
Response by David Lupson BSc MRICS, director, CAM-SCI Knowledge Economy 

Development Ltd; a practitioner consultancy providing services to the public and 

private sectors in relation to the development and operation of commercial science 

and technology parks. 

a. In this rebuttal proof I will respond to matters raised in proofs of evidence submitted 

on behalf of the local planning authority and the South Swindon Protection Group. I 

have concentrated on main points at issue and have not responded on every point in 

dispute. If I fail to respond to a particular point, or otherwise fail to mention it, it 

should not be assumed that I agree with it. 

b. In this rebuttal proof I will respond to the evidence of David Dewart, Swindon Borough 

Council, David Simmons, Swindon Borough Council and Dr Malcolm Parry for South 

Swindon Protection Group. 

c. Evidence of David Dewart 

i.  

1. In paragraph 2.15 it is contended that if the site was located in an 

urban location, the scheme would be delivered at a higher density 

thereby lowering area requirements. 

2. Response 

02.1 One of the common features of green field commercial 

science park development is the ability to create an attractive 

well landscaped environment. The priority of creating an 

attractively landscaped science park requires sufficient land 

for a landscape led master plan capable of supporting 

subsequent development. 

02.2 The objective of the landscaping is not to mitigate the impact 

of car parking, although this can be an outcome, but to create 

an attractive and appealing working environment. The overall 

quality of the science park will be a factor in attracting inward 

investors and the staff that Wasdell and its science park 

tenant companies will need to recruit. 

02.3 One operational factor that challenges higher density 

development of life science based facilities is the requirement 

for roof mounted mechanical plant and equipment (M&E). 



Higher density urban building(s) would have higher elevations 

than those proposed for Swindon Science Park meaning the 

building footprint would be smaller resulting in there being 

reduced floor area for essential M&E and concomitant 

operational challenges. 

02.4 It is not clear that an urban location in Swindon is available to 

accommodate Swindon Science Park on a smaller site. 

02.5 Most UK science parks are developed in rural or semi-rural 

locations with the quality of the landscaped environment 

being a high priority in creating an appealing destination of 

choice. 

02.6 The science parks that do exist in urban areas are limited in 

their ability to achieve their objectives through their inability 

to secure sufficient land.  The lack of land is a barrier to the 

provision of ‘grow-on’ capacity when parks become 

‘landlocked’. Examples include Liverpool Science Park and 

Newcastle Helix Science Park amongst others. 

02.7 If the proposal were to be located in an urban location it could 

not deliver the science park envisaged as it would not create 

the high quality environment and would not provide sufficient 

areas for essential roof mounted M&E. 

ii.  

1. In paragraph 2.16 it is stated that the requirement for Swindon 

Science Park to be developed on a site with a single landowner 

appears commercially motivated only. 

2. Response 

02.1 The most successful commercial science parks in the UK are 

those that have been developed on one site that is under 

single ownership. A selection of sites provided in my Proof of 

Evidence (Appendix K, UK Science and Technology Parks, 

Single Ownership Sites in Hectares) ranges from 28.83 ha to 

149.73 ha. Examples comprise several leading commercial 

science parks including Cambridge Science Park (Trinity 



College), Chesterford Research Park (Aviva) and the Genome 

Campus in Cambridge (Wellcome Trust) amongst others. 

02.2 The reason why single ownership is important is that:  

i. With single ownership it is possible for the park owner to 

manage their lease portfolio on a proactive basis. In 

practical terms this means that leases can be extended 

and surrendered under the management of the single 

owner to facilitate tenant company growth and 

expansion. This is a key feature in enabling company 

growth because, in these circumstances, the capacity to 

support change in lease terms can be accommodated. 

ii. A science park with more than one landowner may have 

owners with misaligned aims and objectives resulting in 

a sub-optimal and inefficient development strategy. 

iii. Single land ownership prevents the creation of internal 

markets within a science park. If there are multiple 

landowners, then the situation could arise in which one 

part of the science park is in competition with another.  

iv. Single ownership permits the science park to be 

developed on a strategic and holistic basis and thereby to 

create social and economic benefits. 

v. Single ownership permits more rapid decision making. 

02.3 In Cambridge there are 13 science parks. They are all in 

separate single land ownerships. 

iii.  

1. In paragraph 2.20 David Dewart states he would expect search 

criteria to demonstrate a preference for a location that can utilise 

existing knowledge economy workers and/or support development 

of new knowledge economy workers. 

 



2. Response 

02.1 The preferred location for a science park in Swindon 

developed by Wasdell is pre-determined because Swindon is 

the largest of Wasdell’s operating locations and home to the 

considerable majority of the company’s staff. 

