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Inlands Farm Appeal 

Day 3 – 17th June 10:00 - 11:30 

Expert Witness Testimony: Dr Malcolm Parry OBE 

Advocate for Rule 6 Party, SSPG: John Moe 

Questions to Dr Parry from SSPG Advocate 

1. Can you please give your name and introduce yourself and brief career summary? 

I am Dr Malcolm Parry. In 1977 I was as appointed as lecturer at the University of Surrey and was 

asked by the Vice Chancellor to create the Surrey Research Park in 1981.  

I planned, raised the funding, and struck ground in 1983 on this 28ha project with 65,000 sq m of 

space. There are 174 companies on site.  It provides incubation, acceleration, and growth space. 

and it is part of Research and Innovation team on campus. I have run this project for 39 years. 

I was one of 8 founder members of the UKSPA in 1984.  

I Chaired this organisation for 3 terms of office and am now a life member.  

I am a member of the International Association of Science Parks which I joined when founded in 

1984 and have sat for two terms on their Technical Advisory Committee. 

I have contributed over 30 peer reviewed, practice and academic based papers on the planning 

development and operation of science parks.  I have already contributed to and edited three 

books on STPs. 

I am currently writing for and editing a the third edition of the planning development and 

operation of science parks for release in August this year. (Previous editions were published with 

UKSPA in 1999 and 2006.) 

I am used by UNESCO as an expert on science and technology parks and technology 

entrepreneurship with over 25 mission to advise the governments on creating science parks.  

I have been an advisor on Science Parks to the City of Daejon in South Korea 30 years and 

through that advised on their National Technopark programmes.  

I have also acted as an expert for the United Nations Economic Commission to Europe, the same 

for the British Council and the Foreign and Commonwealth Office with advisory missions o many 

countries (Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Brazil, Haiti, and China).  

I stood down as CEO of the SRP in one month ago. 

I am now appointed as visiting member of staff at the University. 

I have also just signed a contract with UNESCO to develop a training programme for technology 

entrepreneurs. 

I have independently also developed with a colleague 2  successful businesses which we 

successfully exited. One was based on IP. 



2 
 

In 1994 I was also appointed as the University of Surrey Planning Officer.  In this role I secured 

planning permission for over 120,000 sq m of academic and commercially focussed space on 

campus.  

I led our team to secure an allocation in the current Guildford Local Plan for the development for 

a 10 Ha extension to the Surrey Research Park and 50 Ha for 1,800 houses.  

I passed this latter role on to a colleague in 2017 but was on the Development Board until last 

month. 

2.Can you explain your involvement in the planning application and the subsequent appeal 

regarding Inlands Farm? 

The SSPG team asked me to comment on CAM-SCI Swindon Science Park report for the initial 

planning application in 2020. 

I was approach again in 2021 to respond to CAM-SCI rebuttal of my observations and submitted 

that to SSPG. 

3.Can you describe your background in and knowledge of Science Parks and Innovation 

Centres? 

See above  

I was operating the Surrey Research Park for 39 year up to 1 month ago. At that point I was 

dealing with 174 companies from start-up to major corporations such as BAE and Airbus in a 

broad range of technologies such as developing liquid biopsy technology, environmental DNA 

measurement, design and development of Satellites, cybersecurity, and skin biology for drug 

delivery – as examples.  

Pre covid the tenants employed some 4,500 people. 

I also work closely with the CEO of UKSPA, participate in recent Zoom conferences with the IASP 

members, attend the SETsquared incubator meetings and our regular business angel club pitch 

event. 

I just been given a contract by UNESCO to develop a training manual for tech– entrepreneurs. 

I have independently also developed with a colleague 2 successful businesses which we 

successfully exited. One was based on IP this was done on the SRP with the permission of the 

University. 

4.Please confirm what your Proof of Evidence covers and how it relates to this appeal? 

Nomenclature – because this describes these facilities and makes them different from other 

developments (has widened as many Parks are now using a variety of locational, service and 

target markets as descriptions through which to brand their site.)   

The basic requirement to brand a site and operate as a science park. 

Comments on other sites that are being used to support the proposition. 

Location of the proposed site and other sites drawn by the appellant as comparators. 

