAM-SCI Rebuttal: Without adhering to the science park development ‘conditions’ Swindon 

Science Park will suffer from ‘mission drift’ 
 

 

a. Dr Parry’s concern in respect of ‘mission drift’ refers to a challenge that faces all STPs which is 

retaining the integrity of the project over time. 

b. In order to generate revenue and increase their tenant base, some STPs broaden their 

admissions criteria and allow generic business enterprise as tenants.  This creates a business 

park offer rather than the specialist STP offer. 

c. Mission drift is usually caused when STPs do not deliver the right value proposition for target 

markets. For example, by building standard office facilities, STPs will limit their market to office 

occupiers; innovation markets usually require a more specialist approach. 

d. ‘Mission drift’ can happen to any STP, including those with university hosts, where the  business 

plan and operations strategy is not sufficiently geared to the innovation sector. 

e. Many university science parks around the UK have struggled to retain the integrity of their 

vision and now host generic businesses and public sector occupiers. 

f. Successful STPs develop where there is a focus on the wants and needs of target innovation- 

led markets. By anticipating the inherent difficulties experienced by this sector, and by working 

to provide solutions, STPs attract and grow their own markets to form innovation clusters and 

create innovation regions. 

g. This specialist approach to property development and operations adds significant value to 

companies in target sectors since it generates a hospitality culture and provides solutions for 

target companies at the point of need. 

h. Additionally, this specialist approach means that STPs are differentiated from business parks 

both by the specialist value proposition of the development and the market sectors they are 

targeting. 

i. Best commercial practice to prevent ‘mission drift’ and to ensure the integrity of an STP 

development over time is retaining a specialist approach to development and operations - 

including restricting market entry to the park to identified key markets. 

j. Key elements of successful STP development therefore include: 

 
I Specialist service provision at point of need for the innovation-led and commercial 

knowledge companies 

II Targeted development for the innovation sector (rather than generic office development), 

specialist facilities development including labs and high specification R&D space, specialist 

infrastructure provision and high tech service provision 

III Dedicated innovation space for the SME and start-up market and grow-on space provision 
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IV Restrictive entry criteria limited to target markets. The SSP Business and Delivery Plan 

defines its entry criteria for SSP at point 6.9 

V Leases incorporating restrictive entry criteria 

VI Planning consent to include areas restricted to B1b use class targeting the innovation sector 
 

Response 0.2 

This analysis sets out a response by elaborating good practice; however, that alone is insufficient to 

prevent mission drift is the market for a science park is misjudged. If this happens then the commercial 

imperative of finding occupiers overrides the original mission.  Planning laws are now such that it makes 

it simpler for developers to enable change or use. This poses a risk for all developments.   
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03. CAM-SCI Rebuttal: Without a university, the Swindon region does not qualify for STP 

development 
 

 

a. Dr Parry argues that towns and regions like Swindon are excluded from taking advantage of 

developments in technology transforming industries and societies around the world because they do 

not have the right ‘conditions’ to capture these markets.  This argument is blind to the fact that 

companies like Wasdell are at the heart of this process of transformation; capturing and supporting 

these companies is the first step in preparing for the economy we need to become. 

b. The UK Government’s Industrial Strategy 2017 emphasises that ‘it is not enough just to look at the 

economy we have. We must make preparations 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.’25 

c. Lack of specialist infrastructure provision for next-generation commerce is a significant barrier to 

its growth. Specialist development for next-generation commercial enterprise is essential even 

where economies are regarded as mature. 

d. The process of industrial hollowing poses a threat to established economies through the effects of 

global restructuring within traditional industries. The departure of Honda from Swindon in July 2021 

with the loss of 7,000 jobs26 and regional losses equating to £426m,27 demonstrates the 

vulnerability of thriving economies that do not also have an innovation- led economy to provide 

new avenues of wealth creation. 

e. The proposed development of Swindon Science Park is a fundamental step towards creating the 

future prosperity of the town and the region. By creating specialist facilities and services for 

innovation enterprise, Swindon Science Park will become a key locus for economic growth across a 

diverse range of sectors that comprise the knowledge economy and next-generation industry. 

f. Without Swindon Science Park able to accommodate the expansion needs of the Wasdell Group, 

Swindon will lose a pivotal platform for future wealth creation in the region. 

g. In a competitive national and global economy, Swindon must have an economic strategy able to 

secure and support leading innovation-enterprise. 

h. Swindon cannot afford the economic and reputational damage of losing Europe’s largest pharma 

industrial technologies company because it cannot accommodate its rapid expansion needs. 