02.2 According to Invest Swindon & Wiltshire, Swindon and the 

surrounding region have the following attributes:1 

i. Business expenditure in R&D is 60% above the national 

average. 

ii. 12 universities within an hour of the region. 

iii. Business Enterprise R&D spending is above the national 

average. 

iv. With the planned relocation of Public Health England, in 

the near future, up to 700 highly skilled staff who wish to 

stay in the area will become available.2 

v. The area offers a substantial further education network 

with sixteen providers driving high levels of academic and 

vocational participation. Development of Swindon’s £21 

million Institute of Technology, opening in 2021, will 

focus on level 4+ technical qualifications in technology 

and engineering.3 

02.3 Based on the information above it is evident that Swindon, 

and the surrounding area, already has the supply of existing 

knowledge economy workers that is sought. 

02.4 Also relevant to the recruitment requirement is the fact that 

R&D based life and physical science companies recruit 

nationally and internationally to find the specialist staff they 

require. 

 
1 https://www.investinswindonandwiltshire.org/why-sw/ 
2 https://www.investinswindonandwiltshire.org/workforc 
3 https://www.investinswindonandwiltshire.org/workforc 



02.5 The following is a quote from a Cambridge based drug 

discovery company’s Chief Technical Officer: 

‘ The non-UK  (staff) come from about 19 different countries, 

with Germany, Italy, Spain, Poland, France, Ireland the best 

represented’.  

‘What is probably just as important is the fact that the UK 

educated ones have been to schools and universities all over 

the UK, most had to relocate to join us, and most did not join 

us direct form university.  So, the proximity of a university is 

irrelevant as a source of recruits.’  Appendix Y Case Studies – 

Recruitment of Scientific Staff by Companies at UKSPA 

Member Science Parks. 

02.6 The type of companies that could populate Swindon Science 

Park are likely to recruit international staff at a far higher 

proportion of the make-up of employees than those provided 

by regional universities. 

iv.  

1. In paragraph  2.25 and 4.1(1) David Dewart states the land required 

for Swindon Science Park could be provided in a number of 

disaggregated component parts. 

2. Response  

02.1 The ‘Council’s component needs’ indicates a multiplicity of 

separate sites could be branded Swindon Science Park. This 

approach failed at Liverpool Science Park which was originally 

planned to be developed over two sites that were in different 

ownerships. The outcome was that two ‘science parks’ were 

developed which competed with one another rather than 

providing the holistic value proposition that has been 

anticipated originally. 

02.2 Even if these sites are available, they are likely to be under a 

range of different ownerships which would undermine a 



strategic principle of successful commercial science park 

development. 

02.3 In my Proof of Evidence, I have already provided a schedule 

for science parks (my Appendix K) showing eleven science 

parks that have larger hectarages than that proposed for 

Swindon Science Park with 16 science parks cited in total all of 

which are on single sites in single ownership. 

v.  

1. In section 3, David Dewart mentions the Swindon Town Investment 

Plan  and proposes that this plan will meet all of Swindon’s needs in 

developing the commercial knowledge economy in the town. 

2. Response 

02.1 The Swindon Town Investment Plan will not deliver a 

commercial, life science focused, science park of the type 

envisaged. 

02.2 Although the aims and objectives of the Swindon Town 

Investment Plan have merit these ought not to be seen as an 

alternative to the creation of Swindon Science Park but 

complementary to it. 

02.3 The Swindon Town Investment Plan explains plans to ‘deliver 

significant education and research anchor institutions’.  

However, the progression to private sector knowledge-based 

life science sector employment is not addressed.  Science 

parks provide the bridge between initiatives such as the 

Swindon Town Investment Plan and the growth of commercial 

innovation-led clusters.  Without the appropriate 

infrastructure and services for the commercial innovation-led 

sector, it is very unlikely that Swindon will be able to maximise 

either its Town Investment Plan or capture and grow clusters 

of innovation-led companies in frontier technologies. 



02.4 The plans for Swindon outlined in the Town Investment Plan 

are also based on substantial grant aid whereas the creation 

of Swindon Science Park would not be reliant on public 

funding. 

02.5 Ordinarily, the case for public funding arises where there is 

market failure as a consequence of lack of private sector 

investment. The plans for Swindon Science Park are for a 

scheme of development that is funded on a private basis.  This 

is a unique opportunity for Swindon. 

02.6 The Swindon Town Investment Plan does not envisage the 

development of a commercial science park where the 

specification of premises would include fit for purpose life 

science laboratories and purpose-designed, turn-key facilities 

for innovation-led SMEs. 

02.7 There is a contradiction within the evidence of those opposed 

to the planning application proposals in respect of the 

strength and/or relevance of Swindon’s innovation and 

research assets to its knowledge economy.  Point 3.21 (Proof 

of Evidence – David Dewart) describes Swindon’s strong 

innovation and research base as including ‘seven national 

Research and Innovation (UKRI) departments and Innovate 

UK, as well as the UK Space Agency’.  However, these same 

facilities are described negatively by Dr Malcolm Parry who 

(Page 24 of his rebuttal response) states they are of no 

significance to the development of the knowledge economy 

in Swindon, because UKRI does not have a local focus.  

vi.  

1. In paragraph 4.1(3) section 3, David Dewart states the assumptions 

for Swindon Science Park are outdated and do not respond to the 

economic needs of Swindon. 

