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for storage and distribution operations at a variety of scales, as required by NPPF Para 83. In particular, 

the fundamental, to consider demand for a larger-scale strategic distribution operators across the 

functional economic market area and the property market area, is missing. This issue, has been raised 

by the GCLP stakeholder engagement and is presented in the Iceni evidence (at Report paras 2.88-

2.89), . Therefore, by definition the updated evidence contradicts the PPG’s emphasis and clear guide 

on market signals and engagement with various logistics stakeholders. 

Moreover, Lichfields has reservations about the selection criteria of the ‘key sectors’ that have been 

further enhanced through the modelling, and, in particular, the dismissal of ‘logistics’ as a key sector 

reflecting upon the market signals and stakeholder engagement that is presented within the study. This 

is even more acute considering that the Iceni report (para 4.9) states that the selection of the key sectors 

is based on inter alia discussions with stakeholders who have raised the increasing demand for logistics 

across the area. For the above reasons, Lichfields remains in the position that the evidence still 

underestimates the actual requirements for warehousing and distribution space across 

Greater Cambridge. Across our estimations (as presented in our Preferred Options representation) 

the B8 need for Greater Cambridge varies between  276,000 sq.m and 342,500 sq.m. 

Emphasis also needs to be given to the lack of supply of suitable and viable sites to accommodate 

the identified (although low) logistics requirements for c 200,000 sq.m across the Plan period covering 

short, medium and longer term. In particular, the evidence highlights that there is a substantial 

shortfall of c 150,000 sq.m (the actual shortfall varies between 219,100 sq.m and 285,600 sq.m based 

on our estimations) that is proposed to be partially accommodated by A14 Services allocation (i.e. up to 

73,000 sq.m) as well as some smaller sites with limitations.  

The remaining shortfall of over 40,000 sq.m (and up to 174,600 sq.m based on our estimations) is 

supposed to be facilitated through the Cambridge East allocation. Such a supply (as a whole) is not 

suitable as it will not provide for a variety of scales and is not developable within timescales that cover 

the entire Plan period and primarily the short term over the next 5 years. Considering the above, the 

most viable solution is to add more allocations that could deliver suitable and appropriate industrial 

and warehousing space in short term such as J25 Bar Hill. 

J25 Bar Hill Site and Location Suitability   
  

The reports are, unfortunately, silent on the GCSPS assessment of the J25 Bar Hill site promotion, a 

development strategy consideration in our view, but simply seek to take forward the draft allocations in 

the GCLP PO 2020 without any apparent individual or comparative site assessment in the GCLP 

Consultation Statement (at Appendix C).   

The merits of the J25 Bar Hill site and its location are endorsed by Iceni’s own site criteria (para 5.56): 

1 Strategic highways access:  Junction 25 of the recently upgraded A14 provides good site access 

at a nodal point on the strategic road network; to help meet local, regional and national 

employment needs. 

2 Site size: The site has the capacity to deliver around 60 ha of developable space, contributing to 

meeting the identified employment shortfall by providing a large allocation offering the capability 

and flexibility of a range of unit sizes to respond to the spatial needs of the mid and larger units, as 






