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BY POST & EMAIL 
 
Dear Mr Nethercott, 
 
CORE STRATEGY FOCUSED REVIEW NPPF CONSISTENCY - MAIN MODIFICATIONS 

 
We are writing in response to the consultation on the Thurrock Core Strategy Focused Review – 
Consistency with National Planning Policy Framework. This letter provides the considered comments 
of Cogent Land LLP (Cogent). 

a. Cogent Land LLP 

 
Cogent is a property investment fund that specialises in sustainable development and strategic land. 
It has secured development plan allocations and planning permissions for major development sites 
across the UK. Cogent has an established and extensive presence in the Thames Gateway area, with 
a strong and committed focus in Thurrock.   

Cogent has a number of strategic land interests specifically within Thurrock. Cogent has secured 
planning permission for an employment development on land at Ponds Farm, Purfleet. It has also 
secured planning permission for a residential development at Bata Field, East Tilbury. As a 
consequence of recent activity, Cogent and its advisors have a detailed knowledge, and a clear 
understanding of viability and land constraints in Thurrock. Likewise, it is very familiar with the Thurrock 
Council housing and employment land supply, targets, and delivery prospects, and is well placed to 
constructively contribute to the review of the Development Plan. 

b. Background to the Consultation 

Following an Exploratory Meeting held on 22 November 2013 with the Planning Inspectorate and 
Examination Hearing Sessions held on 08 April 2014, Thurrock Council is proposing a series of Main 
Modifications (MM) to the Core Strategy Focused Review. A schedule of proposed MMs has been 
prepared by Thurrock Council, and have been published alongside an Addendum to the Sustainability 
Appraisal Report. 

Notwithstanding the way in which the MMs are our set out, which can fairly be described as extremely 
confusing and unhelpful it is our understanding that Policies CSSP1, CSSP2, CSSP4, CSTP1, CSTP2, 
CSTP3, CSTP4 and CSTP6 will remain unchanged from their adopted positioning in December 2011. 
This confirms that the scope of the review has been reduced to a level where the benefits of continuing 
with the process must be questioned. Therefore, the proposed MM are limited to minor changes to 
Policies CSSP5, CSSP8, CSSP23, CSSP25, CSSP26, CSSP27, CSSP28, CSSP31, CSSP32, PMD1, 
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PMD2, PMD4, PMD6, PMD7, PMD10, PMD12, PMD15 and PMD16. A new policy OSPD1 has also 
been added. None of these changes has a material effect on the principal matters that precipitated the 
need for the review. In its current state the review has very little real value.  

c. Consultation Response 

 
The decision by Thurrock Council to reduce the scope of the proposed MM will continue to mean that 
the adopted Core Strategy remains incapable of being compliant with the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). Consequently, even if the proposed modifications are found to be sound by the 
Planning Inspectorate the LDF Core Strategy cannot be regarded as being “up-to-date” [as required 
by the NPPF]. Its adoption precedes the publication of the NPPF (March 2012) and the breath of 
proposed MM does not seek to remedy the shortcomings.  

Those areas of the plan that will remain unchanged as a result of this narrow review include housing 
land supply and the Duty to Cooperate. Both are central requirements of the NPPF, and by extension 
are not compliant with the NPPF.  

d. Housing Land Supply 

Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to ensure that the Local Plan meets the 
full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area. It goes 
on to state that it is necessary to identify and update a supply of deliverable sites sufficient to provide 
five years worth of housing against their housing requirements with an additional buffer of 20% to allow 
for persistent under delivery. This need to provide an increased buffer has been accepted by Thurrock 
Council at its Cabinet meetings on 17 October 2012 and 28 November 2012. 

The failure to meet both housing needs and provide for a sufficient buffer means that Paragraph 49 of 
the NPPF is especially important. It confirms that “relevant policies for the supply of housing should 
not be considered up-to-date if the Local Planning Authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of 
deliverable housing sites” [para. 49, NPPF]. 

As explained in depth in our previous representations we estimate that the post-NPPF five year 
housing land supply target for the Council is 10,447 (2013/14 – 2017/18) or 2,089 dwellings per annum. 
The principal workings for this are clarified below:  

 Actual and projected housing completions in the period 2001 – 2013 (12 year period) = 6,203; 

 Annual average housing provision in the period 2001 – 2013 = 517; 

 RS Target for period 2001 – 2013 (925pa) = 11,100; 

 Residual undersupply for period 2001 – 2013 = 4,897; 

 5 year housing land supply target identified by Thurrock for period 2013/14 – 2017/18 from 2012 
AMR = 4,339 (figure includes projected delivery of 1,044 units per annum for the period 16/17); 

 NPPF compliant five year housing land supply target for Thurrock (period 2013/14 – 2017/18) = 
10,447 (925 x 5 = 4,625; 4,625 x 1.2 = 5,550; 5,550 + 4,897 = 10,447); 

 NPPF compliant annualised five year housing land supply target (covering period 2013/14 – 
2017/18) = 2,089. 
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e. The Duty to Co-operate 

The Focused Review fails to identify the objectively assessed needs for homes and jobs within the 
area and relies solely on the housing provision targets set out within the (now revoked) East of England 
Plan.  

As such, the Thurrock Council is unable to determine how the objectively assessed housing and job 
needs will be delivered by the plan. The approach taken within the Focused Review is one where the 
requirement to comply with the Duty to Cooperate is obviated by a failure to identify the objectively 
assessed needs for homes and jobs. Such an approach is considered contrary to the requirements of 
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 [as amended by the Localism Act], the Local 
Planning Regulations and the NPPF.  

Cogent continues to consider this failure to comply with the Duty to Cooperate as rendering the 
Focused Review incapable of being found legally compliant.  

f. Conclusions 

We have established that the Focused Review Core Strategy plan fails to identify the objectively 
assessed needs for homes and jobs within the area, or include policies to deliver them within the 
administrative area. It also fails to provide sufficient evidence of a deliverable and developable (market 
and affordable) housing land supply, fails to adequately address the requirements of the NPPF and 
Policy CSSP1 in relation to the Green Belt, is based on out-of-date evidence base and fails to provide 
adequate plan coverage.  

We continue to remain of the view that the Focused Review Core Strategy will fail to accord with the 
requirements of paragraphs 9, 14, 15, 17, 47, 50, 83, 85, 151, 156, 157, 158, 159 and 173 of the 
NPPF. As such, the Focused Review Core Strategy fails each of the tests of paragraph 182 of the 
NPPF, as it is neither positively prepared, justified, effective nor consistent with national policy. 
Accordingly, to even refer to the document as a Focused Review relating to the consistency with the 
NPPF is considered to be a complete misnomer. 

Notwithstanding our concern that the continued pursuit of the Focused Review has minimal value we 
respectfully request that the Council notifies Iceni Project, on behalf of Cogent, of the future 
arrangements for the Examination of the Focused Review Core Strategy. Furthermore, Cogent wishes 
to take this opportunity to formally register a request to appear at all relevant stages of the Examination. 
Please confirm this request by way of return to this letter.  

We trust that the Council will find these representations to be constructive and helpful in taking forward 
the Focused Review Core Strategy. Should you wish to discuss any aspect of these representations 
further, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
David Churchill 
DIRECTOR 
 
c.c. Andrew Yeardley – Cogent Land LLP 