Response 0.3 

The matter of the supply of land for employment in Swindon is a matter for the Planning Authority. To 

suggest that this Authority is deliberately refusing the Infield application to damage the employment 

profile of the Swindon does not seem plausible.   

The departure of Honda is unfortunate; however, it does raise the question of the reuse of part of the 

Honda 370-acre site on which to develop the proposed Wasdell facility.  

In addition if the Ex-Honda site is redeveloped to create its own Innovation Hub this may compete with 

proposed site for the Swindon Science Park and if that is the case then mission drift at SSP may occur or 

driven by a commercial imperative the permitted use of the sites may have to be reconsidered.  

25https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/730048/industrial-  

strategy-white-paper-web-ready-a4-version.pdf p25 

26 3,500 direct jobs, 3,500 supply chain jobs, https://www.economicmodelling.co.uk/2019/03/01/honda-closure-what-now- 
for-swindon/ 

27 https://www.economicmodelling.co.uk/2019/03/01/honda-closure-what-now-for-swindon/ 

http://www.economicmodelling.co.uk/2019/03/01/honda-closure-what-now-
http://www.economicmodelling.co.uk/2019/03/01/honda-closure-what-now-
http://www.economicmodelling.co.uk/2019/03/01/honda-closure-what-now-for-swindon/
http://www.economicmodelling.co.uk/2019/03/01/honda-closure-what-now-for-swindon/
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04. CAM-SCI Rebuttal: Proposals for Swindon Science Park ‘are for a warehouse (next to low rent office 

facility)’ 
 

 

a. Dr Parry’s claim that the new Wasdell facility at Swindon Science Park will be a ‘warehouse’ 

misrepresents Wasdell’s business and its vision for the park. 

b. Wasdell has applied for a hybrid planning permission for its new facilities; detailed design for 

the Innovation Hub will not start until the hybrid planning application is approved. 

c. For a project of this nature, planning permission is often granted allied to conditions or 

obligations regarding a range of factors - including use. Wasdell are committed to engaging 

with Swindon Borough Council to agree the required planning conditions / obligations. 

d. Wasdell has welcomed early guidance from Swindon Borough Council in the early plans that 

have been submitted. 

e. Whilst the new Wasdell facility will be large, reflecting both the company’s size and the growth 

aspirations, it is not unusual for STPs to offer facilities of scale to STP occupiers. 

f. Some STPs also enable large innovation-led organisations to create their own small campus 

developments to reflect the needs of the company. 

g. The new facility for Wasdell will be designed to provide a range of different functions required 

for Wasdell’s business. These include: 

I Offices 

II Life science laboratories 

III Engineering laboratories 

IV Production laboratories 

V Research and development space VI 

Training space 

VII High value manufacturing space 
 

Response 0.4 

The planning application number S/OUT/18/1943 whether or not there is a misunderstanding about the 

description this site includes warehousing and a production and packing plant in addition to the list under 

point g.  It would be unusual create a science park based on a packaging and a logistics function.  

In addition, it is understood that there are already a number of initiatives supported by public bodies and 

the private sector to create a range of ‘innovation hubs’ in Swindon. The proposal for an out of town 

facility at the proposed Swindon Science Park may result in competition which, subject to demand, result 

in mission drift. 
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05. CAM-SCI Rebuttal: Swindon Science Park will develop a ‘low rent office facility’ 

 

a. Dr Parry’s claims that Swindon Science Park will develop a ‘low rent office facility’ is not based 

on proposals provided by CAM-SCI or Wasdell. 

b. Advice provided by CAM-SCI is development of a best in class facility for SMEs and start-ups in 

the innovation sector. 