Likely success factors and referencing these against the proposed development. 
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Flaws in the applicants claims that undermine the application as a Science and Technology Park.  

5.What is your understanding of the main points of the Appellant’s case? 

The appellants case is based on: 

The lack of definition of STP means that by building a modern packaging, logistics, and 

associated control laboratories the site can then be further developed as a STP. 

A hybrid site of B1c use is sufficient to be an anchor for an STP because the facility is owned and 

run by a ‘pioneering company’. 

The appellant suggests UKSPA statistics support this view that a packaging plant is a more highly 

rated that wider sources of technology and talent. 

This is a one-off opportunity for Swindon to develop a STP. 

6.Based on your experience and knowledge of Science Parks and Innovation Centres, how 

would you summarise the findings of your review of the Appellant’s case? 

The appellant sets out the view by selective use of the IASP definition to justify establishing an 

STP based on building a modern packaging, logistics, and associated control laboratories on a 

B1c use because this is a anchor for further developed as a STP using B1b use because in the Bic 

use there are support laboratories that undertake R&D in packaging. 

At the same time the appellant draws on the high rate of fill of city based STP and then suggests 

that this green field rural site will become a successful STP. The examples of comparators are 

noted in Appendix H of the POE – these are city based near unverisities. 

Despite the appellants description of itself as pioneering company the development of this site is 

not in line with the current trend of developing STPs in cities. 

An earlier generation of STP has also grown up since the late 1990 that are noted in the original 

application and are based in a park setting similar to that of the appellant. These tend to be 

more distant from universities but are now an older style model of STPs. 

A review of these sites also shows that they all have features and planning histories that are very 

different from the appellant’s site.  

This difference is that they have all had a prior use for R&D so are blessed with a extant pool of 

technology, talent, and ready-made facilities that tenants can draw on.   

All that has been needed for these sites has been some modernisation and curation to thrive.  

This suggests that the appellant proposals for creating a STP on a green field on the outskirts of 

Swindon contrary to the Local Plan is overambitious in terms of its value as anchor. 

To emphasise this the point on access to talent and technology I note that the CAM-SCI POE 

refers to Astra Zenica on the Cambridge Biomedical Campus as a comparator. 

Astra Zenica facility on Cambridge Bioscience Park is reported on the internet as a research 

location with 3,600 staff in Cambridge,  200+ collaborations with academic institutions, 100+ 

PhDs sponsored by AZ. 

The focus of their interest more likely to be the Cambridge Ecosystem not with a single 32,281 
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sq m packaging and logistics plant.   

The Dyson site also offered as a comparator differs because this R&D centre is on ex MOD land 

not a green field site and the company is to populate this with its own R&D centre and The 

Dyson Institute of Engineering and Technology which I believe is the first education provider to 

be given New Degree Awarding Powers. The Company has strong links with Warwick University. 

Going further on the value of universities  – looking at the other nomenclature quoted by CAM-

SCI to describe STP such as Innovation Districts.  

The Brooking Institute document that defined ‘Innovation Districts published in 2014’ recorded 

their mentions over 60 references to universities in 34 pages.  

… and the book ‘Rustbelt to Brainbelts’ that reflects the same concept published 2017 noted the 

value of universities in 95 references.  

Other sites that have non-traditional histories include 

At Silverstone Technology Park their legacy comes from both an agglomeration that includes a 

Metrology Centre and of importance noted to me by the current operator of the the Cosworth 

graduate scheme. 

At Scottow which is based on an ex RAF Coltishall site is where Lotus – now Hethel Design centre 

– delivers the important legacy of a past use. This site is supported by the Norfolk County 

Council and East of England Development Agency. 

Some of the older smaller innovation centres are in refurbished old industrial building in cities 

often near a university or are operated by the Professional Science Park Curators Oxford 

Innovation and in cities with effective networks built through the close proximity of technology 

and talent assets that include the Tech Transfer and Knowledge Exchange Offices offices.  

In addition, the CAM-SCI POE has mis interpreted UKSPA data about the value of universities 

by noting that universities are not as important as anchor tenants.  

A more reflective view of the UKSPA data is that the presence of a university link is a major 

advantage for tenants 44% of the UKSPA sample over an anchor tenant to 35%. 

