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1 Introduction 

1.1 This rebuttal is being submitted to provide clarification to the Inspector following statements 

made in the following Proofs of Evidence from the Appellant: 

 Alternative Site Assessment - James Gregory. 

 Economics - Gavin Amos. 

 

1.2 There are statements in these Proofs in relation to the approach taken by the Appellant in 

their alternative site assessment, the availability of alternative sites, and the health of the 

Swindon economy that I consider to be incorrect or require clarification.  
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2 Alternative Sites 

 

Flaws in the Appellant’s Alternative Site Assessment 

2.1 At paragraph 5.3 in his Alternative Site Assessment Proof Mr Gregory advises: 

“5.2 It is important to note that the search criteria were provided by the Appellant and they 

are summarised in Appendix 1. It is not our role to challenge these criteria which have been 

set for operational reasons of the Appellant’s business.” 

 

2.2 The Statement that “It is not our role to challenge these criteria” is an astonishing one and 

means that the entire Alternative Site Assessment is unreliable.  In particular, I would expect 

a Chartered Surveyor, in undertaking an Alternative Site Assessment, at the very least to 

appraise the merits and necessity of the site selection criteria identified. 

 

2.3 For example, the Alternative Site Assessment states that Wasdell requires a minimum site 

area of 12.5 hectares (30.9 acres) for their own immediate occupation.  However, the Phase 

1 building footprint is only 33,507 sqm (GIA).  Applying the standard plot ratio of 0.4 to the 

Phase 1 building, the 33,507 sqm (GIA) building would require a plot size of only 8.4 

hectares.  No analysis is provided as to the need for a plot size that is a third bigger than the 

standard for Wasdell’s immediate occupation requirements. 

 

2.4 Moreover, the Alternative Site Assessment criteria goes further, stating that there is a 

minimum size requirement of 35 hectares (86.5 acres) for the overall Science Park.  

However, there is no analysis of the need for the component parts of the scheme to be 

provided on one site.  Likewise, there is also no analysis as to why such a large area is 
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needed, an area which is nearly 15 hectares larger than what would ordinarily be required 

for the level of floorspace proposed (see Table 1 below): 

  

Table 1: Site Coverage 

Component Part of Appeal Scheme   Area 

Phase 1 building (Wasdell Expansion Building) 33,507 sqm (GIA) 

Phase 2 Class B1b (research and development) 32,281 sqm (GIA) 

Phase 2 Class B1c (light industrial), 16,400 sqm (GIA) 

Total Floorspace 82,188 sqm (GIA) 

Appellant’s Preferred Minimum Site Coverage 35 hectares 

Plot area required by applying the Standard 0.4 plot ratio 205,470 sqm (GIA) 

(20.5 hectares) 

 

2.5 As a consequence of applying these criteria without reviewing their merits, Mr Gregory has 

wrongly discounted multiple sites on the grounds that the scheme has to be accommodated 

at a single location and on a 35 hectare site. 

 

Suitable and Available Alternative Sites 

2.6 Moreover, and even taking the unjustified size criteria at face value, I can confirm that the 

following sites are both suitable and available to accommodate the entire scheme at the very 

low density preferred by the Appellant: 

 Honda:  150 hectare employment allocation. 

 Great Stall West:  34 hectares of employment land forming part of the New Eastern 

Villages urban extension. 
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2.7 I accept that Great Stall West, which at 34 hectares, is 1 hectare below the Appellant’s 

desired minimum.  However, given that this site does not occupy a sensitive location and 

extensive mitigation screening will not be required, I have concluded that the site is large 

enough to accommodate the entire scheme. 

  

2.8 As an alternative option, Phase 1 (the Wasdell expansion building: 33,507 sqm (GIA) could 

be accommodated at either the Honda or Great Stall West sites. 

 

2.9 With respect to Phase 2, (32,281 sqm (GIA) of Use Class B1b (research and development) 

and up to 16,400 sqm (GIA) B1c (light industrial)), Wichelstowe (12.5 hectares) will be 

available for development by around 2023.  Applying the standard plot ratio of 0.4 to the 

Phase 2 floorspace (32,281 sqm (GIA) + 16,400 sqm (GIA) = 48,681 sqm (GIA)), a plot of 

12.1 hectares would be required to deliver both elements on the same site.  The 

Wichelstowe employment allocation would therefore be a suitable location for Phase 2 of the 

appeal scheme.   

