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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.01 This is a supplement to my Proof of Evidence dated 18 May 2021, rebutting points 

made in various parts of the evidence to be given on behalf of the Appellant.  

1.02 The additional evidence which I have prepared and provide here has been prepared and 

is given in accordance with the guidance of my professional institutions. I confirm that 

the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions.  

2 ORGANISATION 

2.01 The summary points in my original Proof of Evidence related to:  

 the definition of the economic impact; 

 the difference between impact and benefits; 
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 the impact not being specific to the proposed site or to locating the Wasdell Group’s 

activities on a single site in Swindon – in effect, that alternatives could achieve the 

same impact; 

 the forecast growth of the Wasdell Group; and 

 the appropriateness of the Wasdell Group as a science park anchor. 

2.02 The following sections deal in turn with issues relating to each of these. 

3 DEFINITION OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT 

3.01 Section 5 of Mr Amos’ Proof of Evidence demonstrates the success of the Wasdell 

Group whilst working across from two quite separate locations within Swindon as well 

as their other sites in England and Ireland (see para 5.19).  The apparent assumption in 

the economic case that the Group will not be able to grow at all unless the proposed 

development is permitted, and hence that the impact of the proposed development is the 

difference between what the Group (and its possible science park tenants) might do in 

future and what it is doing now, therefore seems all the more inappropriate. 

4 IMPACTS AND BENEFITS 

4.01 Mr Amos claims, at paragraph 9.13, that the proposed development will assist the 

Swindon economy in recovering more quickly from the Covid19-induced recession1. 

However, his evidence gives no clear indication of what timescale is intended.  

4.02 In their submissions with the original (2018) planning application, Wasdell stated that 

they aimed to start work on site in 2020, completing the first phase within one year and 

the whole development (including the science park element) by 2025.  Since the earliest 

start is now probably in 2022, this implies completion of the development by 2027, with 

the occupation of the science park building up over the 2-3 years argued by Mr Lupson.   

4.03 The evidence therefore suggests that Mr Amos’ employment estimates, and the 

associated economic effects, might be achieved by 2030.  They would therefore 

contribute to economy recovery from the Covid and other shocks, but cannot be 

regarded as contributing to a particularly quick recovery.  

                                                 
1 Please note, however, that the Experian projections that he quotes should also include other effects both 

national (notably Brexit) and local (Honda), so the discussion here is not just about the impacts of Covid.  
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4.04 I note also that Mr Lupson refers to the national and even international significance of 

Wasdell’s expansion [5.2.1].  It should be kept in mind that this will be different from 

the economic impact estimated by Mr Amos. Mr Amos has calculated the local 

economic impact and has been very careful to describe it as such.  One would expect 

the national economic impact to be much smaller because at the national scale 

displacement effects will be greater.  Mr Amos has allowed for a conventional level of 

displacement at the local level, meaning that an allowance is made for the extent to 

which Wasdell’s growth would be at the expense of other firms which could expand 

into the same markets.  As one moves from considering local effects to regional and 

then to national effects, the number of other firms and plants likely to be negatively 

impacted by Wasdell’s growth increases (including Wasdell’s operations outside 

Swindon), and the net national impact of the proposed investment will be much smaller.  

This should be kept in mind when considering Mr Lupson’s references to national 

effects.  

5 ALTERNATIVES TO THE SITE 

5.01 Mr Dewart’s Rebuttal Proof discusses the available of alternative large sites in 

Swindon.  The point I have made in paragraph 3.01 above, about the Wasdell Group’s 

success in growing while working from multiple sites in Swindon and elsewhere, is 

relevant here as well. 

5.02 Regarding the question as to whether Swindon is the best location for a science park of 

the kind proposed, I note that the evidence from Mr Lupson argues strongly that 

university links are not necessary or important to science parks.  However, his claims 

in this respect seem overstated. Whilst it is possible that the Cambridge Science Park 

never had, or no longer, has any formal link with the University of Cambridge as such, 

it was set up by a College (Trinity) within the University and is widely regarded as 

accommodating a range of businesses that have at least benefitted from proximity to 

the University and its associated research institutes2. The adjacent St John’s Innovation 

Park, also on the list, was similarly set up and is still owned by St John’s College, 

another college within the University of Cambridge. It seems a little disingenuous, 

                                                 
2  For example, Laser-Scan, the first Cambridge Science Park tenant, was founded by three academics from the 

University’s Department of Physics (https://www.cambridgesciencepark.co.uk/about-park/past/; 

https://www.laser-scan.com/demo/laser-scan-history/). 
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therefore, to suggest that the Cambridge Science Park or the St John’s Innovation Park 

have “no university links”.  

5.03 I also note that the evidence from Mr Lupson is focussed entirely on science parks; that 

is what he was asked to do.  However, whilst he has endeavoured to demonstrate the 

feasibility and viability of the proposed science park, Mr Lawson accurately describes 

the science park proposal as “speculative” at paragraph 6.1 of his Proof.   

5.04 Against that acknowledgment, it is notable that several phrases in Mr Lupson’s 

evidence highlight the highly speculative adventure so far as the Phase 2 science park 

proposal is concerned -  see, for example: paragraph 4.1.2 (“no evident demand”); 

paragraph  4.2.2 (“supply-led development to kick-start demand”); and paragraph  4.2.6 

(“the risk associated with supply-led development”). Further, Appendix E to Mr 

Lupson’s Proof contains just a handful of letters (out of 280 partner businesses – see 

Mr Lupson’s Appendix G) from prospective occupiers, most of whom only say they 

“could” be interested. The prospective economic benefits of the science park element 

of the proposal are, accordingly, entirely speculative. 