The second misrepresentation of UKSPA data is that industrial facilities dominate STPs. Their 

footprint is 19% but only 7% of tenants. Without tenants STPs are deserts. 

 

Sector  % tenants % floor 

space occupied 

Industrial  7% 19% 

Financial and business support  10% 7% 

https://www.dysoninstitute.com/
https://www.dysoninstitute.com/
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Internet Technology1, ICT, and 

Software and Engineering  

 32% 15% 

Collectively companies in other 

Science, Technology and 

Engineering activities 

 51% 59% 

 

As I understand the application it is for 100% of the site will be launched as an advanced Packing 

Plant with associated control labs, and a logistic function.  This will be branded a science park 

despite the offering of only B1c industrial use. 

In due course addition development of some specialist facilities space currently planned as an 

outline permission and this will offer B1b use to follow and reduce the B1c to 60% of the density.  

This in my view misrepresents the project as a science park as 60% of the density will be 1 tenant 

which suggests the plans do not match the kind of sites in the UKSPA membership.  

This proposal we are talking about today has a big foot-print but proportionally low R&D input 

from the anchor.  

The distance of this site to other technology and talent rich R&D locations is likely to weaken any 

knowledge exchange and technology transfer linkages with the tacit knowledge repository and 

assets in the region.  

As an isolated site with a single technology anchor organisation it is unlikely to provide the cross-

disciplinary level of activity to create the ecosystem necessary for its operation as an STP serving 

the extensive target market noted by CAM SCI at their point 02.8. 

This means that the project is unlikely to create the momentum necessary to build capacity to 

the extent where mission drift could be avoided if it were to be built.  

In my view the proposed development strategy for SSP needs further verification in the context 

of richness of the proposed Hub’s research base in order to provide the capacity necessary to 

support the project claim to be a science park when it is developed. 

7.In your opinion, what constitutes a Science Park? 

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

phenomenon. There are 18  Associations World Wide that are registered with IASP and 

members of IASP and they accommodate some 1,200 member parks.  

To organise themselves and be linked to IASP that agrees at its Board level their membership, 

suggests that there are some minimum levels of activities offered to qualify for membership. 

CAM-SCI in the Executive summary notes that: 

                                                           
1 To ensure consistency with previous surveys, descriptors such as “ICT” and “Software” companies are used. 



6 
 

2.1 IASP defines modern STPs as ‘specialist areas of innovation’ that ‘play a key role in the 

economic development of their environment through a dynamic and innovative mix of quality 

space and facilities, high value-added services and specialist operations policies’. 

2.2 A defining characteristic of modern STPs therefore, is the creation of ‘areas of innovation’ 

that reflect and develop the socio-economic strengths, character and talent unique to its own 

region. 

At 2.1 this evidence draws on the limited part of the IASP definition to justify this claim which 

can be seen at (2.1) of their observation. 

..but does not note that “To enable these goals to be met, a Science Park stimulates and 

manages the flow of knowledge and technology amongst universities, R&D institutions, 

companies and markets; it facilitates the creation and growth of innovation-based 

companies through incubation and spin-off processes; and provides other value-added 

services together with high quality space and facilities.” 

The POE also questions and reject the importance of universities in this arrangement. 

From that the POE draws the conclusion that the lack of a university in the purview of an STP is 

not an impediment to the overall value of these sites.  

This idea is based on evidence from academic papers published in the 1990 that measured 

performance of how science worked in the 1980s. 

The POE fails to take account of the value of R&D trained scientists that remained on this 

tranche of STP formed over the last 20 years when many of the ex-corporate R&D STP were 

established. These draw on both the human capital and physical facilities left behind from the 

original corporate research capacity.  The POE assumes the lack of university presence does not 

hinder progress but fails to recognise this legacy. 

This denial of the value of university is odd to me because in Appendix H the rate of fill of the 

Parks listed are all city based close to or have universities as partners and are now the new 

generation STP or innovation districts being developed near universities. 

The appellants proposals is for an out of date old fashioned model of the STP – distant from a 

solid platform of fundamental research including cross disciplinary research that is now normal 

in universities and flow out of doctoral colleges and early career researchers, mature 

researchers that compete for grants from government and are led by professors .. and in the UK 

base their teaching on research … which included educating entrepreneurs. 

