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Introduction 

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

on behalf of the local planning authority. 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. 

2. In this rebuttal proof I will respond to the evidence of David Dewart, David Simmonds 

and Edward Snook. 
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Rebuttal 

Evidence of David Dewart 

3. At paragraphs 3.11 to 3.16 Mr Dewart refers to the Swindon Town Investment Plan 

(CDI-3) and the emphasis that this document places upon the centre of Swindon as 

being the focus for investment to support employment growth and what is described 

at paragraph 3.8 as a “knowledge economy hub”. In response I note that the Town 

Investment Plan (CDI-3) does not define what is meant by a knowledge economy hub, 

neither does it offer a clear definition of which sectors this is taken to include, nor 

provide evidence as to why these sectors or businesses would exclusively prefer to be 

located in the town centre. Indeed, I have found no reference in CDI-3 to all knowledge 

based sectors having to be exclusively concentrated in the town centre. 

4. I do not doubt that the Council has worthy ambitions to regenerate Swindon town 

centre and create a conducive environment for knowledge economy businesses 

locating there and expanding, however Mr Dewart has made available no evidence to 

substantiate why this strategy and the Appeal scheme are mutually exclusive 

propositions. Furthermore, the assertion that all of the knowledge economy can be 

somehow contained within one defined geographic area (such as the town centre) is 

frankly not realistic in my experience. The locational requirements of different business 

sectors means that some favour in-centre locations and others prefer out of centre 

locations and purpose built environments. Providing for a good choice of locations 

helps to maximise the chances of economic growth and resilience, rather than 

hindering it. If the Council were to have thought about the knowledge economy as an 

“ecosystem” rather than a “hub” then they would see the benefits of catering for all 

parts of the knowledge economy at a town wide level. 

5. Turning again to CDI-3 it is apparent that the Town Investment Plan does see a positive 

role for “out of town” investment in Swindon in terms of the economic development of 

the town. At paragraph 3.9.29 of CDI-3 it is stated that “Other projects across the wider 

Borough are anticipated to deliver economic growth, yet exemplify the challenges of 

attracting private sector investment to the town centre”1. This highlights that the Town 

Investment Plan is not quite as binary as Mr Dewart would suggest in favouring the 

town centre. Rather it seeks to balance investment in and out of town.  

6. The lack of definition offered by Mr Dewart at paragraph 3.19 of his proof of evidence 

in relation to the sectors being targeted by the town centre “knowledge-economy 

hub”, means that it is necessary to look for evidence in the public domain of what 

business sectors are actually being targeted by such investment. In order to do this I 

have sourced the press release by Swindon Council2 announcing the £19.5m Town 

Deal. I provide an extract below confirming which of the Town Investment Plan 

projects will be supported by the Town Deal funding. They are:  

                                                           
1 Stantec on behalf of Swindon Town Investment Board (2020) Swindon Town Investment Plan, paragraph 3.9.29 
2 Source: 
https://www.swindon.gov.uk/news/article/620/swindon_helped_to_bounce_back_thanks_to_195m_for_town_ce
ntre_regeneration_projects 
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 “Health Hydro refurbishments: embedding community and leisure uses in the heart of 

the Railway Village 

 Redevelopment of units of the Carriage Works: completing Phase 3 of our 

rejuvenation of Brunel’s former Carriage Works, redeveloping three units as well as 

part of the building fronting onto London Street 

 Create Studios at the Carriage Works: fitting out the new space to support Swindon’s 

digital economy and upskilling residents 

 Brunel Centre Market: introducing new town centre uses, complementing the High 

Street and bringing a new experience 

 Heritage Action Zone Streets and Spaces: public realm and improvements to walking 

and cycling routes to tie together Swindon’s heritage-led regeneration projects and 

connect the Designer Outlet and North Star to the town centre 

 Kimmerfields: Enabling Infrastructure: delivering enabling infrastructure to make land 

ready for new homes and offices on the next phase of Kimmerfields, adjacent to 

Zurich’s new flagship building” 