 

 



2. Response  

02.1 The concept and vision for Swindon Science Park are not 

outdated because they reflect evidence based best practice in 

commercial development of both science parks and 

commercial innovation-clusters to capture and grow next-

generation enterprise. 

02.2 There is however a misalignment between plans for Swindon 

Science Park and the Swindon Town Investment Plan (as 

quoted by David Dewart’s Proof of Evidence section 3) 

because the latter does not make any provision for the 

Swindon Science Park that Wasdell is keen to develop. 

02.3 The Swindon Town Investment Plan makes provision for some 

aspects of the town’s knowledge economy development, but 

this is very small in scale, is not commercially focused, and 

does not include the commercial life science-based activities 

that are proposed for Swindon Science Park. 

02.4 The Early Stage Business and Delivery Plan for Swindon 

Science Park (Appendix G in my Proof of Evidence) defines the 

concept and vision for the park. 

i. Concept and Rationale 

The concept and rationale for Swindon Science Park is inspired 

by current trends in commercial science park development 

led by large tech companies across the world.  In the UK, many 

large tech organisations have created their own innovation 

facilities to foster entrepreneurship and to capture novel 

ideas and technologies emerging from their workforce.   

Dyson, GSK and Astra Zeneca are among a growing number of 

UK corporates to go a step further by developing large 

technology campuses to capture the innovation process from 

idea through to manufacturing and distribution, resulting in 

the type of commercial innovation ecosystem previously only 

seen in science park developments.  



ii. Vision 

The vision for Swindon Science Park is to create a thriving 

innovation-led community and cluster of next-generation 

enterprise of regional, national and international importance. 

With Wasdell as its anchor, Swindon Science Park will build on 

existing local and regional strengths in the pharma, digital, 

high-tech and advanced manufacturing sectors and will 

exploit the commercial potential emerging from world-wide 

digital-driven innovation and the rapid growth of the 

pharmaceutical sector.  

 

d. Evidence of David Simmonds 

i.  

1. In paragraphs 5.14 and 6.06  it is contended that similarities between 

Napp Pharmaceutical’s role as anchor occupier at Cambridge Science 

Park and Wasdell’s proposed role as the anchor occupier at Swindon 

Science Park have not been demonstrated. The statement is made 

that the case for Wasdell as an anchor occupier at Swindon Science 

Park is very weak. 

2. Response 

02.1 Appendix B to my Proof of Evidence describes Napp 

Pharmaceuticals and identifies the similarities with Wasdell. 

Both are pharma industrial technology companies 

undertaking a range of activities which include R&D, high 

value production, specialist pharma packaging, storage 

(including controlled drugs requiring a Home Office Licence) 

and distribution of pharmaceuticals. 

02.2 Appendix I to my Proof of Evidence explains Wasdell Group as 

Swindon Science Park Anchor Occupier 

ii.  

1. In paragraph 5.15 it is contended that Wasdell is not an innovative 

company. 



 

2. Response  

02.1 Appendix L to my Proof of Evidence provides Wasdell’s 

innovation led activity. Wasdell does not publicise all of its 

R&D activities on its website because these comprise their 

intellectual property and are commercially confidential. 

iii.  

1. In paragraphs 5.16 and 5.19 it is contended that Wasdell should have 

considered relocating its entire business to Newcastle upon Tyne 

rather than seeking to grow the company in Swindon at Swindon 

Science Park. 

2. Response 

02.1 Wasdell is a company of international importance, seeking to 

expand within a fast-growing innovation-led market sector, 

that is also critically important to the economy and the health 

of both Swindon and the UK.  In my experience it is usual 

practice for Councils to seek to retain important commercial 

enterprise. The economic development remit of Councils is 

usually to assist their growth rather than to encourage 

companies to move to rival locations. 

02.2 Whilst in theory Wasdell could move anywhere in the UK or 

the world, the practicalities of moving its large and 

established operations, its workforce and its large regional 

supply network, preclude this.  Wasdell has an established 

trained workforce on Swindon of more than 800 people and 

its supply network involves many companies in the region.   

The scale of its operation in Newcastle is much smaller with a 

workforce of 60 strong. 

02.3 Moreover, Swindon is a recognised and established business 

location with good transport networks and connectivity 

required for Wasdell’s international business.  The relocation 



of Wasdell’s main centre of business from Swindon to a 

peripheral business location in Newcastle would be 

expensive, impractical and at high commercial and 

operational risk. 

 

e. Evidence of Edward Snook  

i.  

1. In paragraphs 6.15 and 8.9 it is contended that the development of 

an innovation hub at Swindon Science Park could harm the 

emergence of the knowledge economy hub in central Swindon. 