c. It is not possible to determine future rents until a full business plan is developed as part of the 

detailed design process following planning approvals. 

d. The vision for Swindon Science Park is to create a value proposition that targets the SME sector 

as SMEs comprise the largest and most vibrant element of the knowledge economy. 

e. To do this, it is necessary to create turnkey facilities that provide added value to SMEs across 

a range of metrics and services. 

f. The innovation facility will also provide an initial home for companies wishing to co-locate with 

Wasdell. 

g. Our recommendation is for the development of a purpose designed Innovation Hub that is 

best in class, as a development at Swindon Science Park. 

h. Outline planning permission for the Innovation Hub, together with grow-on capacity, is being 

sought. 

i. Following outline consent, the design and specification for the facility will be developed based 

upon global best practice principles of tech-cluster development and growth. Key principles of 

tech-cluster growth, and the specialist facilities and infrastructure required to capture 

innovation-led companies and medtech companies, is provided in the SSP document ‘Creating 

An Innovation Cluster at SSP’, CAM-SCI, Feb 2021. 

j. We have recommended a laboratory-enabled facility with a range of specialist design and 

service delivery elements. This approach is more costly to develop than standard office 

offerings but provides high functioning flexibility to innovation-led markets that differentiates 

SSP from the generic property market. 

 

Response 0.5 

 

The economic development program for Swindon is already being actively developed through the 

Swindon and Wiltshire Business and Economy Group. This has already indicated their capacity to support 

the creation of laboratory operations in existing facilities. The proposed Hybrid application has a long time 

scale for delivery and may find that existing competition will undermine the expected demand and leave 

the proposed develop with no option but to stall development and, or, accept mission drift.  

The suggestion by CAM-SCI that co-location of a science park with its host, if it has one at all, is not 

necessary.  Does this argument also apply to the proposal for the SSP. Would it not be unreasonable to 

collaborate with the other proposed providers of Innovation Hubs and consider other sites for the 

production and logistics activities?  
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06. CAM-SCI Rebuttal: ‘The Hub-Spoke model proposed by CAM-SCI for Swindon Science Park does not 

match the scale or scope of the progenerators (sic) of the successful science parks used as exemplars’ 
 

 

a. The public sector has a particular interpretation of ‘hub and spoke’ development and this 

model has fallen out of favour in public sector circles. However, our report was written for a 

commercial client and the model we proposed is a relatively straight forward commercial 

development approach. 

b. Our use of ‘hub and spoke’ is an analogy describing the process of anchor organisations acting 

as magnets to other commercial innovation enterprise. In many cases, the larger ‘hub’ attracts 

smaller ‘spoke’ companies; but larger enterprises also often attract other large occupiers and 

inward investors. The basis of attraction can be numerous – from potential collaboration to 

more prosaic reasons such as credibility of location established by the host company. 

c. Wasdell already works with a range of SMEs. With adequate provision and support at Swindon 

Science Park, Wasdell provides a stronger incentive for company co-location and inward 

investment than a university host that provides no measurable added value. 

d. We understand Dr Parry’s objection to this approach to mean that ‘progenerators’ (which we 

take to be progenitors) of the STP case studies we provide, offered the ‘scale and scope’ of 

development that could never be matched by Wasdell. 

e. Dr Parry does not substantiate his view with evidence or further analysis, so it is difficult to 

know why he reaches this conclusion. The STP ‘progenitors’ in our case-studies are of a similar 

commercial scale to the Wasdell Group. The case studies we provide evidence the potential 

success of this model to create ‘innovation areas’ over time. 

Response 0.6 

 

Drawing a comparison between the Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst and the SSP misrepresents the case for 

the SSP. The Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst is reported to be is home to major organisations including 

GSK, the Cell and Gene Therapy Manufacturing Catapult, LifeArc and Cytiva alongside a growing cluster of 

start-up companies which together have raised £1.6bn in funding.  

The argument for making this statement include: 

 The site has a long history of operating as a research campus. 

 It includes a Cell and Gene Therapy Catalyst which bring public sector funding to the project 

through BEIS.  

 The scale of manufacturing and associated logistics is smaller. 

 There are already 40 companies on the site. 

