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1. Introduction 

1.1 This Statement sets out the Appellant’s, Wyldfield Homes Ltd, case in relation to a Section 174 

appeal against an Enforcement Notice (EN) issued and served by the Tendring District Council (the 

‘Council’) in respect of an alleged breach of planning control at 42-46 Old Road and 107-111 Pier 

Avenue, Clacton, (the ‘Site’). A copy of the EN is attached as Appendix I for ease. 

1.2 Section 3 of the Notice states that the alleged breach of planning control is; 

a) Without planning permission, the material change of use of the Land from use as a 

residential care home (Use Class C2) to use as a hostel (Use Class Sui Generis). 

1.3 In Section 4 of the Notice, the Council sets out the reasons for issuing the Notice. A summary of the 

reasons for issuing the notice is that in the Council’s opinion the current operation results in the loss 

of an existing care home and it has not been demonstrated that it is no longer economically viable. 

Furthermore, conflict with the NPPF is asserted, primarily, in the form of the loss of the care home 

but also the potential vulnerability of the occupiers. 

1.4 The Notice asserts that the matters the subject of the Notice are contrary to Policy LP10 of the 

Tendring District Local Plan 2013-2033 and Beyond and the National Planning Policy Framework’. 

The relevance and application of these Policies will be discussed in detail in the forthcoming 

Statement of Case. 

1.5 The Notice requires; 

i. Cease the use of the Land as a hostel (sui generis use) and remove any equipment brought 

on to the Land for such purposes. 

1.6 The effective date of the Notice is 17th January 2023. 

1.7 The Appellant submitted an appeal against the Notice on 19 December 2022 and is appealing on 

Grounds (a), (b), (c), (f) and (g) of section 174 to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 

amended) (‘the Act’).  

1.8 The Ground (b) appeal disputes that the alleged change of use has occurred as a matter of fact.  

The current use of the Site remains as a care home. 

1.9 The Ground (c) appeal is that  if it is considered that any change of use has occurred, this has not 

resulted in a material change of use and therefore, there is no breach of planning control. The 

Council is therefore incorrect to allege the site is being used as any form of development, as 

defined by S.55 of the TCPA which is in breach of planning control. 
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1.10 In the circumstance that the Ground (b) and Ground (c) appeals fail, the Ground (a) appeal seeks 

planning permission to retain the development already carried out: i.e. the material change of use 

of the Land from use as a residential care home (Use Class C2) to use as a hostel (Use Class Sui 

Generis). The loss of the care home, will be evidenced, as being  in accordance with the 

Development Plan and the use of the Site as a hostel will result in no demonstrable harm in planning 

terms. Notwithstanding this, material considerations weigh heavily in favour of the proposal that 

overcome any harm identified by the Inspector. 

1.11 The Appellant considers that the requirement to “remove any equipment brought onto the Land 

for such purposes” are onerous because the use of the Site for a residential institution is lawful. Thus, 

to require equipment brought onto the Land to facilitate a hostel use to be removed from the Land 

when the lawful use provides habitable accommodation is unclear and imprecise. This is the basis 

for the Ground (f) appeal. 

1.12 Should the above Grounds fail then it is requested that the time for compliance with the EN is 

extended via the Ground (g) appeal to an 18-month period in order for appropriate 

accommodation to be found for the current residents. 

1.13 The Appellant is in the difficult position of bringing forward their Statement of Case without being 

witness to the Officer’s Report seeking authorisation to serve the EN. This report presumably would 

have provided a more detailed and thorough analysis of the Council’s reasoning for serving the 

EN, including conflict with adopted policy, assessment of the current use and the balancing act 

required for determining the expediency of taking enforcement action. Unfortunately, whilst the 

Appellant requested a copy of the Officer’s Report both in December 2022 and more recently, the 

Council, at this time, have refused to provide the Appellant with a copy. This approach is 

considered to be unhelpful and unreasonable and has resulted in this document being produced 

in the context of limited understanding as to the reasons for the Council issuing the EN.  

1.14 This Statement of Case has been prepared having regard to the National Planning Policy 

Framework (July 2021), Planning Policy Guidance, the Development Plan and supplementary 

documents. 
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2. Site Description and Relevant Background Including Planning History 

2.1 The Site is made up of a number of buildings spread across 42-46 Old Road and 107-111 Pier Avenue 

which operated lawfully as a 55 room residential care home (C2 use). Previous Officer Reports for 

planning applications on the Site have accepted that the Land has been in use as a care home 

for some time. 