2. Response 

02.1 The proposed innovation hub at Swindon Science Park would 

not harm a generic innovation hub in the town centre because 

the two respective value propositions would be dissimilar. The 

concept for the privately funded innovation hub at Swindon 

Science Park is a purpose designed, life science building 

incorporating Cat II laboratories and write up space, co-

located with Wasdell as detailed in the Early Stage Business 

and Delivery Plan for Swindon Science Park which is Appendix 

G in my Proof of Evidence. An innovation hub in Swindon town 

centre would, in all likelihood, provide offices and would have 

a different target market.    

02.2 Moreover, the development of multiple offers for the 

innovation-led sector is not damaging either to the Swindon 

economy or to any specific development seeking to target, 

capture and grow this specialist market sector.  The strongest 

regions in the UK for the innovation-led sectors all have 

multiple offers that provide different types of services and 

value propositions which give companies a choice of locations 

and thereby assist to establish and grow the regional cluster 

and raise its profile nationally and internationally as a first 

choice destination for innovation-led enterprise. 



ii.  

1. In paragraphs 6.16 and 6.21 it is contended that Wasdell has failed to 

demonstrate why its operations must be consolidated on a single site 

and why the appeal proposal cannot be delivered on an alternative 

site or multiple sites. 

2. Response 

02.1 The leading commercial science parks in the UK and globally 

are those that are developed on one site that is under single 

ownership.  There are a number of crucial elements required 

for successful science park development that combine 

delivery of specialist support and infrastructure for the 

innovation-led sector, with commercial property 

development able to generate sustainable commercial 

returns.  Additionally, it is important for science parks to have 

clear leadership able to deliver and retain the science park 

vision over time and to pro-actively curate the activities and 

provide the services that innovation-led companies require – 

which includes phased development in order to develop 

innovation facilities and to meet the expansion requirements 

of companies at the point of need.  It is therefore important 

that science parks are developed on a site of sufficient scale 

within a single-ownership to facilitate this approach.  Where 

science parks do not adopt this model there is a high risk of 

project failure and the fracturing of management and curation 

most often resulting in loss of vision and change to generic 

uses.    

02.2 Urban science parks are generally unable to adopt this model 

and the scale of development is usually limited to a small 

number of facilities.   

02.3 A selection of sites provided in my Proof of Evidence at 

Appendix K ranges from 28.83 ha to 149.73 ha. Examples 

comprise several leading commercial science parks including 

Cambridge Science Park (Trinity College), Chesterford 



Research Park (Aviva) and the Genome Campus in Cambridge 

(Wellcome Trust).  The scale of the Swindon Science Park is 

towards the smaller end of the spectrum of site hectares 

placed at 12 out of the 17 science parks cited.  

02.4 It is usual commercial practice to consolidate business 

activities on to a single site in order to curate science park 

activity and to create commercial and operational efficiencies.  

02.5 It is important to Wasdell that the site is in single ownership 

that will enable the company to invest securely in its own 

facilities and in development for the wider science park.   

02.6 I am unaware of any alternative site, of sufficient scale, that 

would allow Wasdell to retain its current Swindon work force, 

to expand the company and to develop the science park in the 

way that is envisaged. 

iii.  

1. In paragraph 6.19 it is contended that there is no need for Swindon 

Science Park. 

2. Response 

02.1 The case for Swindon Science Park was made in August 2019 

(Creating a City for the Future CDA-21) which provides the 

Swindon Science Park Development Rationale.  The report has 

been provided previously to the Swindon Borough Council 

and Dr Malcolm Parry has commented on it. 

02.2 My Proof of Evidence and appendices provide additional 

relevant information that demonstrate the need for Swindon 

Science Park. 

iv.  

1. In paragraphs 6.21 and 6.36 Wasdell’s suitability to anchor a science 

park is questioned. 

 



2. Response 

02.1 Wasdell is a leading pharma industrial technologies company 

of global significance, undertaking pharm-based activity 

analogous to Napp Pharmaceuticals which was a key anchor 

occupier for the Cambridge Science Park.   

02.2 Industrial technologies companies are the UK’s largest 

occupier group of UK science parks. 

02.3 One of the key reasons Wasdell is seeking a science park 

location is to be able to respond to Industry 4.0 – the current 

tech revolution in high value manufacturing and production, 

which is led by digitisation and the adoption of innovation in 

robotics and Artificial Intelligence (AI).  By embracing this new 

technology and new way of working, Wasdell will be enabled 

to expand into new areas of pharma design, production and 

packaging science as well as enhancing efficiency, biosecurity 

and safety for staff.  This leading-edge technology will secure 

Wasdell’s place in the rapidly expanding global pharma sector 

and will enable Wasdell to develop new services based on a 

digitised approach. 

02.4 A science park location will provide a supportive environment 

and opportunity for Wasdell technologically and in terms of 

the types and range of expertise and staff required by 

Wasdell.  In addition, Wasdell’s business is based on 

collaboration and will both be enhanced by, and attract, like-

minded enterprise working within a range of life science, 

biopharma and digital sectors co-locating with Wasdell.  