 It includes an academic hub that is located within the Incubator building.  Researchers from a 

range of universities including the University of Cambridge, UCL, Imperial College London and the 

University of Hertfordshire are able to undertake projects supported by mentoring from the 

campus community. 
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07. CAM-SCI Rebuttal: Swindon Science Park does not have the features of exemplar developments and 

this is likely to be fundamental flaw in the interpretation of the project’ 
 

 

a. Dr Parry objects to a Swindon Science Park development because it does not have the 

‘features’ of established STP exemplars. However, it is not possible for every region with 

ambition to capture innovation markets, to exhibit the same ‘features’ as those areas where 

this has been done over a period of decades. If every region waited to match the circumstances 

of Cambridge, Silicon Valley, Sophia Antipolis or Medicon Valley as a condition of STP 

development, there would be very few STPs anywhere. 

b. The exemplar projects we provide are not intended as direct ‘models’ for Swindon Science  

Park (as is clear in our report), but examples of successful STP development reflecting the 

unique regional socioeconomic context of these projects. 

c. Creation of larger innovation areas is defined by IASP as a key science park function and we 

show the very significant economic impacts that can be achieved by best practice STP 

development over time. However, we also provide case studies of STPs that are still at a 

relatively small scale. 

d. STPs have an important role in pioneering specialist development in order to diversify and 

grow regional economies. For this reason, the first phases of STP developments are often 

speculative and, because of the risk involved, public funds are often made available to enable 

the innovation phase of development. 

e. CAM-SCI has pioneered a number of new STP developments in the UK. Our experience is that 

the same market forces are at work from project to project, and the needs of our specialist 

sector remain the same – with key differences being the socioeconomic context of each 

project. 

f. In areas that have been socially and economically deprived over decades, it is likely to take 

longer to catalyse new markets and strategies to achieve this may be different to those 

adopted where socioeconomic circumstances are less extreme. In the same way, urban science 

park development requires a different strategic approach to out of town development; 

commercial development may differ to economic regeneration development. 

g. IASP highlights the need for modern science park development to be flexible and market 

responsive rather than fixated on any particular development model. Delivered on this basis, 

it is likely that Swindon Science Park will create a unique brand with unique selling points 

that reflect the socioeconomic character and economic strengths of Swindon and the region. 

Response to 07 

The wider objections that the letter of 23 May 2020 set out in respect of this application are based on the 

following points: 

 There are a number of possible alternative sites for the development other than a green field 

site. 

 The nature of the anchor tenant major activity is packaging and logistics which is at significant 

variance to the activities to science parks.  

 The phasing of the project leads to a concern that as a hybrid application the element that would 

bring legitimacy of the site being a Science Park may not be built. 
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08. CAM-SCI Rebuttal: ‘If the project fails it may experience mission drift towards being a technology 

park’ 
 

 

a. We have addressed the process of ‘mission drift’ and how to prevent it in point 4 above. 

b. Dr Parry’s view is that Swindon Science Park is likely to ‘fail’ and will end up as a ‘technology  

park’. 

c. It is very surprising to see Dr Parry making a distinction between a ‘science park’ and a 

‘technology park’ for the reason that standard industry practice now uses the acronym ‘STPs’ 

to encompass both science and technology parks which are regarded as interchangeable 

developments. 

d. IASP, the world’s largest STP association defines what a science park ‘is’ using the acronym 

‘STP’ - adding that ‘the expression “technology park”, “techno park”, “research park” and 

“science park” encompass a broad concept and are interchangeable within this definition.28 

e. Swindon Science Park proposals encompass good practice for development of science and  

technology parks (STPs). If, as Dr Parry concludes, the worst outcome of current Swindon 

 

Science Park proposals is a ‘technology park’ for Swindon, there can be no basis for his 

objections. 

Response 08 

The adoption of Science and Technology Park is widely used to describe a number of projects. IASP 

recognise this in their statement. 