7. It is apparent that the Council’s Town Deal is supporting a wide range of projects 

covering a mix of land uses. Insofar as these relate to “knowledge-economy” activities 

the Carriage Works appears to be specifically targeted at digital / creative businesses, 

higher education occupiers and more generally office occupiers (see the Business Case 

summary from SWLEP for confirmation of these points3). These sectors and occupiers 

are distinct from those which Swindon Science Park would target and are therefore the 

two propositions (the town centre and Swindon Science Park) will not be in 

competition for these occupiers.  

8. Kimmerfields is the other mixed use project referenced in the Town Deal press release. 

I have reviewed what is in the public domain about this project and note that the 

Council’s website describes Kimmerfields as “the location for Swindon’s new cultural 

quarter”4  In terms of the sectors targeted it is stated on the same website that these 

include “arts, cultural and business”. Again I note that Swindon Science Park would not 

compete with or displace occupier interest from Kimmerfields given the different 

sectors and activities that each project respectively is targeting. 

9. At paragraph 3.19 Mr Dewart states that Swindon College has secured £21 million 

funding to deliver an Institute of Technology in the North Star area of Central Swindon. 

He goes on to explain that the Institute will be running courses in Science and Health 

Related Professions. As Mr Dewart acknowledges in the same paragraph the Institute 

aims to become a “centre of excellence for higher-level technical skills”.  In response, it 

is clear that the Institute will be an anchor institution within the town centre, however 

                                                           
3 https://static.swlep.co.uk/swlep/docs/default-source/board-meetings/2020/carriage-works-business-
case.pdf?sfvrsn=1c3b518c_4 
4 
https://www.swindon.gov.uk/news/article/535/kimmerfields_site_identified_as_location_for_swindon_s_new_cult
ural_quarter 
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its activities are clearly focused on delivering higher level skills. Examining the Town 

Investment Plan (CDI-3, paragraph 3.9.19) it is clear that the curriculum is going to be 

more diverse than Mr Dewart suggests and will include “advanced manufacturing, 

engineering, digital technologies, creative and media and life and health sciences”5.   

10. Development of the appeal scheme poses no competitive challenge to the activities of 

the Institute in the town centre; rather it will provide employment opportunities for 

graduating students in science and life science jobs. Thus the Institute and Swindon 

Science Park are mutually supportive and acting in concert provide an opportunity to 

retain skilled workers in the town. 

11. In summary, I find nothing in the Town Investment Plan priority projects with which 

Swindon Science Park would compete in terms of main sectors, prospective occupiers 

or knowledge-economy activities. Both developments can successfully co-exist. The 

Town Investment Plan does focus public sector investment in the town centre and 

hopes to attract further private sector investment alongside it, but it also 

acknowledges that “out of town investments” will also contribute to the wider 

economic development of the town. 

12. At paragraph 4.2 Mr Dewart asserts that the appeal scheme would “curtail” the town’s 

economic growth potential. In response I ask it to be noted that Mr Dewart has 

provided no documentary evidence whatsoever to substantiate his claim that this 

outcome will arise from the appeal scheme, whereas the Appellant has provided clear 

evidence of economic impacts and benefits informed by their business growth plans 

and track record of delivering growth and jobs. 

13. In summary, there is no evidence before the appeal to suggest why the appeal scheme 

and town centre “knowledge economy hub” cannot co-exist successfully and maximise 

the commercial attractiveness of the whole town to a wider range of sectors, activities 

and occupiers while also helping to retain high skilled workers in the town. 

Evidence of David Simmonds 

14. At paragraph 3.02 Dr Simmonds states that the Economic Impact Statement (CDA-26) 

does not set out the ratios which are used in the assessment. In response I confirm that 

details of the assumptions and data that I have used are set out in my Proof of 

Evidence.  