02.5 See my Proof of Evidence Appendix I Wasdell Group as 

Swindon Science Park Anchor Occupier  

02.6 See my Proof of Evidence Appendix L Wasdell Statement  

 

 



f. Dr Malcolm Parry’s Proof of Evidence  

i.  

1. On pages 8 and 9 the assertion is made that the list of science parks 

provided has been presented as equivalents to the planned Swindon 

Science Park. Dr Parry explains his response by providing a list of 

factors that he believes show dissimilarities between the listed 

science park and plans for Swindon Science Park.    

2. Response 

02.1 The table of science parks does not claim these locations are 

equivalents to Swindon Science Park. The list was provided 

with the sole purpose of identifying science parks, all of which 

are, or have been, members of the UK Science Park 

Association, that have been developed without university 

involvement. The list provided was not as comparators to 

Swindon Science Park other than those listed and Swindon 

Science Park have no university engagement. The list contains 

one error; Brixham Laboratory has a university operator.  

02.2 No two science parks are the same and there is no formulaic 

solution to their planning, development and operations. Each 

science park has to be developed in recognition of its location, 

socio-economic factors and any advantages and 

disadvantages the locality may have. Two substantial, and 

rare, advantages that Swindon Science Park has is the 

existence of a substantial industrial technologies anchor 

occupier and a park that, it is proposed, will be created by the 

private sector without public subsidy. 

ii.  

1. On page 8 the statement is made that science parks share a common 

intention of de-risking innovation. 

2. Response  

02.1 I am unaware of any commercial science park landlord who 

would seek to de-risk innovation although the term lacks 



definition. The risk management of innovation is a tenant 

company responsibility. Instead, the commercial landlord will 

seek to de-risk their investment through the mechanisms of 

requiring either parent company guarantees or rent deposits. 

 

iii.  

1. On page 12 the claim is made that the views of the current chair of 

the UK Science Park Association have been misinterpreted.    

2. Response  

02.1 The chair’s views are not open to misinterpretation ‘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’  Dr Parry states ‘it is correct that 

science park ownership is changing’ and this is the point upon 

which we agree so there is no misinterpretation. 

02.2 At no stage has it been stated universities are irrelevant to the 

science park sector. What has been stated is that a science 

park can exist without university ownership or university 

engagement. The evidence has been provided and Dr Parry 

has been unable to counter this in any meaningful way 

because non university science parks exist and some are 

qualifying members of the UK Science Park Association. 

02.3 Dr Parry describes the proposed Swindon Science Park in 

disparaging terms referring to the appeal site as “… a site that 

is currently a farm” (page 13) (although Cambridge Science 

Park, Granta Park, Cambridge, the Wellcome Trust Genome 

Campus and Thames Valley Science Park amongst others have 

all been developed on farm land which actually provide 

significant masterplanning and development advantages). Dr 

Parry says (at page 13) that the proposal will be dominated in 

terms of footprint and activity by a ‘packaging plant’ and 



‘warehouse’.   In Dr Parry’s opinion Wasdell’s role as an 

industrial technologies company is dismissed but he has not 

explained why. 

02.4 My Proof of Evidence provides ample detail to counter Dr 

Parry’s selective interpretation of what Swindon Science Park 

will comprise. 

 

iv.  

1. On page 13 Fig 1 the chart is interpreted by Dr Parry to contend that 

Swindon Science Park is overstated as a potential science park 

because the data provided shows the availability of a highly skilled 

work force and university presence/links to be more important than 

the existence of anchor tenants.    

2. Response 

02.1 Based on the major advantage (blue) and advantage lines 

(yellow), the following activities are on a par: 

i. Availability of highly skilled work force – Swindon Council 

promotes the availability of a highly skilled workforce in 

the town.4 

ii. Presence of Anchor tenants – Wasdell is the anchor 

tenant. Dr Parry focuses on the need for anchor tenants 

(plural) although the usual interpretation of the term is 

that a commercial development would have a single 

anchor tenant. 

iii. University/IHE presence/links 

02.2 The significance of the relative advantage of a university 

presence or link needs to be considered cautiously because 

many of the science parks that participated in the survey to 

 
4 https://www.investinswindonandwiltshire.org/workforce/ 



inform the chart are university owned or linked may have 

promoted the advantage they bring to their own science park.  

02.3 If the major advantage line (blue) is analysed individually the 

availability of a highly skilled work force is more advantageous 

than University/IHE presence/links.  

02.4 The sample size for the survey that informs the chart has not 

been provided meaning the accuracy of the survey’s findings 

is open to question. 

v.  

1. On page 15 Fig 2 the contention is, based upon a statement that 

Wasdell only undertakes ‘storage, distribution and manufacturing’ 

this falls within 7% of tenants on UK Science Park Association 

members’ [web] sites.   The figures for other R&D and related 

activities are collectively more prominent at 63%.  

2. Response 

02.1 The chart shows a number of categories of science park 

activities undertaken by Wasdell and those that would be 

undertaken by SMEs if the Swindon Science Park Innovation 

Hub is constructed. The categories of activity to be 

undertaken at Swindon Science Park would include, R&D, 

design of new products and processes, sales/marketing, 

technical consultancy, business support, commercial 

consultancy, testing, analysis, training, product 

manufacturing, business incubation, storage, distribution. 

