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GRAYS NORTHERN EXTENSION 
 

THURROCK CORE STRATEGY (FOCUSED REVIEW) EXAMINATION 
 

Hearing Paper on behalf of Miller Strategic Land: Matter A (Proposed new 
Policy OSDP7 and other General Matters) 

 
 
1. Martin Robeson Planning Practice (MRPP) acts on behalf of Miller Strategic 

Land (MSL) in respect of its interests in land south of the A13 and north of 
Grays urban area (herein referred to as Grays Northern Extension or GNE).  
MRPP has historically promoted this land as an urban extension, able to 
deliver a significant contribution to Thurrock’s growing housing requirements.  
Early drafts of the Council’s Site Allocations DPD identified this land as a 
‘Green Belt housing contingency’, acknowledging the contribution which could 
be made by the GNE sites in the event of a housing contingent Green Belt 
release. Whilst the status afforded to this land was deleted from more recent 
versions of the Site Allocations document, MSL continue to promote the sites 
as a logical, well justified and highly sustainable solution to Thurrock’s on-
going housing supply shortfall. 
 

2. MRPP has, on behalf of MSL, engaged fully with the Core Strategy Focused 
Review process, setting out a number of initial objections, and following these 
through to submission and into the recent pre-Examination meeting.  MSL’s 
representations relate not just to criticism of specific policy amendments but 
also to a much wider and quite fundamental concern regarding the scope and 
procedure relating to the review. Our objections indicated that many proposed 
changes to policies and supporting failed to achieve consistency with the 
Framework, or were not supported by evidence, or which created conflicts 
with other policies in the adopted Core Strategy. These objections echoed 
those of other interested parties and which were identified by the Inspector as 
necessitating a fundamental change of approach by the Council in order to 
avoid the Focused Review document being found unsound. 
 

3. MSL acknowledges that the Inspector’s earlier and ongoing intervention has 
resulted in the deletion or re-drafting of a number of policies, and welcomes 
the Council’s proactive approach to address these concerns. Whilst the 
withdrawal of a number of policies far into the review process is regrettable, 
the Cabinet Resolution of 12th February 2014 provides welcomed clarification 
regarding the status of a more fundamental review of Thurrock’s development 
plan. However, that resolution does not, by itself, address our objections, and 
which leads to the preparation of this Statement to qualify MSL’s current 
position. 
 

4. MSL wishes to make clear that in the event its primary concern relating to 
Matter A (or more specifically ‘other general matters) is addressed, or is 
provided with an undertaking that the matter will be addressed through post-
EiP modifications, then MSL will withdraw fully from the Examination. 
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5. In December 2013, the Examination Inspector circulated wording proposed to 
“explain more clearly how [The Focused Review] would affect policies in the 
adopted Core Strategy”1.  The proposed wording read as follows: 
 

“This Focused Review makes amendments to certain policies in the 
Core Strategy and Policies for Management of Development DPD, 
adopted in December 2011. On adoption of the Focused Review, the 
previous adopted versions of these policies are replaced by the 
amended policies”. 
 
“All other policies of the Core Strategy and Policies for Management of 
Development DPD remain unchanged with a further review being 
undertaken. The Examination of the Focused Review: Consistency with 
National Planning Policy Framework did not include any testing of the 
unchanged policies for consistency with the NPPF”.  

 
6. On 13th December 2013, MRPP responded to the proposed additional 

wording, setting out a number of concerns.  This representation is included at 
Annex 1. The representation confirmed that MRPP may wish to expand upon 
the views therein. We do so now, and also reserve the right to comment 
further at the post-EiP modification stage in the event changes do not address 
our specific concern.  We also note that whilst Iceni projects have withdrawn 
from the Focused Review process, they, on behalf of Cogent Land LLP, also 
responded to the Inspector’s suggested explanatory text2. 
 

7. Iceni and MRPP’s comments are similar in terms of suggesting that the 
proposed explanatory text does not go far enough and risks giving 
inappropriate emphasis to tested and untested policies and supporting text of 
the Focused Review, and is otherwise deficient for the following reasons. 
 
(a) The Risk of Misinterpretation  

8. The submission version of the Core Strategy Focused Review document 
included a large number of policies and supporting statements acknowledged 
to be inconsistent with the NPPF. Following intervention by the Inspectorate, 
both prior to and as a result of the pre-Examination meeting, many of these 
policies and statements were either amended or deleted from the Focused 
Review altogether, which is now a very much leaner document than originally 
submitted. It was therefore, the Examination process which resulted in the 
withdrawal of policies and to the publication of draft Main Modifications3.   
 

9. It is misleading therefore, to suggest that the Examination did not include the 
testing of ‘unchanged’ policies for consistency with the NPPF. Rather, the 
Examination itself gave rise to a cohort of policies which the parties 
acknowledged to be inconsistent with the Framework but which were 
withdrawn from the review process because they were unable to progress 

                                                           

1
 Inspector’s letter to representors dated 2

nd
 December 2014 - Examination document EX112. 