2.2 Two buildings face on to Pier Avenue are currently in use for residential care accommodation and 

associated facilities, as are two larger buildings to the rear. These buildings have been refurbished 

by the Appellant prior to the current occupation. The property facing on to Old Road is currently 

fenced off and is vacant and this building has not been refurbished.  

2.3 The site also contains a number of outbuildings, some of which are in use and some of which are 

not. Generally, these buildings, internally, are in need of renovation and improvement.  

2.4 A review of the Council’s planning files reveals a number of relevant recent applications, which are 

detailed below; 

Site Address Council Ref; Description of 

Development 

Determination 

Date 

Decision 

42 Old Road 04/01864/FUL Erection of new 7 bed unit 

for C2 use including 

demolition of exiting 

building 

11th November 

2004 

Approved 

with 

conditions 

11 Pier Avenue 06/00448/FUL Part demolition of part of 

exiting residential care 

home and construction 

of 6 bed stand alone care 

home including 

remodelling and 

extension to existing to 

accommodate 10 

residents. 

8th May 2006 Approved 

with 

conditions 

107 Pier Avenue 06/01274/FUL Alterations and additions 

and change of use to 

form residential care 

home, C2 use for 5 

residential and suppose 

facilities. 

4th October 

2006 

Approved 

with 

conditions 
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11 Pier Avenue 09/00393/FUL Change of Use from 

mixed D1 and C2 to C2 

including extension and 

internal work to form 7 

new beds and 

associated facilities. 

19th June 2009 Approved 

with 

conditions 

Table 1 – Relevant Planning Decisions 

2.5 To the Appellant’s knowledge, there is no other relevant planning applications, planning decisions 

or enforcement action relating to the Site beyond that outlined above. 

2.6 The Site operates lawfully as a Care Home (Class C2) and the principle of which has been accepted 

over a number of planning application. To the Appellant’s knowledge, there is no restrictive 

conditions, e.g. an age restriction, imposed upon the use of the buildings. 
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3. Planning Policy 

3.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) makes it clear that ‘if regard is 

to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 

planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise’. 

The National Planning Policy Framework 

3.2 The Government issued a revised version of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’) in July 

2021. At its heart there remains “a presumption in favour of sustainable development” (paragraphs 

10 and 11) 

3.3 A significant boost in the supply of homes is a clear objective of Government planning policy, as is 

meeting the needs of groups with specific housing requirements (paragraph boost 59). 

3.4 An entire section of the NPPF is now devoted to ensuring that land is used effectively. In paragraphs 

117 – 121 it is stated that planning decisions should: 

• promote an effective use of land in meeting community needs, including for homes; 

• give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes; 

• support the development of under-utilised land and buildings, especially where land supply is 

constrained and available sites could be used more effectively. 

3.5 The efficient use of land is also advocated by Government in paragraph 122 of the NPPF. Decisions 

should support development that makes efficient use of land, taking into account the desirability 

of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting and/or of promoting regeneration. 

3.6 Paragraph 61 of the NPPF states that the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different 

groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies, including people 

who rent their homes. 

The Development Plan 

3.7 For the purposes of this appeal, the Development Plan comprises of the Tendring District Local Plan 

2013-2033 and Beyond. Policy LP10 was the sole policy cited in the Enforcement Notice. 

3.8 The Local Plan Policies Map 2018 demonstrates that the Site is subject to no designations. 

LP10 – Care, Independent Assisted Living 
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3.9 Policy LP10 of the Local Plan explains that it is seeking to meet the care needs of future generations 

and generate growth in the care, independent and assisted living sector. The policy predominately 

talks to planning applications for the provision of new developments of this time. 

3.10 In relation to the loss of an existing care home it states: 

“Development that would result in the loss of all, or part, of an existing care home will not be 

permitted unless the applicants can demonstrate, with evidence, that the site or premises are no 

longer economically viable. The approach used to demonstrate that the requirements of this policy 

have been met may vary from site to site and so must be agreed between the Council and the 

applicant in advance of any planning application being submitted.” 
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4. Appellants Grounds of Appeal 

Ground (a) 

4.1 Depending on the conclusions reached regarding the Section 174 Ground (b) and (c) appeals, the 

Appellant considers that planning permission should be granted for the use of the Land as a hostel 

(Sui Generis). 