This means Swindon Science Park activity would fall within the 

‘more prominent activities at 63%’ and is not limited to the 

selected activities upon which Dr Parry relies.   

vi.  

1. On page 16 and 17 the assertion is that it is not possible to draw 

parallels between the characteristics of Napp Pharmaceuticals and 

Wasdell.  



 

 

2. Response 

02.1 My proof of Evidence addresses this. Appendix B Case Study 

Napp and Bard Pharmaceuticals and Appendix L Wasdell 

Statement. Dr Parry focuses on Wasdell’s packaging, storage 

and distribution activities, rather than the full breadth of their 

industrial technologies activities. Napp, through their 

subsidiary Bard Pharmaceuticals, undertakes pharma 

packaging, storage and distribution and has warehousing at 

Cambridge Science Park. I provided the approval for the 

construction of a pharma warehouse by Napp when I was the 

operational lead at Cambridge Science Park for Trinity College. 

vii.  

1. On page 17 there is a table showing a number of science park 

locations where manufacturing activities take place. The 

manufacturing activities at these science parks, many of which are 

members of the UK Science Park Association, is not challenged. 

Instead, the assertion is made that although manufacturing does take 

place, this is justified because of the historic background to the 

science parks listed or because manufacturing outputs are high value 

- low volume.  

2. Response 

02.1 All the examples cited are of science parks that accommodate 

manufacturing activity. Whether or not the sites had historic 

origins, or has been developed on a green field site, is 

irrelevant. It is the current manufacturing element of use that 

is relevant. 

02.2 All of the science parks cited are, or have been, accredited 

member of the UK Science Park Association. 

 



viii.  

1. On page 21 the statement made that ‘academic ability does not 

equate to entrepreneurship’ is questioned in terms of its relevance 

2. Response 

02.1 The point here is that while universities are vital to the 

knowledge economy ecosystem, academic ability does not 

necessarily equate (translate) to entrepreneurial and 

commercialisation ability.    

02.2 Many successful entrepreneurs do not come from 

universities, nevertheless they exist. Consequently, it is 

important to ensure both graduates and non-graduates are 

included in any consideration of entrepreneurial activity at a 

science park. 

02.3 The key issue being raised here is that academic ability and 

entrepreneurship are not one and the same and it is therefore 

possible to undertake entrepreneurial science based activity 

without a university education.  

ix.  

1. On page 22 the contention is that my conclusion questioning the 

necessity for university engagement with science park development 

is ‘superficial and should be ignored’. 

2. Response 

02.1 Dr Parry continues to be challenged by any assertion that 

science park development can be achieved other than 

through university involvement . I have provided a number of 

examples of science parks with no university link. I also have 

case studies from life science companies stating that 

university location is not an important factor for them 

because they recruit scientific staff on a national and 

international basis – rather than from the local university or 

equivalent local ‘talent pool’.   



x.  

1. On page 24  the assertion is that Swindon Science Park would fall 

short of the characteristics of a Science and Technology Park. 

Reference is made to the need to engage with a host university. 

 

2. Response 

02.1 I have cited a number of science parks, many of which are 

members of the UK Science Park Association that would not 

qualify based on Dr Parry’s conditions. Dr Parry continues to 

see Wasdell as solely a ‘warehouse and packaging company’ 

and dismisses Wasdell in its role as an industrial technologies 

company. Appendix L to my  Proof of Evidence describes 

Wasdell’s activities in R&D, clinical trials and medical devices. 

Other novel areas of Wasdell’s innovative activities comprise 

their intellectual property and are commercially confidential.      

02.2 The conditions to qualify as a Science and Technology Park 

stated by Dr Parry include ‘a Science Park stimulates and 

manages the flow of knowledge and technology amongst 

universities, R&D institutions, companies and markets’. This 

statement is rejected since it is highly unlikely that any science 

park in the UK undertakes the full spectrum of these 

functions. 

xi.  

1. On page 24   the relevance of  UK Research and Innovation (UKRI), the 

Non-governmental organisation that directs research and innovation 

funding to Swindon Science Park, is challenged by Dr Parry.   

2. Response 

02.1 Dr Parry’s views contradict those made by David Dewart 

(Proof of Evidence 3.21) and Edward Snook (Proof of Evidence 

8.9) ‘Swindon is already in the process of creating a 

knowledge economy hub in central Swindon, utilising the 



presence of UKRI. Dr Parry states (01.24 page 24) effectively 

that UKRI has no significance to Swindon Science Park. 

02.2 Regardless of this mixed message, I would say that the 

existence of UKRI is part of the wider knowledge based 

ecosystem in Swindon and if Swindon Science Park is 

developed the mass of the ecosystem in Swindon will 

increase. Scientific staff at UKRI may be candidates for 

employment at Swindon Science Park; either with Wasdell or 

with a R&D company in the Innovation Hub? 

xii.  