 

2.10 In summary, I consider that the Honda and Great Stall West Sites are suitable and available 

to deliver the entire Appeal scheme.  The Wichelstowe employment area, which will be 

available from around 2023, offers the further of option of accommodating Phase 2 of the 

development, with Phase 1 being provided at either the Honda or Great Stall West Site. 

 

2.11 In his Proof, Mr Gregory has discounted the Honda and Great Stall West Sites for reasons 

that require rebuttal. 
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2.12 Regarding the 150 hectare Honda site, at paragraph 5.4.6 Mr Gregory suggests that “the 

site is still not available to Wasdell as Panattoni are not interested in selling part of the site”; 

and the site is not suitable as “Panattoni are proposing B8 and B2 uses which does not fit 

with the required needs for a successful Science Park” .  However, the first reason (the 

desire for ownership) is a purely commercial decision by the Appellant – the site is available 

for them to occupy and operate from.  As for the second, the Honda Site meets all of the 

Appellant’s own identified site selection criteria and nowhere is it explained why the site fails 

to “fit with the required needs for a successful Science Park”. 

 

2.13 As for the 34 hectare Great Stall West Site, at paragraph 5.6.1 Mr Gregory advises that a 

proposed waste water pumping station “dissects the site and therefore renders it (the site) 

unsuitable for the Appellant’s requirements”.  However, the pumping station site is just 0.3ha 

and would occupy only 0.88% of the Great Stall West Site. 

 

2.14 Further, at paragraph 5.6.2 Mr Gregory states that the Council would like to use “some of the 

land for the construction of a new bridge for buses across the A419”.  This is correct, but 

does not hinder employment land coming forward.  On the contrary, it would enhance the 

attractiveness of thee site by providing a further access to the site. 

 

2.15 At paragraph 5.6.4, Mr Gregory goes on to advise that “There are plans to dissect the site 

North/South and East/West by the creation of an express bus network linking a park & ride 

facility with the main area of Swindon.”  However, the Local Planning Authority would work in 

collaboration with any developer as to how development and supporting infrastructure 

comes forward. Furthermore, there are no applications for development (other than the 

pumping station) on this site. 
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2.16 At paragraph 5.6.5, Mr Gregory states that “This land has recently secured a planning 

consent for a residentially led development with in excess of 1,500 homes proposed and a 

1,000 sq m local centre as well as primary & secondary education provision. No land for 

commercial development is proposed.”  However, this relates to the Great Stall East site, 

which is a different site. 

 

2.17 At paragraph 5.6.6, Mr Gregory states that “It is understood that approximately one quarter 

of the whole site (circa 21 hectares (52 acres)) will remain undeveloped with the provision of 

public open space, country park, recreation areas and allotments”.  Again, however, no 

application has been submitted and no proposal has been put forward to determine how site 

can be built out. Furthermore, the country park aspect falls outside the Great Stall West area 

and allotments are only required for residential development. 

  

2.18 Finally, at paragraph 5.6.6, Mr Gregory concludes that “The opportunity at Great Stall West 

is not suitable as it is too small.” Mr Gregory’s assessment that the 34 hectare site is too 

small is on the basis of his client’s very low density built form preferences and not his own 

professional opinion.  For the reasons I have already given in paragraph 2.4 and Table 1 

above, applying the standard 0.4 plot ratio, the 34 hectares Great Stall West site is ample for 

the proposed development.  Indeed, at 34 hectares the site is some 13.5 hectares (66%) 

larger than actually required.  

 

Parameters of an Appropriate Alternative Site Assessment 

2.19 In the paragraphs above I have sought to work with the Appellant’s preferred site selection 

criteria.  However, it is my recommendation that the approach adopted on behalf of the 

Appellant is fundamentally flawed.  These are not the essential criteria that a Planning 

Professional would apply in identifying a suitable location for a science park or technology 
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hub.  If there was evidence that a new science park was required at the Plan-making stage, I 

would be seeking to assess potential sites against the following criteria (in addition to the 

standard criteria around locating development away from sensitive locations and protected 

assets): 

 A location that contains an existing knowledge base, whether that be places of 

learning, R&D enterprises, or existing knowledge economy businesses.   