The appellants proposal  is based on the value of some control laboratories from a packing 

company albeit it modern but still standing alone in a green field.  

If that defines a modern STP then this proposal is step back to the 2000 not the third decade in 

the 21st century. 

8. In your experience, what factors drive the successful creation and operation of a science 

park? 

My view is that it lacks the success factors for STPs which include: 
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o Good access to a high density and a diverse pool of extant technology and talent 

i.e., a strong and diverse R&D base that is expanding and innovating in a number 

of technologies. 

o These sites need to be managed and curated from the outset in order to create 

the necessary linkages with willing research partners, include building mentoring 

and coaching capacity, and access to investment. 

o Success needs support of the public authorities as these sites generally operate 

on the principle of the triple helix model of an effective working relationship 

between business, academic resources, and government collaboration. 

o The need to offer space and services that attract entrepreneurs based on the 

correct tariff, tenure, and facility options that are competitive in the context of a 

region. 

My view its failure factors are: 

o The project will be branded as SSP while 100% B1c – this will misrepresent the 

site and distort its brand value. The proposal at 02.6 suggests that the aspiration 

of the brand will be sufficient to carry it to success because at 0.27 it notes that 

it will accord to the list of provisions of other science parks as comparator sites. 

o It is based on an outdated model of science parks – it is too isolated. 

o CAM-SCI POE makes a virtue of the site being able to can undertake handling of 

substances that pose a risk and an out of the way location helps this – this is not 

consistent with the potential to increase links and transaction rates on 

knowledge and technology exchange that make areas of innovation a success – 

this point is made 3.4.5 as the argument is the site is isolated. 

o Some of the companies that have supported the site have noted they may move 

there – I guess they would need to bring their key employers with them – 

relocation seems to me to be a zero sum game in national economic 

development terms. 

o Wasdell is a high tech company that has the technology capability to enable it to 

move towards higher levels of automation which may reduce it employment 

provision.– noted in 3.4.4. 

o The teams of scientists necessary to deal with the packaging plants highly 

elaborate service is fully respected but it is silent on the number involved with 

the discovery based research that creates the technology pool that establishes 

the credentials as STP noted in point 10g. 

o I raise this point as one measure of the innovation generation role of host 

organisations is the density of those involved in discovery R&D. 

9. Can you describe typical models of ownership and development for a successful 

science Park? 
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Ownership is now very wide with some owners creating portfolios of these sites and 

invest in tenants, many are joint ventures with between universities and public 

authorities, some are retained corporations that have miniaturised their R&D footprint 

so have excess space.  

Having set out this to make them work the critical influence is the density of the 

addressable tech and talent base that the tenants can access.  

The level of investment in R&D at discovery level.  

The density of entrepreneurs that have access to the technology that emerges.  

The curation of these sites that creates the collegiate feel to drive entrepreneurship. 

10. What type of organisation would you typically expect to anchor a Science Park of 

Innovation Centre?  

Small ones in city centres would include universities, public authorities, often with grant 

aid – probably running through a holding company. 

Some are associated with national research institutes that include Catapults and Catalyst 

Centres. 

Some are now bought up and private landlords are creating portfolios as they see the 

value in investing in tech companies. 

Some are based on pharma research sites (Biocity examples) but these tend to also have 

some public investment that supplements the R&D base and support the translational 

activities.  

11.Are you aware of any existing Science Parks that are direct comparators for the 

proposed development at Inlands Farm? 

I have to say I do not but that is not to say I am correct – there are similar where large 

pharma companies are dominant GSK site but it is based on a historic use and has public 

investment that helps to drive innovation and commercialisation. 

but these tend to be in agglomerations  

12.Are there any other specific points you would like to reference from your Proof of 

Evidence to guide the inquiry? 

Has the appellant taken account of the speed at which automation may dominate the 

industry and depopulate the packaging factory and reduce the density of scientists in the 

project? 

13.In summary, do you believe that the proposed development at Inlands Farm fulfils the 

criteria expected for a Successful Science Park? 

No the model is out of date because it is based on a packaging plant on a  green field site, 

which is contrast to the concept of an innovation districts that are now a major focus for 

tenants. 

 