15. At paragraphs 3.05 Dr Simmonds states that employment density associated with the 

appeal scheme is high relative to HCA average employment densities. In response I 

state that the HCA average employment densities do not provide a realistic estimate of 

employment levels in this instance as the Appellant has provided details of their actual 

employment requirements based on increased production capacity and planned 

activities on site. This is a bespoke and company specific employment estimate rather 

than one derived from application of the HCA Employment Densities Guide which 

provides a generalised account of average employment densities at a national level. 

Much greater weight should be attributed to the Appellant’s bespoke employment 

                                                           
5 Stantec on behalf of Swindon Town Investment Board (2020) Swindon Town Investment Plan, paragraph 3.9.19 
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estimate than a national average employment density. This reflects what they are 

actually planning to deliver. 

16. At paragraph 3.09 Dr Simmonds states that the Economic Impact Statement does not 

give any timescale over which the impacts would develop. In response I would like to 

clarify that the Economic Impact Assessment provides an account of the completed 

development of Swindon Science Park in a typical year. The base year for the prices 

quoted in the assessment is 2021. It does not claim to be an econometric modelled 

output of how the economy would change given the inherent uncertainties associated 

with economic modelling in the current climate.  

17. At paragraph 5.01 Dr Simmonds states that the Economic Impact Statement is limited 

to considering impact in terms of “narrowly conventional economic variables of 

employment, Gross Value Added and wages”. In response, I say that the Economic 

Impact Assessment is an entirely appropriate and proportionate assessment for this 

type of development. Further, this type of assessment has formed the evidential basis 

for many planning applications for major economic development projects, such as the 

Appellant’s proposed development of Swindon Science Park, that have been granted 

planning permission upon appeal. Finally, Dr Simmonds description of measures such 

as jobs and Gross Value Added as “narrowly conventional” appears to contradict the 

latest national economic development strategy and policy that the Government is 

implementing including its “Plan for Jobs” (CDI-11) and “Build Back Better” (CDI-12) 

highlight the importance of job retention and creation and support for science related 

innovation and private sector investment. One need only look to the Prime Minister’s 

Foreword of Build Back Better (CDI-12, page 6) to see the prominence of these factors 

in the Government’s thinking as the following quotation demonstrates: 

“I believe the formula for our success can be seen in the collaboration between industry, 

science and government that led to the production of the vaccines. Strong and active 

government investing massively in science and technology, coupled with a dynamic 

enterprise economy that embraces the instincts and know-how of the private sector”6. 

18. The appeal scheme offers private sector know-how to secure a major investment in a 

growing science and life sciences sector within Swindon.  

19. At paragraph 5.02 Dr Simmonds states that is “highly likely” that if Wasdell Group does 

not expand in the way envisaged that “other firms would   expand to meet market 

demand”. In response, I consider this to be entirely hypothetical proposition. Mr 

Simmonds offers no evidence to substantiate this claim, or any analysis of Wasdell and 

its competitors and no weight should be attached to this assertion.  

20. At paragraph 5.04 Dr Simmonds lists three statements (prefix a to c) and claims that 

the local economic impacts are only valid if these statements are accepted. In response 

and taking each of these in turn: 

(a) Wasdell Group has confirmed the amount of employment that will be created as a 

result of the proposed development being delivered. Dr Simmonds has advanced no 

                                                           
6 HM Treasury (2021) Build Back Better: Our Plan for Growth, p6 
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alternative evidence, save for quoting national average employment density figures in 

a hypothetical comparison. 

(b) The evidence of Mr Lupson deals with operating efficiency matters that Dr 

Simmonds raises  

(c) In relation to the growth rate of Wasdell in the absence of the proposed 

development, the Appellant has confirmed that an annual rate of 0.3% growth would 

be achievable as the company would not have the capacity to expand its activities 

further. It is effectively operating at near capacity levels. This 0.3% is a low rate of 

growth and therefore the Economic Impact Assessment was conducted on the basis of 

the Group’s output remaining relatively static in the absence of the proposed 

development of Swindon Science Park.   