 A location that is readily accessible to existing knowledge economy workers and/or 

can support the training of new knowledge economy workers. 

 Linked to the above, I would be seeking a location that has the benefit of excellent 

public transport links. 

 If there is to be a high level of automation, and therefore high energy use, I would be 

seeking a location which offers the benefits of a reliable energy supply (preferably, a 

location that can access a low carbon energy supply source). 

 

2.20 I consider that the above criteria (supplementing standard site selection criteria used in Plan-

making to steer development away from sensitive locations and protected assets) would 

give rise to the identification of a much more suitable location(s) for a Science Park scheme. 

 

Misunderstandings regarding Swindon’s Employment Land Supply 

2.21 In paragraph 5.8 of his Proof, Mr Amos queries the basis of the 106.5ha employment land 

supply figure in the Draft Local Plan, stating that “The claimed supply of industrial land in 

particular is substantially larger than previously estimated and referenced in the ELR, which 

suggested that only 33ha of industrial land was available for “new” development once sites 

under development were removed from future supply. At least one of the sites available for 

development, at Wichelstowe, had identified delivery challenges, which led the ELR to 
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conclude that ‘no sites of significant scale [are] available for industrial uses, with many 

comprising relatively small undeveloped plots within existing sites”.   

 

2.22 To clarify, the divergence between 106.5ha and 33ha is fully explained in the NLP 

Employment Land Review (CDI-2) at Table 7.1 and para 7.6. We are assessing need and 

supply across the whole period 2016-36. That employment development has been delivered 

on employment land over the period 2016 to 2021 is a matter of fact and cannot be 

discounted. Equally, while some allocations are ‘challenging’ as stated in the NLP 

Employment Land Review (CDI-2), they are still capable of being developed with the Plan-

period to 2036 (i.e. in the next 15 years).  

 

2.23 Mr Amos is correct that that the Badbury Park / Commonhead employment allocation (15 

hectares) is now consented for 300 dwellings.  However, that is more than compensated by 

the intensification of use of the Honda site, which will deliver in the range 40 to 80 hectares 

of additional employment land over the Plan period.  This substantial additional employment 

land was not accounted for in the NLP Employment Land Review (CDI-2). 

 

2.24 Furthermore, Mr Amos incorrectly surmises that Swindon is planning for a contraction in the 

pharmaceutical manufacturing sector, stating “It is also particularly concerning, in the context 

of the Proposed Development, that the ELR’s quantification of the need for employment land 

is predicated upon a decline in the pharmaceutical manufacturing sector. This conflicts with 

its status as a demonstrable specialism of Swindon - as shown in section 7 of this Proof - 

and belies the existence of ongoing investment and strategies that are aiming to grow the 

contribution of this highly productive sector.” 
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2.25 Swindon is not planning for a contraction in the pharmaceutical sector.  The forecasts 

presented in the NLP Employment Land Review are based on national trends, forecast by 

the leading economic forecasting houses applied to the local sector shares. Within these, 

there will inevitably be sectors which counter the national trends; some will do better some 

will do worse. However these were presented as a range of scenarios alongside others. The 

Council took a positive stance and used the higher of the scenarios to determine Swindon’s 

employment land needs.  For the avoidance of doubt, Swindon is planning for a substantial 

growth in its employment land supply, and this additional land supply will be available to the 

pharmaceutical as well as other growth sectors. 

 

2.26 At paragraph 4.13, Mr Amos questions whether Swindon is failing to support the 

pharmaceutical sector in its decisions, stating that “… emerging planning policies and 

decisions in Swindon must fully appreciate the specific requirements of this specialist sector, 

acknowledging – in accordance with the PPG – that they are ‘more qualitative in nature’ and 

can be most effectively understood by engaging with businesses and occupiers.” 

 

2.27 However, Swindon is engaging with its pharmaceutical sector.  This greatest barrier to 

growth of the sector in Swindon is access to skilled workforce. In response, Swindon is 

introducing a £21 million Institute of Technology at the New College North Star Campus site 

in Central Swindon. The Institute of Technology will feature a new laboratory and will offer 

the following courses that have been co-designed by New College and Catalent Pharma 

solutions: 

 Level 3 Certificate in Laboratory Technical Skills. 