4.2 Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be determined in accordance with 

the Development Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The Appellant will 

demonstrate that the circumstances of the case do not justify the reason for issuing the EN and 

therefore, permission ought to be granted. 

4.3 The reasons for issuing the EN raise the following issues: : 

• Unjustified loss of a of residential care home which conflict with Local Plan Policy LP10; 

• Potential vulnerability of the occupiers; and 

• Issue of crime in the area 

4.4 The Appellant contests these contentions , but in any case, considers that material considerations 

exist that weigh in favour of allowing the appeal, quashing the EN and granting planning permission 

for the development, subject to conditions. 

4.5 The LPA allege in the EN that the unauthorised change of use has resulted in the loss of the existing 

residential care home (C2 Use) and the use of the Site now as a hostel (sui generis). As the loss of 

the care home has not been authorised through a planning approval the development conflicts 

with Policy LP10 of the adopted Local Plan and the NPPF. 

Conflict with Policy LP10 

4.6 The Council’s adopted policy (LP10) does not have an in principal objection to the re-use of care 

homes, subject to evidence that the Site is no longer economically viable. 

4.7 It is noted that the Policy does state “The approach used to demonstrate that the requirements of 

this policy have been met may vary from site to site and so must be agreed between the Council 

and the applicant in advance of any planning application being submitted”. As this is a ground (a) 

deemed application, it falls to the inspector to consider the issues as part of a typical planning 

balance exercise that the Inspector will be more than skilled in undertaking.  

4.8 The Appellant has undertaken some internal improvements to the  quality and appearance of a 

number of buildings since acquiring the Site. However, a number of the rooms within these 
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refurbished buildings, as well as the building that faces on to Old Road and a number of the 

outbuildings are still in need of refurbishment and/or are not fit for use. 

4.9 Guidance on minimum standards for care homes is provided in Department of Health; Care homes 

for older people - National Minimum Standards Care Homes Regulations and apply to all care 

homes providing accommodation and nursing or personal care for older people. These standards 

are designed to ensure the protection of service users and safeguard and promote their health, 

welfare and quality of life. 

4.10 The floor area of the rooms does not meet the required space standards. The Site is occupied by a  

number of buildings spread across the Site but access between the buildings is poor. Furthermore, 

the internal layout of the building does not easily lend itself to simple internal works to provide an 

up to date and fit for purpose accommodation. These matters would likely need to be addressed 

for a care home operator to consider acquiring or leasing the property or occupying the Site.  It is 

not considered that Site can provide a viable care home in the future. Indeed, if and when the 

current operation expires, it is considered unlikely that a care home operator would occupy the 

Site unless substantial work was undertaken to the existing building, most likely requiring the 

demolition of the existing building and a new build care home being delivered. Notwithstanding 

this, it is not considered that the redevelopment of the Site for a care home would be financially 

viable. Evidence will be provided to support this statement. 

4.11 It is not considered that an objection to the use of the site for a use outside of C2 could be 

reasonably raised by the Council based on a hope that the theoretical redevelopment of the Site 

for a care home would come forward and also would be acceptable in planning terms. 

The lack of alternative accommodation  

4.12 Currently the most up to date ‘evidence’ base for the Council’s housing need is an update to the 

SHMA (dated 2015), this document is almost a decade old and is out of date. Since the adoption 

of this document Government advice and guidance in relation to meeting the need of housing 

the aging population has significantly changed. Government guidance encourages the delivery 

of accessible and adaptable housing which enables people to live more independently this allows 

for the aging population to remain in their homes and take advantage of the associated benefits. 

Guidance has moved away from encouraging older people’s homes through care homes. and it 

is now that there should be less care homes and more housing for older people or ways to 

encourage them to remain in their existing homes.  

Issues of crime 

4.13 The Council has identified that the surrounding area experiences crime and that the occupiers of 

the development are vulnerable individuals. Due to the Council’s reluctance to share its Officer 
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Report, there is a lack of explanation as to this concern. Once the Council has provided further 

detail in respect of this point, the Appellant will consider how it responds.  

4.14 Notwithstanding this, the site has been in operation for in excess of six months now and the 

Appellant is unaware of any of the residents of the property experiencing crime over this period. 