21. At paragraph 5.07 Dr Simmonds states in relation to the growth of Wasdell relative to 

the sector in which it operates that, “It is reasonable to question whether that faster 

growth can be sustained”. The Appellant has provided details which are appended of 

its forward order book and contracts which highlight that it continues to trade 

successfully and is a competitive company that, subject to the physical ability to 

expand its activities (which is the subject of this appeal) is capable of sustaining fast 

growth. By way of illustration of the strong trading of Wasdell the Appellant has 

confirmed that it has signed contracts worth approximately £16 million for 

pharmaceutical, Research and Development and Clinical Trials work over the current 

and next financial year. This is a conservative illustration and excludes the work 

additionally secured in relation to neutraceutical and healthcare products. The 

Appellant has confirmed that the growth in business enquiries and contracts can only 

be sustained in the longer term if they are able to expand their activities at Swindon 

Science Park to meet growing market demand. In the absence of this, additional 

production capacity cannot be found and this is likely to lead to the company’s growth 

potential being constrained. 

22. At paragraphs 5.16 and 5.19 respectively Dr Simmonds states that the Appellant should 

offer an explanation of why Swindon “would be the appropriate location for the Group 

to promote a science park – rather than, say, the group’s existing location in Newcastle 

upon Tyne”. In response, the Appellant has provided additional information on its 

location planning criteria that is appended to this proof. In summary, in assessing its 

locational requirements for growth the Appellant has considered that the nation’s 

principal export hub for pharmaceuticals is through Heathrow and the Channel ports. 

In terms of the Appellant’s business activities it is therefore preferable to locate 

advanced manufacturing facilities close to these international gateways. Swindon is 

geographically located closer to these international gateways than Newcastle and 

therefore offers considerable operational advantages and efficiencies in serving 

customer markets. Wasdell also wants to capitalise on the expansion of its activities in 

Swindon to bring together production and R&D functions and to realise further 

productivity and innovation benefits from doing so.  

23. At paragraph 5.18 Dr Simmonds asserts that the appeal scheme is in some way 

contrary to the Government’s levelling-up policy. In response I note that all local 

authorities in the UK are eligible to apply for support from the Government’s Levelling 
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Up Fund7. It is not a reductive policy – simply reducing the issue of levelling up to one 

of rebalancing the North and the South of England – as Dr Simmonds would appear to 

imply. Therefore, a major private sector investment such as the proposed Swindon 

Science Park would help to level up Swindon with other places across the UK and 

ensure its future competitiveness.   

Rebuttal of Edward Snook  

24. At paragraph 6.15 Mr Snook states that the appeal scheme “could actually harm the 

emergence of a knowledge economy hub in central Swindon”. As referred to in my 

rebuttal to Mr Dewart, I find no evidence that the central Swindon “knowledge 

economy hub” is targeting the same economic sectors as Swindon Science Park and in 

fact the two are sufficiently distinguished in terms of sectors, occupiers and activities. 

Thus they will complement rather than compete with one another. 

25. At 6.27 Mr Snook states that that there is “a significant lack of evidence to 

demonstrate that the outlined economic benefits would be fully realised”. In response, 

the Appellant has confirmed their considered business plans, along with employment 

growth requirements in relation to growing customer demand. Wasdell has a long 

track record of delivering growth in its operations with the attendant benefits which 

include employment growth. Wasdell is committed to ensuring that the outlined 

economic benefits would be fully realised. 

26. At paragraph 8.9 Mr Snook again quotes Mr Dewart’s evidence and asserts that the 

“Appeal Proposal…could significantly hinder the emergence of the knowledge economy 

hub proposed for central Swindon”. In response I would note that no evidence 

whatsoever has been advanced to substantiate such a claim.   

                                                           
7 For details of the fund see: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/966138/Levell
ing_Up_prospectus.pdf 
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Appendix 1: Wasdell Statement: Additional 
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