 Level 3 Laboratory Technician. 

 Level 4 Healthcare Science Associate. 

 Level 5 Technician Scientist. 
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2.28 Moreover, at a practical level, the Council has been supporting Swindon based 

pharmaceutical companies to intensify their sites, with companies such as Catalent Pharma 

solutions, Becton Dickinson, and Patheon all expanding their Swindon operations in recent 

years. 

 

2.29 In terms of allocations in the Local Plan, no evidence has been submitted to demonstrate 

that the pharmaceutical manufacturing sector requires a separate identified quantum and/or 

to be of such a nature that it has its own, exceptional, locational requirements other than 

those I have identified in paragraph 2.19 above.  

 

2.30 Moreover, it would be highly unusual for a Local Plan to take the approach of elevating one 

commercial sector above others, and to do so would run counter to Swindon’s strategy of 

ensuring that the town continues to have a strong and resilient economy, based on having a 

diverse economic base, through supporting growth across multiple sectors.  

 

2.31 Swindon’s approach to delivering economic growth has been, and will continue to be, to get 

the fundamentals right.  We are up-skilling our residents, making substantial investment in 

infrastructure (transport, superfast broadband, renewable energy and telecommunications), 

and making significant investment to enhance the attractiveness of Swindon as a place.  

This approach has proven to work for all our growth sectors, including our pharmaceutical 

sector.  

 

2.32 It is a fallacy, however, to aver that Swindon needs a Science Park on farmland on the edge 

of the town to support growth of its pharmaceutical sector. 
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3 The Swindon Economy 

3.1 At paragraph 10 of his Summary Proof, Mr Amos summarises his analysis1 of the health 

Swindon’s economy by reviewing a Table of economic forecasts from Experian, as follows:  

“My analysis of economic forecasts from Experian8 (CDI-27) shows that the output of 

Swindon’s economy has shrunk by 14% within the last year. This is notably higher than the 

10% experienced at the UK level. Looking to the future, the economic forecasts from 

Experian show that recovery is projected to be slow for Swindon with economic output not 

forecast to return to 2019 levels until 2025 (compared to 2022 at UK level). GVA per FTE 

worker in Swindon is also forecast to decline over the period to 2023 and not recover to 

2019 levels until 2029.” 

 

3.2 From this analysis Mr Amos, at paragraph 11 of his Summary Proof2, makes the 

recommendation that “The severity of the economic crisis and disproportionate impact of the 

Covid-19 pandemic on the Swindon economy highlight the importance of investments which 

can create and sustain jobs and lead to a quicker recovery.” 

 

3.3 This analysis shows a failure to understand the Swindon economy and its underlining 

strength. True it is that Swindon has a larger proportion of its workforce employed in the 

private sector than public sector than the UK average.  Swindon also has a larger proportion 

of its workforce employed in exporting businesses than the UK average.  As a result of this 

economic structure, a higher proportion of the Swindon workforce were furloughed than the 

national average during 2020.   

 

                                                           
1 See paragraph 4.10 of his Main Proof. 
2 See, also, paragraphs 4.11-4.15 and 9.9-9.13 of his Main Proof. 
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3.4 However, as demonstrated below, that economic base also makes Swindon a place where 

the local economy is expected by independent experts to rebound strongly from Covid. In 

particular: 

 

 The PWC “Good Growth for Cities” Report (January 2021) (CDI-29) has identified 

Swindon as being the 4th least impacted town/city in UK from Covid (in terms of 

impact on the local economy) with the Report’s authors noting that those places with 

the most resilient economies (such as Swindon) are generally coping better with the 

economic impact of Covid. 

 

 This is echoed in the Centre for Cities 2021 Outlook Report (January 2021) (CDI-30), 

which continues to classify Swindon’s economy as “strong”. The Report concludes 

that towns in this category are more likely to experience shorter term Covid impacts 

on their economies. 

 

3.5 Finally, and as explained in paragraphs 4.02 and 4.03 of David Simmonds’ Rebuttal Proof, 

the evidence suggests that Mr Amos’ employment estimates, and the associated economic 

effects, might very well not be achieved until around 2030 and cannot be regarded as 

contributing to a quick recovery from the Covid pandemic. 

 