Unevidenced fear is not the basis for serving an enforcement notice and it is clear that the facts 

evidence that this concern does not hold up to interrogation.  

4.15 The Appellant does not consider that the development results in harm in planning terms. However, 

if the Inspector disagrees with this stance and considers that there is a potential for even a small 

degree of harm from the development than these can be mitigated through the imposition of 

reasonable planning conditions. 

Material Considerations 

4.16 if the Inspector is minded to find some conflict with the Development Plan then there are material 

considerations that weigh heavily in favour of the proposal that overcome any identifiable harm. 

4.17 It is an accepted point of planning law that any consideration which relates to the use and 

development of land is capable of being a planning consideration that could outweigh any 

conflict with the plan.   

4.18 The Appellant considers that there are persuasive material considerations that mitigate in favour of 

permission being granted in this case..  

4.19 Some of the relevant material considerations are contained below and we will provide further 

evidence in support of them as part of the Proof of Evidence submissions: 

• There is an significant and urgent identified need for good quality accommodation for asylum 

seekers. This even more so for accommodation for asylum seekers needing care; 

• The lack of accommodation is a matter of public knowledge and it would cause hardship to the 

occupants and prospective occupants if the use was not permitted; 

• The re-use of a Site which was, until its current occupation, vacant and underutilised; 

• The ‘fallback’ position for the use of the Site is as an unrestricted care home. The impacts of 

current operation are broadly consistent and comparable to those of a residential care home.   

4.20 It is accordingly requested that the Inspector allows the Ground (a) appeal, grants planning 

permission for the development subject to conditions and quashes the EN in its entirety. 
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4.21 It is also considered that refusal of the appeal would be a disproportionate interference with the 

occupants’ human rights and further a breach of the public sector equality duty. 

4.22 The Ground (a) appeal is progressed without prejudice to the Ground (b) appeal submission, 

Ground (b) 

4.23 The Enforcement Notice requires the cessation of the use of the land as a hostel (sui generis); based 

on the LPA’s allegation that the current use of the Site is no longer a care home (Use Class C2).  

4.24 The Appellant disputes that a l change of use from a residential care home (Use Class C2) to a 

hostel (Sui Generis) has occurred as a matter of fact.  Accordingly, an appeal under Ground (b) is 

made – the allegation that use of the Site has migrated from a C2 use to a hostel is incorrect, and 

so the alleged breach of planning control has not occurred as a matter of fact and degree. 

4.25 The ‘Use classes Order defines a C2 Use as a Residential Institution and this includes uses such as 

Residential care homes, hospitals, nursing homes, boarding schools, residential colleges and 

training centres.  

4.26 It is accepted that C2 uses are relatively broad in nature and generally includes residential 

accommodation with elements of care being provided to people in need of it. Furthermore, the 

level of care required for the use to fall within C2 is a relatively low level.  

4.27 The use of the Site has been as a care home for some time. The operation of the entire Site has 

developed over the lifetime of the use with permission being provided for the care operation to 

continue expanding and growing. 

4.28 In this instance, having regard to the nature of the use  the Site has remained as a residential 

institution (Use Class C2) and has not changed to a hostel (Sui Generis).  

4.29 The site continues to accommodate those in need of care and the mere fact that the occupants 

are asylum seekers does not result in a change of use.  The site remains in use in the same manner 

that it has always been save that the occupants are asylum seekers.   

4.30 The residents of the Site all  have specific needs or risk all fall within the definition of G.1.2   set out in 

Annex G of Schedule 2 of the Contact. This states: 

“G.1.2 unable to take care of themselves or unable to protect themselves against significant harm 

or exploitation”  

4.31 Whilst the level of care required varies significantly between the individuals a bespoke package, 

delivered by Government/other agencies, is provided for each resident. This care package is 

designed for their individual needs. 
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4.32 The only exemption to the point above would be if there was a restriction, by way of a planning 

conditions or section 106 agreement, that restricts the lawful to a subsection of the C2 use/ 

However, the Appellant are no such restrictions in this case and there is no limitation on the type of 

care or nature of occupant who may receive care.   

4.33 A simple examination of the use of the site and the personal circumstances of those residing on site, 

that goes beyond the title of asylum seeker, shows the use of the Land remains as a residential 

institution. Therefore, Appellant’s conclusion is that the matters alleged in the notice have not 

occurred as a matter of fact. 