5.05 Moreover, seeking to demonstrate the feasibility and viability of the proposed science 

park is not the same as demonstrating that in order to grow and prosper, the Wasdell 

Group needs to concentrate both its Swindon activities and the currently unknowable 

mix of science park tenants on to a single site, still less on to this particular site.  

5.06 Mr Lupson’s evidence also points to the significance of economic clusters at a city-

region scale, such as Silicon Fen in and around Cambridge. These may well include 

science parks (such as the Cambridge Science Park and St John’s sites mentioned 

above), but not all of the activity within the cluster is in those locations, and firms 

locating on one science park may well interact with firms on other science parks.    

5.07 Mr Amos points out the levels of unemployment prevailing in the Swindon area 

economy in section 4 and paragraph 9.10 of his Proof.  But considering the wider 

context and potential national policy issues, there are higher levels of unemployment 

elsewhere within England and the development could make a greater contribution to 

national benefits if located in one of the regions being targeted by the Westminster 

Government’s “levelling up” agenda – for example in Newcastle upon Tyne, where 

Wasdell are already represented (as referred to in paragraph 4.11 of my Main Proof).  
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5.08 In particular, Mr Amos quotes extensively from ONS via Nomis in section 4 of his 

Proof to indicate the economic need for more jobs etc. in Swindon. However, as 

tabulated below, comparison (from the same data source) of Swindon with Newcastle 

upon Tyne indicates that there is both greater need and potential in the latter3: 

 Swindon Newcastle upon 

Tyne 

Great Britain 

Claimant Count 5.7% 7.4% 6.4% 

NVQ4 and Above 32.4% 44.1% 43.1% 

5.09 It is also to be noted in this regard that in his Proof of Evidence at paragraph 6.6, Mr 

Lawson suggests that Wasdell are considering relocation if their appeal is unsuccessful. 

Whilst this would clearly have a significantly negative local economic impact, it makes 

it clear that the Appellant does not have to be located in Swindon and undermines 

completely their argument that they can only locate on the site in question.  

6 THE FORECAST GROWTH OF THE WASDELL GROUP 

6.01 Appendix D to Mr Lupson’s evidence (especially paragraph 05) sets out the Wasdell 

Group’s ambition to become a more significant player in various aspect of 

pharmaceutical production and delivery. What is still not clear, however, is how 

realistic these ambitions are, or why it is necessary to relocate all of the Group’s 

activities to one site at this particular time in order to achieve them. 

6.02 Mr Lupson sets Wasdell’s plans in the context of making production faster, simpler and 

more efficient (Appendix D, paragraph 02) and mentions, for example, the use of 

artificial intelligence to improve quality control and reduce design time. These 

objectives are desirable, even exciting, but they raise questions about a mismatch 

between the evidence from Mr Lupson and that from Mr Amos.  

6.03 In particular, Mr Amos’ evidence on local economic impacts is based on current (or 

recent) levels of employment per unit of floorspace. My Lupson’s evidence, however, 

suggests levels of automation that could lead to much lower levels of employment per 

unit of floorspace, and hence to fewer jobs and a lower total of wages going into the 

local economy than Mr Amos has calculated. If Wasdell are proposing changes in their 

methods of working that will make their operations significantly more productive and 

                                                 
3 April 2021 re. Claimant Count and Jan 2020-Dec 2020 re. Qualifications. 
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more competitive, that is to their credit. However, if that is the precise reason why they 

assert a “need” to operate from a single site, they should both explain why and be 

consistent when considering the economic consequences in terms of the expected 

numbers of jobs and total wages paid.   

7 THE WASDELL GROUP AS A SCIENCE PARK ANCHOR 

7.01 The plausibility of the Wasdell Group acting as an effective anchor for a science park 

development depends on the level and range of research and development activities it 

will be undertaking or involved in.  

7.02 The descriptions of the Group’s current R&D activities are rather mixed. Appendix D 

to Mr Lupson’s evidence gives a generally more positive impression of Wasdell’s role 

in R&D than other material (and more positive than the Innovation page on the Group’s 

own website).   

7.03 However, the list of specific products and processes (paragraph 07) still seems oddly 

short. There is also some doubt about the extent to which the R&D is Wasdell’s own 

rather than work which they are doing on behalf of others.  Paragraph 04 in that 

Appendix says that “R&D currently accounts for 15% of Wasdell’s output”. This 

description suggests that this is contract R&D work carried for others, which leaves it 

unclear where the innovation is really occurring and hence whether Wasdell, or their 

clients, would be the more appropriate anchors for science park activities. The argument 

would be more convincing if it clearly measured Wasdell’s own investment in R&D.   

8 CONCLUSION 

8.01 Overall, none of the additional material affects my original view that the Appellant has 

not made a convincing economic case as to why the development should be allowed on 

the site in question.  To be clear, this is not to dispute that the proposed investment, if 

it was successful in bringing about the expansion of the Wasdell Group and in attracting 

the other businesses that the science park would accommodate, would have a positive 

and beneficial impact on the local economy. However, no convincing evidence has been 

provided for needing to accommodate all of this activity on a single site, still less on 

this particular site.  Neither has it demonstrated the likelihood that the entirely 

speculative science park of the proposal would actually come to fruition and bring any 

benefit at all.  


