
Meeting at Genome Campus 14th January 2016 

Present: From Genome Campus -Dr Martin Dougherty (Chief Operating Officer) 

(MD), Wendy Arnsten (Head of Campus Development), 3 other members of Campus 

staff relating to the research perspective and the buildings perspective. 

               From Ickleton Society – Rachel Radford (Chair) (RR), Madelaine Smith 

(Secretary), Andrew Shepperd (long-standing committee member) (AS) 

The number of Campus representatives at the meeting indicated that they wanted us 

to feel that they were taking our concerns seriously. 

MD outlined how the project had first arisen – as part of their regular 5 year review 

process they had been asked to look at the wider picture for the future in the context 

of how they had grown in the last 25 years.  Their scientific portfolio had broadened 

in that time and having focused solely on research in the past the feeling was that 

this research should be contributing and linking with healthcare organisations.  

Companies were looking to work with such research organisations and they had 

looked at how other countries around the world had achieved this. 

There was pressure for a natural-fit 3rd party for this co-operative working and also 

for public access for information about the issues arising from the implications of 

genome research.  Once the current building is finished they will have used all of 

their outline planning permission.  The remains of the Southfield area will be more 

lab space, storage etc.  The two relevant members of Campus staff expanded on 

some of the above issues. 

RR then outlined the purpose of the Ickleton Society and ran through the issues 

raised in our letter of 28th November. 

In response MD said he understood our concerns on traffic issues and sorting out 

traffic is a priority now.  He had seen for himself the damage to the verges in Abbey 

Street.  He wants to help keep traffic away from the villages.  There were various 

options they were considering, including shuttle buses linking Whittlesford Parkway, 

a Park&Ride on their land near the Pampisford roundabout and the Campus.  The 

lack of access to the M11 going north was an issue but all agreed that any major 

road changes were potentially a double-edged sword increasing pressure for further 

development.   

In response to our query how transport changes could be financed MD said that the 

project could finance part of it.  RR suggested that it would really need the A505 and 

A1301 to be duelled in order to stop traffic rat running through Ickleton but this would 

be hugely expensive and we thought it unlikely to happen.  Any contribution Campus 

might make would not go anywhere near meeting the cost.  MD said pressure had to 

be put on all the relevant authorities. 

MD said the Campus needs to generate income.  At present their funding is all 

charitable, from the Wellcome Trust.  The housing would provide a return on 

investment.    



AS said that stand-alone research establishments are a traditional and well-accepted 

feature in our area and, in that capacity, the Campus had proved a good neighbour, 

but the imposition of significant housing such as proposed was likely to result in 

fierce objection.  We felt we would be swamped by housing and it would set a 

dangerous precedent, eg for adjacent land.  The result could be urbanisation along 

the A1301 and large settlements of poor quality, cf Harlow etc. 

MD agreed and also expressed concerns at the possible developments at 

Chesterford.  The housing they plan would be a mixture of different types of housing 

to suit different types of staff needs – they have short-term workers from abroad, 

younger staff and also lower paid staff running canteens etc so there would be some 

social housing.  He agreed that a proportion (not yet determined) would be for sale 

or rent on the open market.  RR said that if the plan were for say 50 or 100 houses 

for rent by low paid staff and short term workers the situation would be different but 

the plan for houses for sale and rent on the open market showed that would be, in 

effect, a new settlement and it would generate large numbers of traffic movements. 

In answer to our query re why a 3rd occupant is needed, MD said it would be another 

institute.  The right mix between research and commercial needed to be found.  RR 

asked if a 3rd institute was simply to provide an income stream and why the Campus 

could not simply expand on the Southfield site.  MD said this was an option to 

consider as they go forward. 

We raised the issue of shopping facilities and MD said there would be facilities such 

as doctors and dentist but they would try to ensure that shops did not adversely 

affect our village shop.  He sees the need for a shop on campus and, if the housing 

goes ahead, a shop in a neighbourhood centre. 

He stressed that in their view changes in infra-structure needed to precede 

development and there is a need to ensure that any plans do not unlock the door to 

other developments that would adversely affect the rural area.  RR pointed out that 

had Hanley Grange gone ahead including the Trust’s land, it would now be covered 

in houses and not available for expansion.  She wondered if the Campus might be 

shooting itself in the foot in that, if the current plan for this housing were to go ahead, 

that part of the land would not be available for further expansion in due course. 

MD said our suggestion of slip-roads instead of roundabouts was a good one in his 

view.  It was to elicit ideas such as this that he is making the plans public and 

involving local residents at this early stage.  He stated that they were about 2 to 2½ 

years away from a planning application; the plans are in the very early stages, they 

look detailed but are not set in stone.  They are anxious to liaise throughout with their 

neighbours including Hinxton, Ickleton, Duxford and Chesterford.   

He asked if we would be willing to come in periodically to be updated on plans as 

they proceed and suggested we meet again in about 4 months, to which we agreed. 

We were disappointed to note later that day that an article in the Cambridge News 

indicated that the number of employees when a 3rd Institute is added would 

significantly exceed what we expected.  We will address this issue at our next 

meeting with them. 