 

 
28 https://www.iasp.ws/html/IASPbrochure/index.html#page=2 

http://www.iasp.ws/html/IASPbrochure/index.html#page%3D2
http://www.iasp.ws/html/IASPbrochure/index.html#page%3D2
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09. CAM-SCI Rebuttal: Science parks need an attitude of ‘risk sharing’ to support start-ups and young 

companies as they scale 
 

 

a. SMEs comprise more than 95% of the innovation sector. In order to attract, support and grow 

its core market, a key role of STPs is to provide a supportive and conducive environment for 

the SMEs and start-ups. 

b. We agree that STPs often adopt an attitude of risk sharing with SMEs in order to achieve their 

goals. However, this is not uniformly the case. Many STPs either at launch or at particular 

development phases, rely on pre-lettings to trigger development. In these cases, the risk to 

the investor/developer is intentionally small and not shared with the STP occupier. 

c. Although ‘risk sharing’ is not defined by Dr Parry, in our experience, SMEs require a range of 

facilities, services and technical support to be provided at the point of need which often 

involves investment in premises before a user is identified. 

d. Our report highlights both the role of Swindon Science Park in supporting the SME innovation 

sector, and the need for the park to create facilities, services and infrastructure to achieve this. 

e. The vision for Swindon Science Park is to create turn-key best in class facilities with a range of 

support services targeting the SME and start-up sectors. 

 

Response 09 

The response to point 01.25 deals with this point; however, the application was made for a Science Park 

which has as an anchor activity of a packaging plant and logistics function which in my opinion is a misuse 

of the term and misleading and has an adverse effect on the brand.  

  



Dr Malcolm Parry Rebuttal Response S/OUT/18/1943 17/05/2021 

37 
 

 
10. CAM-SCI Rebuttal: Swindon Science Park will not offer on-site management, Swindon Science Park 

will not offer business support 
 

 

a. Dr Parry raises concerns in respect of a range of operational issues at Swindon Science Park 

including: 

I On site management 

II Business support 

III Rental levels 

IV Size of Wasdell’s facility 

V The ability of the park to ‘curate’ a number of ‘complex’ factors required for successful STP 

development 

VI The ‘high-risk’ nature of STP development 

VII The ability of Swindon Science Park to achieve its goals 

b. Key development and operations principles have been established for Swindon Science Park 

based on STP best practice, including on-site management and facilitated business support for 

SSP companies and described in the SSP Innovation Strategy29 and SSP Outline Business Plan. 

c. The concerns Dr Parry raises will be further addressed in a detailed business plan to ensure 

that Swindon Science Park is best in class in terms of its development and operations strategy. 

 

Response 10 

These factors are of course paramount but it reverts to the question of does a site predominately based 

on packaging and logistics match the concept widely understood as a science park.  The Brand or Symbolic 

Capital of the term science park embodies that the major activities on these sites is carried out based on 

the application of knowledge. Sites Cited by CAM-SCI to reference this use are all different in their origins 

with the majority of having them having the symbolic capital embedded in them from the prior use of 

corporate research and development and their continuation of that use based on access to knowledge by 

a wider community of opportunity entrepreneurs that are bringing economic value to science. This is 

different from basing this on a packaging and logistic function. 

 

29 CAM-SCI Report ‘Creating an Innovation Cluster at SSP’, Feb 2021 
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11. CAM-SCI Rebuttal:  Science park development is ‘high risk’ and Swindon Science Park may not be 

able to achieve its goals 
 

 

d. STP development is especially high risk where there is no anchor occupier to attract 

commercial investment and/or to attract other occupiers to the STP. 

e. The most common ‘risk’ to start-up STPs in the UK is lack of investment at the early stages of 

development. The majority of new STPs in the UK are speculative and require risk-funding for 

early-phase development. This is increasingly difficult to achieve with the reduction of public- 

funds historically available for such interventions. 

f. The Wasdell Group is acting as the investor/developer for Swindon Science Park which 

significantly reduces project risk. 

g. Wasdell is also willing to ‘risk share’ by funding the innovation phase of Swindon Science Park 

development through provision of purpose designed turn-key facilities for the SME and start- 

ups sectors of the innovation market. 

h. The Wasdell Group is a large and expanding company within the high-value pharma supply 

chain sector. Having Wasdell as an anchor occupier provides a strong commercial platform for 

further phased development. 

i. Having Wasdell on site offers a range of benefits to Swindon Science Park from reputational 

benefits to the direct commercial additionality. 

j. Wasdell as an investor in the park, is highly motivated to ensure a successful development of 

Swindon Science Park over time. 

