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Dear Mr Clark 
 
Thurrock Core Strategy & Policies for Management of Development 
Focussed Review – Consistency with National Planning Policy Framework 
 
1. Thank you for your letter of 13 September 2013 and I am sorry that I have 

not been able to reply until now. 
 
2. I note that you would like to take the Focussed Review forward under “Option 

1”, as it was described in my letter of 6 August 2013.  As I explained in that 
letter, this means that it will not be possible, through the Focussed Review, 
to bring the Thurrock Core Strategy & Policies for Management of 
Development [Core Strategy] as a whole into conformity with the National 
Planning Policy Framework [NPPF].  Instead it will be necessary to identify 
which elements of the Core Strategy are to be addressed in the Focussed 
Review, based on the analysis in my 6 August letter. 

 
3. In responding to my letter, you raised a number of points which I deal with in 

turn below. 
 
London REMA 
 
4. You suggest there may be inconsistency between my approach to the 

examination of the Core Strategy and that of the inspector who examined the 
Revised Early Minor Amendments [REMA] to the London Plan.  I would make 
three points in response.  The first is the obvious point that the London Plan 
is prepared under different legislation from that which governs Local Plan 
preparation.  In particular, as you acknowledge there is no statutory duty on 
the Mayor to co-operate with other authorities and bodies in the preparation 
of the London Plan.  Nor is there any obligation on the Mayor to accept the 
recommendations of the person(s) examining it. 

 
5. Secondly, the London Plan inspector made it clear in his report (para 2) that 

his role was to assess the REMA against the tests of soundness as currently 
set out in the NPPF, and that the examination process did not include 
consideration of any parts of the London Plan that remain unchanged.  Thus 
he followed a process akin to “Option 1”, as I have described it.  There is no 
indication in his report that he made any finding about the soundness of the 
London Plan as a whole. 



  
 

 
6. Thirdly, the London Plan draws on primary evidence, including the Greater 

London Authority’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment [SHMA], finalised in 
2009, to set out housing requirement figures for London as a whole and for 
each borough.  This is different from the situation in Thurrock where, as I 
understand it, the housing requirement figure in the Core Strategy is taken 
directly from the now-revoked Regional Strategy, the East of England Plan 
[EEP], published in 2008.  Moreover, whether or not the London SHMA is in 
danger of going out-of-date, the REMA inspector did not examine the 
soundness of London Plan policy 3.3, which sets out the overall housing 
requirement for London. 

 
7. In these circumstances it appears to me that I could not find sound, for 

example, Policy CSSP1 of the Core Strategy, as proposed to be amended by 
the Focussed Review.  That policy states, in terms, Thurrock is required to 
deliver a minimum of 18,500 dwellings between 2001 and 2021, yet the EEP, 
which provides the basis for that requirement, has been revoked.  There is no 
evidence that the Council have undertaken their own assessment of their full 
housing need, as required by NPPF, paragraph 159.  Similar comments apply 
to the indicative job target figures in policy CSSP2 and the employment land 
requirement derived from them. 

 
8. As you rightly say, the inspector did find sound the REMA to London Plan 

policy 3.11 which contains the London-wide affordable housing target, also 
apparently based on the 2009 London SHMA.  However, unlike policy 3.3, 
policy 3.11 does not set borough-by-borough targets for affordable housing 
but devolves that responsibility to the boroughs themselves.  When devising 
their affordable housing targets in their Local Plans, the policy requires the 
boroughs to take account of a range of factors, including viability.  Thus I see 
no direct correspondence between London Plan policy 3.11 and Core Strategy 
policy CSTP2. 

 
Policy CSTP8 and Lakeside 
 
9. The short answer to this point is that I would need to see the extent of the 

evidence base underpinning the single-issue review of the EEP before 
advising whether it would be appropriate to pursue either the proposed 
changes to the policy or your suggested alternative way forward. 

 
Policy CSTP25 
 
10. Subject to what may be said in any representations on the Focussed Review, 

I think it unlikely that any of the matters addressed by this policy meets the 
definition of a “strategic matter” in section 33A(4) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  As you will be aware, the duty to co-operate 
is only engaged in respect of “strategic matters”. 

 
Cumulative impact of standards and policies 
 
11. If it is clear from the evidence already available that none of the policy 

changes which the Council seek to pursue through the Focussed Review 
would increase potential development costs, it is unlikely to be necessary to 
produce additional evidence to demonstrate that those changes would not put 
the implementation of those particular policies at risk.  However, you will 
appreciate that I cannot reach a definitive view on this question before I have 
examined the available evidence. 

 



  
 

12. In any case, as the “Option 1” examination would be confined to examining 
the soundness of particular policy changes, and not the soundness of the 
Core Strategy as a whole, I would not reach a finding in my report on 
whether the Core Strategy as a whole met the viability tests outlined in NPPF 
paragraph 173. 

 
Provision for gypsies and travellers 
 
13. I am sorry if my previous letter was unclear about the issue of gypsy and 

traveller provision.  My specific concerns are twofold.  First, I am concerned 
that the requirement for 87 pitches set out in policy CSTP3 is derived from 
the revoked EEP rather than from an assessment carried out in accordance 
with the national guidance in Planning Provision for Traveller Sites [PPTS].  
Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, the proposed introduction of a 
reference to a future Gypsy and Traveller Local Plan raises the question of 
whether the Council would be justified in dealing with gypsy and traveller site 
allocations separately from other site-specific allocations.  It may or may not 
be that there is adequate evidence to support the Council’s position on these 
two matters but that is not apparent from the evidence submitted so far. 

 
14. As for paragraph 9(a) of PPTS, I interpret this as meaning that in their Local 

Plans LPAs should identify a five-year supply of sites, and thereafter they 
should update the five-year supply annually.  There is a clear expectation in 
the NPPF (paras 150-182) that each LPA will produce a single Local Plan – 
akin to the former UDP, as you say – and PPTS needs to be read in that 
context. 

 
Next steps 
 
15. Assuming that after receiving this letter you are still content to move forward 

with the examination on the basis of “Option 1”, it seems to me that it would 
be helpful for us to hold an exploratory meeting to progress matters further.  
This is likely to be more productive and efficient, in my view, than continuing 
to exchange views by letter. 

 
16. I would see the main purposes of the exploratory meeting as being to identify 

which proposed policy changes it would be appropriate to examine under the 
“Option 1” approach, and to identify the scope of the evidence base needed 
to support them.  It is likely that I would also invite those who made 
substantial representations on relevant matters to attend the meeting. 

 
17. I would be grateful if you would let me know as soon as possible if you wish 

to proceed with the examination, so that arrangements for the exploratory 
meeting can be made. 

 
Yours sincerely 

Roger Clews 
 
Inspector 