1. On page 25 Dr Parry asserts that the case for Swindon Science Park is 

overstated because ‘a packaging plant’ alone is insufficient to create 

a ‘life science cluster’.   

2. Response 

02.1 Dr Parry’s opinion is dealt with in my Proof of Evidence 

Appendix D (Wasdell Research Innovation and Tech Activity), 

Appendix G (Swindon Science Park Early Stage Business and 

Delivery Plan),  Appendix J  (Creating an Innovation Cluster at 

Swindon Science Park) and Appendix L (Wasdell Statement). 

xiii.  

1. On page 25  Dr Parry states the Dyson Technology Campus is not 

creating a new footprint and by implication that the Dyson 

Technology Campus does not qualify as a science park. 

2. Response 

02.1 It has not been claimed Dyson is creating a new footprint. 

Instead, Dyson is using former RAF Hullavington to re-purpose 

the 303 ha site named  Hullavington Technology Campus 

where the Dyson web sites states ‘After years of planning and 

development, Hullavington now boasts some of the most 

advanced Research, Design and Development labs in the 



world. Here, we’re creating technologies that will shape the 

future’.  

https://careers.dyson.com/en-gb/where-we-are/europe-

and-the-middle-east/united-kingdom/hullavington/ 

 

xiv.  

1. On page 26  it is contended that if the number of R&D staff at Wasdell 

is small then the claims for what is described as a ‘packaging plant’ as 

an anchor occupier are speculative 

2. Response 

02.1 R&D staff exist presently at Wasdell and it is planned that 

these numbers will increase when the company is able to 

expand its range of activities through the development of 

Swindon Science Park. In terms of staff numbers for R&D 

some of these will also come from the SMEs in the Innovation 

Hub. Dr Parry has omitted these from his assessment. 

xv.  

1. On page 27 (Response to 01.38 to 01.52) reference is made to the size 

of the university population in Liverpool (29,600 and Newcastle Upon 

Tyne (16,000).  It is implied that because Swindon does not have a 

local university population, this is a barrier to the development and 

operation of Swindon Science Park.   

2. Response  

02.1 Dr Parry seeks to use the size of a particular city’s student 

population as a significant factor in defining the ability to 

create a science park. The relevance Dr Parry seeks to create 

is undermined by the following facts: 

i. Many science parks do not have a local student 

population nevertheless they are able to recruit the staff 

they require and are successful science parks. 



ii. Even where there is a local science park, companies will 

recruit nationally and internationally to recruit the 

specialist staff they require. 

iii. Swindon and Wiltshire have 12 universities within one 

hour of travel time5. 

02.2 I have a case study from Cambridge life science company 

Metrion Biosciences. The CEO states: ‘the local presence of a 

university is not a significant factor for hiring quality staff for 

life-science focused companies like ours’… ‘furthermore our 

current open positions have largely attracted applications 

from across the globe, rather than locally trained scientists, 

and in my opinion such applicants are primarily attracted to 

the quality of the job and company and not the presence of a 

local university’...‘As we grow further at Metrion we expect to 

continue recruiting specialist scientists we need on a national 

and international basis6. Of the 23 staff at Cambridge based 

Metrion Biosciences one is from the University of Cambridge 

and one is from Anglia Ruskin University. Seven staff members 

are from overseas. Appendix Z Metrion Biosciences Scientific 

Staff Recruitment. 

02.3 At Colworth Science Park, Unilever employs more than 600 

staff from 30 nationalities. 

02.4  A selection of five Oxford and Cambridge based life science 

companies recruits from 14 countries and the proportion of 

international appointees ranges from 27% to 56%.7 

02.5 Consequently, the evidence confirms it is not necessary for a 

science park tenant company to have access to a pool of 

locally generated graduates or other local talent because 

companies recruit on a national and international basis.  

 
5 https://www.investinswindonandwiltshire.org/workforce/ 
 
7 Company names have not been provided because information has been provided on a confidential basis. 



xvi.  

1. On page 30 it is stated that if the Ex Honda site is redeveloped to 

create its own Innovation Hub this may compete with Swindon 

Science Park. 

2. Response 

02.1 There are no plans, credible or otherwise, for the 

development of an innovation hub at the ex-Honda site to 

meet the needs of life science based SMEs. 

02.2 There remains considerable uncertainty regarding the future 

of the Honda site and consequently any reference to what 

might happen in the future comprises speculation. 

02.3 Nevertheless, if an innovation hub were to be constructed at 

the ex-Honda site this could be a positive outcome for 

Swindon providing companies with more choice. Numerous 

towns and cities in the UK have multiple ‘innovation centres 

and hubs’ to meet the needs of a range of target occupiers. 

xvii.  

1. On Page 33 the contention is that to draw any comparison between 

the Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst and Swindon Science Park is 

misrepresentational. 

