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Dear Mr Clark 
 
Thurrock Core Strategy & Policies for Management of Development 
Focussed Review – Consistency with National Planning Policy Framework 
[NPPF] 
 
1. As you are aware, I have been appointed to conduct the Examination of the 

above document [hereafter referred to as the Focussed Review]. 
 
2. From my initial review of the submitted documentation, I have identified two 

important matters on which clarification is needed.  First, I would like to 
clarify the scope of the Examination from my perspective.  The Focussed 
Review proposes amendments to some of the policies in the Council’s Core 
Strategy and Policies for Management of Development DPD, adopted in 2011 
[hereafter referred to as the Core Strategy]. 

 
3. My task in the Examination, therefore, is to consider the soundness and legal 

compliance of the policies in the Core Strategy as proposed to be amended 
by the Focussed Review.  It is not to consider the soundness and legal 
compliance of the Focussed Review in isolation.  The importance of this point 
will be apparent in what follows. 

 
4. Secondly, I would like to ask you for further clarification of what the Council 

are seeking to achieve in producing the Focussed Review.  In the Introduction 
to the Explanation which accompanies the submitted Plan, it is stated that: 

 
 … the Council is satisfied that the Core Strategy and the process by which it was 

arrived at are not fundamentally at odds with the NPPF and that no wholly new plan 
is required.  However there are instances where policies and supporting text need to 
be revised to more fully align with the detail of the NPPF and put into effect its 
requirements. 

 
5. It is unclear from this whether the Council’s aim in undertaking the Focussed 

Review is to bring the Core Strategy as a whole into full conformity with the 
NPPF, or whether you are only seeking to amend certain policies within the 
Core Strategy.  The distinction is important because it has implications for the 
extent of the necessary evidence base and whether or not the duty to co-
operate is engaged. 



  
 

                                                

 
6. If the Council are seeking through the Focussed Review to bring the Core 

Strategy as a whole into full conformity with the NPPF, I consider that this 
would raise several fundamental problems of soundness, including – but not 
necessarily limited to – the following: 

 
• No evidence has been submitted with the Focussed Review to show that 

the minimum housing delivery requirement of 18,500 dwellings, to which 
Core Strategy policies refer, is based on an up-to-date Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment [NPPF §159].  Instead the requirement is derived from 
the East of England Regional Strategy, which has now been revoked. 

 
• Thus there is no clear evidential basis to demonstrate that the Core 

Strategy, as amended by the Focussed Review, will meet the full, 
objectively-assessed need for market and affordable housing in the 
housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies in the NPPF 
[§47]. 

 
• Similarly, it seems that there is no up-to-date evidence base to underpin 

the employment land allocations in the Core Strategy, as amended by the 
Focussed Review [NPPF §161]. 

 
• It is unclear how the approach of the Core Strategy, as amended by the 

Focussed Review, to assessing the needs of Gypsies and Travellers 
complies with the current national policy guidance set out in Planning 
Policy for Traveller Sites. 

 
• No up-to-date evidence has been submitted to demonstrate that the 

cumulative impact of the standards and policies contained in the Core 
Strategy, as amended by the Focussed Review, will not put its 
implementation at serious risk [NPPF §174]. 

 
7. Moreover, the strategic, cross-boundary implications that would need to be 

considered in the preparation of the necessary supporting evidence would 
almost certainly engage the Council in the duty to co-operate with 
neighbouring local planning authorities and other bodies. 

 
8. As you will be aware, the duty to co-operate applies to all stages of the plan 

preparation process1 – it cannot be “retro-fitted” to a submitted plan.  Thus 
failure to comply with the legal duty to co-operate would make the Focussed 
Review incapable of adoption. 

 
9. If, on the other hand, the Council’s aim is only to amend certain policies 

within the Core Strategy, that may not raise such fundamental problems, 
provided that the policies to be amended have no impact on strategic matters 
and do not require substantial new evidence to be prepared, or engage the 
duty to co-operate. 

 
10. As will be clear from my comments above, I consider that at least some of 

the policies which the Focussed Review proposes to amend do have an impact 
on strategic matters.  However, it seems likely that there may be other 
policies that the Focussed Review proposes to amend which do not, and 
which could therefore be taken forward to examination. 

 
 

 
1  See NPPF, paragraph 181. 



  
 

11. On the basis of this analysis, it appears to me that the Council have two 
options for taking the Focussed Review forward. 

 
12. Option 1 – The Council could clarify that their objective in this Focussed 

Review is to amend only Core Strategy policies that have no impact on 
strategic matters requiring the preparation of significant additional evidence 
and/or engaging the duty to co-operate.  (I understand that a similar 
approach is currently being followed by Chelmsford Council.) 

 
13. Should the Council confirm that they wish to take this position, I would seek 

through further correspondence to establish which policy amendments 
proposed through the Focussed Review fall into this category, and the 
examination would proceed on that basis.  I would expect the Council to 
propose modifications deleting the other proposed amendments from the 
Focussed Review. 

 
14. Option 2 – On the other hand, if the Council wish to pursue the aim of 

bringing the Core Strategy into full conformity with the NPPF, I consider that 
you would need to prepare up-to-date evidence to justify the proposed levels 
of housing and employment land provision, the approach to the assessment 
of provision for Gypsies and Travellers and the viability of the Core Strategy’s 
proposals.  This list is not necessarily exhaustive.  In preparing this evidence 
you would of course need to meet the legal duty to co-operate insofar as it 
were engaged. 

 
15. Given the amount of work that would almost certainly be needed to prepare 

this evidence and the lengthy timescale it would involve, if the Council wished 
to pursue this option I would see no benefit in suspending the current 
examination.  In these circumstances, you would need to withdraw the 
Focussed Review and re-submit it when you had prepared the necessary full 
evidence base. 

 
16. I would be grateful if you would advise as soon as possible which of the 

options the Council wish to pursue, so that the appropriate arrangements can 
be made. 

 
 
Yours sincerely 

Roger Clews 
 
Inspector 