2
 MRPP and Iceni’s comments are numbered Examination documents EX115 and EX116 respectively.  

3
 Paragraph 12/004 of the NPPG confirms that “the Examination starts when the Local Plan is submitted to the Planning 

Inspectorate”. 
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through the Focused Review process (eg, due to a lack of evidence or 
conflicts with components of the Core Strategy proposed to be retained).  This 
distinction is quite critical in terms of the effect of the Focused Review 
document and the status of remaining Core Strategy policies left in its wake.  
 
(b) Acknowledging Changes of Circumstance 

10. Amendments to the suggested explanatory text (or further explanatory text) 
are/(is) required to ensure that Thurrock’s intention to suspend segregated 
reviews and work towards a single Local Plan document is reflected in the 
Focused Review document in order to provide appropriate context to its role 
and function until such time that a comprehensive Local Plan is adopted.  This 
differs from the context in which the Focused Review was submitted, in terms 
of forming the first step in a three stage Core Strategy review, rather than a 
comprehensive review of the Council’s wider development plan. 
 

11. One must also consider the publication of the National Planning Guidance 
and the accompanying Ministerial Statement. Whilst its relevance to the 
Focused Review rests more so with proposed changes to development 
management policies, there are important changes of emphasis relating to the 
development plan process which the Council ought to consider and reflect in 
the introductory paragraphs to the Focused Review document (eg, the need 
for regular reviews and the timeframes of the plan).  
 

(c) In the Best Interests of Planning 
12. The need to further amend and enhance the introductory paragraphs of the 

Focused Review document is as much in the spirit of good planning as for the 
substantive reasons above. Whilst the Council Resolution of 12th February 
2014 confirms the intention to prepare a single Local Plan for the Borough, 
that process is complex and time-consuming4, meaning that the Focused 
Review document will be in use for some time. It must therefore, be robust 
enough to deal with that timeframe and ensure users are fully aware of: (a) its 
purpose; and (b) its context among other documents comprising the Council’s 
development plan until the adoption of a new Local Plan.  
 
Proposed Changes 

13. MSL is not yet satisfied that changes to the introductory and explanatory text 
are sufficiently robust or presently fit for purpose. It is vital that the scope of 
the Focused Review is very clearly explained to ensure users fully understand 
the relevance of the document. Changes should therefore, include: 
 
(i) A specific acknowledgement that the Focused Review does not include 

amendments to take account of changing housing and employment 
targets for the Borough. These come later; 
 

(ii) A specific statement confirming that adoption of the Focused Review 
cannot in any way be inferred to mean that the Core Strategy, as a 
whole, is consistent with the Framework; 

                                                           

4
 Approval of a new Local Development Scheme was proposed to occur at Cabinet on 19

th
 March but did not in the event form 

part of the agenda. 
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(iii) Further modifications or additions to confirm that the changes proposed 
as part of the Focused Review are unrelated to and do not delay the 
urgent need to review the development requirements of the Borough 
through a new Local Plan; 

 

(iv) Changes to take account of the publication and relevance of the 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) and its relationship to the 
development plan process, and; 

 

(v) Amendments to the proposed explanatory text in order to remove any 
risk of misinterpretation regarding the purpose and context of the 
Focused Review document. 

 
14. MRPP propose that the Main Modification MM1 is adjusted to include the 

following explanatory text: 
 

“The purpose of the Focused Review is to identify policies which can 
be readily amended to achieve consistency with the Framework. There 
is an acknowledgement however, that many Core Strategy policies 
remain inconsistent with the Framework but require the preparation of 
specific evidence and justification to be examined as part of a 
consolidated Local Plan that extends the plan period to 2031 and 
identifies new housing and employment targets and allocations. When 
adopted, the amended policies contained in the Focused Review will 
only replace the previous versions of these policies. All other Core 
Strategy policies will remain unchanged until a new Local Plan is 
adopted. In the meantime, it falls to the development management 
process to determine the degree of consistency between those policies 
and the Framework.” 

 
 Conclusion   
15. The Focused Review document cannot at present be found sound since there 

are aspects of it which are not positively prepared or effective in terms of 
providing a clear indication of how a decision maker to react to development 
proposals (ie, through the risk of misinterpretation of the relevance of policies 
no longer included with review document and other deficiencies). There are 
however, a number of relatively straight-forward changes which can be made 
to the document to overcome these concerns. These are clearly set out above 
and which would, if proposed as amendments to the Main Modifications (or an 
undertaking provided to MSL to alter them in the spirit of the suggested text 
above), enable MSL to withdraw fully from the Examination. 
 
 
MRPP 
20th March 2014 
 
 