4.34 Within the Proofs of Evidence, more information as to the manner in which the accommodation 

operates to demonstrate that the use of the site as a residential care home has continued will be 

provided. 

4.35 Consequently, it will be contended that the appeal should succeed on Ground (b). 

Ground (c) 

4.36 The Council contends that a material change of use from a residential care home (Use Class C2) 

to a hostel (Sui Generis) has occurred.   

4.37 The Appellant does not agree that there has been any material change of use from a residential 

care home (Use Class C2) to a hostel (Sui Generis). 

4.38 Paragraph 011 of The Planning Practice Guidance states: 

“A change of use of land or buildings requires planning permission if it constitutes a material change 

of use. There is no statutory definition of ‘material change of use’; however, it is linked to the 

significance of a change and the resulting impact on the use of land and buildings. Whether a 

material change of use has taken place is a matter of fact and degree and this will be determined 

on the individual merits of a case.” 

4.39 In the event that the Inspector considers that a change of use has occurred due to the current 

operation, the Appellant considers that there has not been a ‘material’ change of use. 

4.40 This is because nature of the the use taking place on site is  directly comparable to that of a 

residential institution.  

4.41 As part of the Proof of Evidence, a robust assessment and comparison between the lawful use and 

the current use will be provided to demonstrate that there has been no material change of use, 

including a detailed explanation of the current operation. 
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4.42 It would appear that the Council’s assessment of whether a material change of use has 

occurred or not seems to simply be based on the character of the residents. The Appellant 

considers that this is a flawed approach and that the character of the use occurring needs 

to considered against the lawful use to determine whether any material change of use 

has occurred.  

4.43 Whilst the occupiers of the Site have changed since the previous operation and they are now 

asylum seekers, the character of the use still falls with a C2 Use. The Site is providing accommodation 

and care to asylum seekers within the scope of the relevant planning permissions. Whilst the 

residents are asylum seekers, they are not individuals of ‘general need’ housing. The occupiers are 

specifically allocated accommodation at the Site due to their specific personal circumstances and 

need of additional care, i.e. disabled, wheelchair bound or in need of other special care 

arrangements. 

4.44 The current use has not resulted in any change to the character of the use when compared to the 

lawful care home use.  There are no onsite or offsite impacts that would indicate any material 

change of use has occurred. 

4.45 In the circumstances, Ground (c) should succeed and the notice be quashed on this ground.   

Ground (f) 

4.46 In the event that the EN is upheld, the requirements of the EN exceeds what is required to remedy 

the breach of planning control. In the context of the fallback position, lesser steps would overcome 

the objections to the development. 

4.47 Specifically, if the Inspector concludes contrary to the Appellant’s position on either Grounds (a), 

(b) and (c) and agrees with the Council that the use of the Land has resulted in a material change 

of use from a Class C2 use to a Hostel (sui generis) the requirement to “remove any equipment 

brought onto the Land for such purposes” is clearly excessive. 

4.48  It is clear that both a residential care home and a hostel are uses that are residential in nature. 

Furthermore, due to the delivery method of the residential accommodation there will be some 

ancillary features that will be more commercial in nature than in a C3 use e.g. reception, office, 

store room etc. 

4.49 The unclear and imprecise nature of the wording has resulted in the Appellant having to assume 

that the requirement requires equipment to be removed from the Land that would be reasonably 

required and necessary for lawful use is residential in nature. 



 

13 

 

4.50 The Appellant is unable to come to any reasonable conclusion as to what equipment has been 

brought to the site that would specifically relate to the alleged hostel use that would not be present 

for a C2 use. 

4.51 The wording of the notice leaves the Appellant in the unenviable position of, if the EN is upheld, 

having no way of reasonably knowing if it has complied with the notice or not. Furthermore, as the 

EN would sit in perpetuity on the Land there would be no tenable position for a future operative to 

comfortably know whether the Council would look to take enforcement action because they 

opined a singular piece of equipment was not appropriate for a C2 use and sat more comfortably 

with a hostel. 

4.52 Therefore, the steps required to comply with the Notice exceed what is necessary to remedy any 

breach of planning control. 

Ground (g) 

4.53 The occupiers of the Site are firstly asylum seekers and therefore, do not have access to market 

housing. Furthermore, the people residing at the Site are placed here due to the specific and 

personal need for care.  

