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1.0 Matter A: Proposed new Policy OSDP1 & 

other general matters 

Question 2 

Should the Core Strategy make it clear how the commitment 
in policy OSDP1 to work proactively with applicants be put 
into practice? 

1.1 Yes.   Intu object to the fact that the Core Strategy is silent on how commitment 

to work pro-actively with applicants will work in practice.  The Council must 

either set out detail of practical proposals in the Core Strategy itself or set out 

the process by which this commitment will be determined within other DPD’s or 

SPD’s.   

1.2 The fact that the Council is intending to work pro-actively with applicants to 

jointly identify solutions is welcomed but if this is going to have any real impact 

whatsoever further information is needed about how the Council intends to do 

this.  Merely repeating the words of the NPPF is not enough if the plan is to be 

positively prepared in line with the requirements of paragraph 182 of the NPPF.  

To ensure the policy is effective we request the following amendment to policy: 

1.3 "Thurrock Council, when considering development proposals, will take a 

positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development contained in the National Planning Policy Framework. It will 

always work proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions which mean that 

proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that 

improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in Thurrock.  

“Working pro-actively to find solutions will be achieved by measures such as 

encouraging applicants to hold early pre-application discussions and through 

the use of Planning Performance Agreements and Local Developments Orders 

in appropriate circumstances”. 

1.4 Further to negotiations with the Council following our previous representations 

intu has agreed the amendment above with officers.  On the basis this wording 

is included Intu would withdraw this objection.   

Question 3 

Should all references to the East of England Plan be removed 
from the Core Strategy? 

1.5 Yes.  DCLG announced on 11 December 2012 the abolition of the Regional 

Strategy (RS) for the East of England and that the necessary Order to revoke 

the RS has been laid in Parliament and came into force on 3 January 2013.  

1.6 Paragraph 218 of Annex 1 of the NPPF states that: 
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Where it would be appropriate and assist the process of preparing or amending 

Local Plans, regional strategy policies can be reflected in Local Plans by 

undertaking a partial review focusing on the specific issues involved.  Local 

planning authorities may also continue to draw on evidence that informed part 

of the preparation of regional strategies to support Local Plan policies, 

supplemented as needed by up-to-date, robust local evidence.  

1.7 A footnote to this paragraph states that RS’s remain part of the development 

plan until they are abolished and acknowledges that it was the Government’s 

clear policy intention to revoke RS’s when drafting the NPPF.   

1.8 In light of the revocation of the RS, it is appropriate to use this opportunity to 

amend the plan to remove references to the RS to ensure the plan is positively 

prepared to provide clarity and certainty of the current development plan 

position.  

1.9 The Council state that removal of references to the revoked RS is outside the 

scope of this focussed review.  However, the Council gives no indication of 

how they are going to deal with this.  

1.10 If references are not removed, users will be referred to a revoked plan that no 

longer forms part of the development plan which is misleading.  This is 

especially the case for users of the plan that are not professionally advised. If a 

plan purports to be up to date these references must be removed. 
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2.0 Matter C: The proposed amendments to 

Development Management Policies 

Question 5 

Should the words limit the use of [the] motor vehicles be 
deleted from policy PMD10, and should the policy define what 
is meant by adequate affordable mitigation? 

2.1 Yes and Yes.  Paragraph 32 of the NPPF states that all developments that 

generate significant amounts of movement should be supported by a Transport 

Statement or Transport Assessment and that plans and decisions should take 

account of whether; a) the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have 

been taken up, b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all 

people, and c) improvements can be undertaken within the transport network 

that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development.  It further 

states that development should only be prevented or refused on transport 

grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. We 

therefore reiterate that it is necessary for the matters previously raised to be 

dealt with if the policy is to be found sound against the NPPF. 

2.2 The Councils rebuttal of the objection relating to limiting the use of motor 

vehicles is flawed. It appears to imply that if some proposals don’t limit the use 

of motor vehicles impacts may be severe and therefore may be resisted. This 

goes way beyond what is required or necessary to fulfil the requirements in the 

NPPF in paragraph 32, to which the rest of the proposed changes relate. 

Matters relating to car parking standards are dealt with elsewhere in the plan in 

PDM8 and the officer refers to this in his rebuttal of our previous objection. The 

officer states that having such maximum standards would be rendered 

pointless if the LPA was unable to resist developments that exceeded them. 

This inclusion of the words to limit the use of motor vehicles is potentially far 

reaching and does not specifically relate to this objective which, in any event, is 

a matter for PDM8 not PDM10. The officer’s rebuttal is therefore flawed in its 

reasoning. Cross reference could be made more specifically to PDM8 if this is 

of genuine concern to the Council but in our view this is unnecessary as the 

plan must be read as a whole. 

2.3 Expanding on what is meant by ‘adequate affordable mitigation’ is needed to 

provide better clarification of how this relates to the wording in Paragraph 32 of 

the NPPF.  It is helpful to users of the plan to provide some clarification on the 

types of mitigation that could be considered ‘adequate affordable’. This also 

ensures adequate affordable measures are not required to be provided in 

addition to those already specified in the NPPF. This wording is pulled directly 

from paragraph 32 of the NPPF so is therefore consistent with national policy 

and, as a result, sound.   
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2.4 Intu propose the following change to Policy PMD10 (last paragraph) to ensure 

the plan is consistent with the NPPF and does not inadvertently constrain what 

otherwise would be acceptable development:  

 “Where adequate affordable mitigation, including provision of sustainable 

transport modes and safe and suitable access, is not secured or achievable 

and the residual cumulative impacts of development proposals are likely to be 

severe, such developments will be resisted.  This may include development 

proposals that have a significantly adverse affect on the free flow and safe 

movement of vehicular and non-vehicular traffic and/or fail to limit the use of 

the motor vehicles and promote adequate alternative modes of transport.” (our 

emphasis) 

 

 

  