Response 11 

The question about the science park is the use as a packing and logistics operation not a question about 

Wasdell or its immense capability in creating a highly sophisticated production service. 
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12. CAM-SCI Rebuttal - The widely held current consensus is that successful science parks are most likely 

to develop in an environment where they refine, build upon and curate a number of physical, economic, 

and network assets, in order to enable the complex process of attracting opportunity entrepreneurs and 

support their successful development by growing successful market (sales) funded operations 
 

 

k. We do not disagree with this analysis of what a successful innovation cluster looks like, how it 

operates or what it needs. Our contention is that there is more than one way to develop and 

catalyse the assets Dr Parry identifies. Dr Parry insists that this must be substantially driven 

by universities and research centres whilst it is more widely acknowledged that private 

enterprise has now assumed the role of catalysing innovation-led economic development. 

l. Moreover, the networks described by Dr Parry, and the process of ‘curation’ that he identifies 

has to start somewhere; if they pre-exist, STP development is redundant. 

m. The largest and most successful science parks and innovation clusters in the UK have 

developed over a period of 30 years or more. Younger developments are springing up in areas 

and regions that do not traditionally exhibit the ‘conditions’ Dr Parry insists on. In particular, 

post-industrial regions of the UK are developing STPs that reflect their own particular 

socioeconomic legacy building and ‘curating’ knowledge, experience, vision and 

entrepreneurship to create growing areas of innovation. 

n. The analysis of ‘science parks’ provided by Dr Parry and economic consultants, fails to address 

a crucial element of STP development which is commercial sustainability and investment 

incentive. 

o. The commercial property market largely avoids STP development precisely because it does not 

wish to ‘share the financial and commercial risk of supporting the businesses they attract’ 

advocated by Dr Parry. 

p. The majority of university science parks remain small in scale because they fail to attract 

commercial investment. If we are to create commercial STPs we must find a sustainable 

development approach that rewards both investors and tenant companies. Dr Parry does not 

recognise or address this key issue. 

q. We agree that to varying degrees, STP developers must be willing to take on the risk inherent 

to innovation-led markets.30 In this regard, Swindon is unusually fortunate since Wasdell is 

willing to assume this investment risk as well as providing the type of innovation-led activity 

that will anchor the development. 

r. As the primary investor, Wasdell has an additional incentive to ensure the success of Swindon 

Science Park. 

s. The unique Swindon context offers the possibility of creating a vibrant innovation cluster based 

upon knowledge-networks and entrepreneurship emerging from its long-established industrial 

heritage. Swindon has a diverse but highly trained and educated workforce with a higher-than-

average rate of entrepreneurship compared to the rest of the UK. Additionally, many existing 

companies in Swindon have established national and international links and networks. By 

providing a home for entrepreneurial activity linked to a range of specialist provision for the 

innovation sector, Swindon Science Park will foster and grow an innovation cluster that draws 

on its unique commercial strengths and knowledge networks. 

 

Response 12 

The matter of driving the commercialisation of science is not in question in this planning discussion.  Land 
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use planning is for local authorities to deliberate on and that process is dictated by planning law. There is 

a use class that covers research and development but there is no planning definition of a science park. 

Science Parks are a brand of development. This brand has certain characteristics that is built around the 

organisation that imposes on the land on which it operates. This organisation is concerned with helping to 

de-risk the step between the invention and commercialisation by many means. However, the suggestion 

that by creating a site that has a mainstay function of packing and logistics, all be it of the highest level 

and perhaps running this as a test bed for new technology, qualifies as science parks would in my opinion 

be a mis-representation of the term.  

 
 

30 A number of new STP developments adopt a pre-let development model so that there is no risk to the investor 
and no ‘risk sharing’ with younger companies. Recent examples of this approach include new development at 
Cambridge Biomedical Campus and the refurbishment of premises at Chesterford Research Park 

 