2. Response 

02.1 The Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst case study is provided 

solely as an example of hub and spoke ‘science park’ 

development i.e. the larger ‘hub’ that attracts smaller ‘spoke’ 

companies. My Proof of Evidence Appendix E provides the 

names of some ‘spoke’ companies that have expressed an 

interest in collocating with the ‘hub’ Wasdell at Swindon 

Science Park. This interest has arisen in advance of any 

marketing activity for Swindon Science Park. 

02.2 My Proof of Evidence has not suggested that Swindon Science 

Park would be a direct comparator to Stevenage other than 



on the basis of hub and spoke development i.e. GSK as an 

attractor to SMEs accommodated in a ’bioinnovation hub’ - 

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst. Nevertheless, the two 

locations do have clear hub and spoke similarities. Where they 

differ particularly is that Stevenage has received substantial 

public subsidy (many tens of millions) and Wasdell at Swindon 

Science Park is not to be a public grant aided science park.   

 

Appendices 

Y. Case Studies – Recruitment of Scientific Staff by Companies at UKSPA Member Science Parks 

Z . Metrion Biosciences – Scientific Staff Recruitment 

  



APPENDIX Y 

CASE STUDIES – RECRUITMENT OF SCIENTIFIC STAFF BY COMPANIES AT UKSPA MEMBER SCIENCE 

PARKS 

The tables below provide evidence of the international recruitment of scientific staff for R&D 

companies based on science parks in the UK. 

The examples cited counter the claim made by Dr Parry that companies require staff from ‘around 

an existing pool of talent’. The evidence demonstrates that R&D companies recruit from an 

international audience. National recruitment is also likely to be based more widely than locally. 

COMPANY R&D 
SPECIALISM 

SCIENCE 
PARK 
TENANT 

TOTAL STAFF 
NUMBERS 

INTERNATIONAL STAFF 
BY PROPORTION OF ALL 
STAFF 

Metrion 
Biosciences 

Life science  Yes 23 30% 

Company C Life science Yes 28 36% 

Company E Life science  Yes 16 56% 

Company S Life science Yes 150 36% 

Company V Life science  Yes 15 27% 
Some companies have provided information on an anonymised basis because it is commercially confidential. 

Across all case studies international staff come from: 

 Australia 

 China 

 France 

 Germany 

 Hungary 

 Ireland 

 Italy 

 Netherlands 

 New Zealand 

 Poland 

 Portugal 

 Spain 

 Sweden 

 USA 

 

COMPANY R&D SPECIALISM SCIENCE PARK 
TENANT 

INTERNATIONAL STAFF 

Unilever Life and physical 
science and convergent 
technologies 

Yes More than 600 staff from 
30 nationalities 8 

 

 

 
8 https://colworthpark.com/tenant/unilever/ 



Metrion Biosciences – Chief Executive, Drug Discovery Company 

‘Furthermore, our current open positions have largely attracted applications from across the globe, 

rather than locally trained scientists, and in my opinion, such applicants are primarily attracted to 

the quality of the job and company and not the presence of a local university’. 

From a staff of 23, Metrion has one member of staff from the University of Cambridge and one from 

Cambridge’s Anglia Ruskin University. 

Metrion is located at Granta Park, Cambridge.  

 

Company S – Chief Technical Officer , Drug Discovery Company 

‘What is probably just as important is the fact that the UK educated ones have been to schools and 

universities all over the UK, most had to relocate to join us, and most did not join us direct form 

university.  So, the proximity of a university is irrelevant as a source of recruits’.   
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To whom it may concern 

I am the Chief Executive of Metrion Biosciences Limited, a contract research 
organisation located at Granta Park, Cambridge. Our company has a global client 
base and is focused upon delivering a range of high quality preclinical drug 
discovery services for a class of human proteins known as ion channels. The 
company was incorporated in 2015 and later this year we will be moving from our 
current premises to new, larger facilities and doubling the size of our laboratories 
and offices in the process.  

Recruitment of high quality, highly educated staff is a key factor in facilitating 
Metrion’s successful growth. In my personal opinion, the local presence of a 
university is not a significant factor for hiring quality staff for life science-focused 
companies like ours.  Scientists are a highly mobile workforce, generally willing to 
relocate for post-doctoral studies or an industry job that fits with their career 
aspirations. Many of our staff have at some time lived and worked abroad to pursue 
their profession; for example, our current workforce has trained at worldwide 
universities and worked in a variety of countries. Of 23 staff on our payroll, not 
including those on consultancy contracts, we have seven who are not UK 
nationals.  One originated from Asia (with university qualification from that area) and 
six from the EU (with qualifications from a range of countries within the 
EU). Furthermore, our current open positions have largely attracted applications 
from across the globe, rather than locally trained scientists, and in my opinion such 
applicants are primarily attracted to the quality of the job and company and not 
the presence of a local university.    

As we grow further at Metrion, we expect to continue recruiting the specialist 
scientists we need on a national and international basis, which is consistent with the 
approach adopted by most life science companies. 

  

Andrew Southan PhD 

Chief Executive  
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