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Dear Ms St John Howe 

Examination of the Thurrock Core Strategy & Policies for Management of 
Development Focussed Review - Consistency with NPPF 

Further to the receipt of your letter dated 25 March 2014, we set out below our comments, on 

behalf of Intu Lakeside Ltd (intu), regarding the list of further modifications that the Council are 

proposing to make to the Core Strategy Focussed Review. 

We deal with these in turn below. 

MM31 – Policy OSPD1 

As referred to in our Examination Statement (21 March 2014), the proposed additional text has 

been agreed between intu and the Council.  Intu support the inclusion of this text and is happy to 

withdraw their previous objection if this wording is included. 

MM43 – Para. 5.101 (Policy CSTP14) 

Intu support the removal of reference to the revoked East of England RS in this policy, and 

throughout the plan where relevant.   Intu is happy to withdraw the previous objection if this change 

is made. 

MM55 – Policy PMD10 

Intu support the inclusion of the additional text at the start of the policy.  As stated in our 

Examination Statement, this text is needed to provide better clarification of how ‘adequate 

affordable mitigation’ relates to the wording in paragraph 32 of the NPPF.  Intu is happy to 

withdraw their objection on this point if this wording is included.  

Intu do, however, continue to object to the reference to ‘limit the use of motor vehicles’ not being 

deleted.  As already set out in previous representations and in our Examination Statement, 

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 
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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.  

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.  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. 

Intu request that the word ‘limit the use of motor vehicles’ be deleted from Policy PMD10 to ensure 

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

acceptable development. 

Please contact James Fennell or me if you have any questions.  

 

Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Hayley Phipps 
Associate Director 
 

 

 