• The compliance period contained within the Enforcement Notice is that of two months. The 

Council appears to not have considered the above issue, namely the personal circumstances 

and physical needs of the individuals housed within the Site. 

4.54 The residents, as they are asylum seekers, do not have access to market housing and the 

opportunities to relocate are very limited. This will only be exacerbated by the specific needs of the 

residents. There is an acknowledged shortfall in appropriate accommodation for asylum seekers let 

alone when the individuals  require some level of care.  

4.55 It will be impossible for the formal and complex legislative process for relocating the occupiers of 

the properties to be met within a two month period. Therefore, taking in to account the challenging 

nature of relocating the highly vulnerable residents it is considered that a compliance period of 18 

months would be more appropriate.  

4.56 Whilst it is accepted that 18 months may seem a generous period for compliance, the occupiers of 

the Site are by definition vulnerable and have had difficult pasts. Putting additional pressure and 

stress, whilst they are going through the process of applying for asylum, appears inhuman and it is 

considered that a pragmatic and balanced approach to the time period for compliance is totally 

reasonable and fair in this specific case. 
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4.57 At the Proof of Evidence stage further evidence regarding the need for asylum accommodation 

will be provided, as well as justifying the timeframe outlined by the Appellant. 
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5. Conclusion 

5.1 This Statement of Case is submitted in respect of the Council’s decision to issues an in respect of an 

alleged breach of planning control at 42-46 Old Road and 107-111 Pier Avenue, Clacton. 

5.2 Section 3 of the Notice states that the alleged breach of planning control is; 

“Without planning permission, the material change of use of the Land from use as a residential care 

home (Use Class C2) to use as a hostel (Use Class Sui Generis).” 

5.3 The Notice requires; 

“Cease the use of the Land as a hostel (sui generis use) and remove any equipment brought on to 

the Land for such purposes.” 

5.4 The effective date of the Notice is 17th January 2023. 

5.5 The Appellant wishes to challenge the EN and is appealing on Grounds (a), (b), (c), (f) and (g) of 

section 174 to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) (‘the Act’).  

5.6 The Ground (b) appeal disputes that the alleged change of use has occurred as a matter of fact.  

The current use of the Site remains as a care home. 

5.7 The Ground (c) appeal is that if it is considered that any change of use has occurred, this has not 

resulted in a material change of use and therefore, there is no breach of planning control. The 

Council is therefore incorrect to allege the site is being used as any form of development, as 

defined by S.55 of the TCPA which is in breach of planning control. 

5.8 In the circumstance that the Ground (b) and Ground (c) appeals fail, the Ground (a) appeal seeks 

planning permission to retain the development already carried out: i.e. the material change of use 

of the Land from use as a residential care home (Use Class C2) to use as a hostel (Use Class Sui 

Generis). The loss of the care home, will be evidenced, as being  in accordance with the 

Development Plan and the use of the Site as a hostel will result in no demonstrable harm in planning 

terms. Notwithstanding this, material considerations weigh heavily in favour of the proposal that 

overcome any harm identified by the Inspector. 

5.9 The Appellant considers that the requirement to “remove any equipment brought onto the Land 

for such purposes” are onerous because the use of the Site for a residential institution is lawful. Thus, 

to require equipment brought onto the Land to facilitate a hostel use to be removed from the Land 

when the lawful use provides habitable accommodation is unclear and imprecise. This is the basis 

for the Ground (f) appeal. 
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5.10 Should the above Grounds fail then it is requested that the time for compliance with the EN is 

extended via the Ground (g) appeal to an 18-month period in order for appropriate 

accommodation to be found for the current residents. 
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6 Documents to Refer to or use in Evidence  

• The National Planning Practice Guidance 

• Tendring District Local Plan 2013-2033 and Beyond 

• Supplementary Planning  

• National Planning Policy Framework 

• Plans, photographs, and maps 

• Planning reports 

• Correspondence between the Appellant and the Council 

• Government guidance including Care homes for older people - National Minimum Standards 

Care Homes Regulations 

• BCIS data published by the RICS 

• Other relevant records and documents, including those associated with the planning history 

• Other relevant planning decisions including appeal decisions 

• Relevant Case Law 

 

6.1 The Appellant reserves the right to adduce additional evidence as information to rebut or counter 

claims and assertions made by the Council. 
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