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Castle Point Core Strategy – Self Assessment of Soundness 
 
This Self Assessment of Soundness has been prepared using the PAS Soundness tool. The self assessment has been subject to review 
internally by the Council’s Corporate Policy Team, and externally by officers at Southend on Sea Borough Council. 
 
Key question Evidence provided 

Justified  

Participation  

1. Has the consultation 
process   allowed for 
effective engagement of all 
interested parties? 

The Statement of Compliance (CP/KEY_DOC/006) sets out the extensive consultation process that has been 
undertaken to ensure effective engagement with all interested parties. It demonstrates how 10 rounds of 
consultation activity have been undertaken and how the responses have been used to inform the development 
of the Core Strategy. 

Research/ fact finding  

2. Is the content of the 
development plan document 
justified by the evidence? 

3. What is the source of the 
evidence? 

4. How up to date and 
convincing is it? 

The evidence base is referred to throughout the Core Strategy Final Publication Document. Appendix C lists all 
the documents that were used to prepare the Core Strategy and referred to throughout the document. 
 
The Statement of Compliance (CP/KEY_DOC/006) includes a report for each consultation event indicating how 
the responses were used to amend the following version of the Core Strategy. 

• Appendix 1.5 
• Appendix 2.8 
• Appendix 3.8 
• Appendix 4.5 
• Appendix 7.10 
• Appendix 8.13 
• Appendix 10.6 and 10.7 

 
The Core Strategy Final Publication Document Sustainability Appraisal (CP/KEY-DOC/001) sets out the main 
conclusions regarding the sustainability of the Core Strategy. Section 9 of the report sets out the findings of the 
appraisal of the Spatial Strategy; section 10 sets out the findings of the appraisal of the Core Policies; section 
11 sets out the findings of the appraisal of the Development Control Policies; and section 12 sets out the 
findings of the Monitoring and Implementation Policies. A summary of the findings is set out in Section 15. The 
findings are generally supportive of the Core Strategy. 
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Key Evidence provided  question 

5. What assumptions had to be 
made in preparing the 
development plan 
document? 

6. Are the assumptions 
reasonable and justified? 

The Spatial Portrait set out in section 3 of the Core Strategy identifies the current conditions, and baseline 
information informing the Core Strategies approach and policy content. 
 
The documents listed in Appendix C, and under Background documents on the Council’s website provide the 
evidence to justify the spatial portrait. http://www.castlepoint.gov.uk/main.cfm?MenuId=11460 
 
The requirement for housing growth in Castle Point is identified in the East of England Plan (CP/REG/002) as 
being 4,000 dwelling units between 2001 and 2021. The assessment of Population and Household Growth in 
the East of England 2001-2021 (CP/OTHER_SUPP/021) indicates that growth in the region of 4,000 units in 
Castle Point is required to meet household growth in that period, and therefore the adoption of the regional 
target is justified by evidence. 
 
As PPS3 requires the Council to identify a 15 year supply of developable sites, the assumption has been made 
within the Core Strategy that the annualised requirement (4000 divided by 20 years) of 200 dwelling units per 
annum will be rolled forward to 2026. The 2006 Base Subnational Population Projections for England (SNPP) 
(CP/OTHER_SUPP/019) indicates that the number of households in Castle Point will continue to rise during the 
period 2021 to 2026 at a similar, if not higher rate than in the period 2001 to 2021 justifying the adoption of this 
housing delivery target for the period 2021 to 2026. This view is reflected in the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (CP/OTHER_SUPP/005). 
 
In order to ensure that housing growth and employment growth remain reasonably aligned beyond 2021, the 
annualised requirement for employment growth is also rolled forward to 2026. 

Alternatives  

7. Can it be shown that the 
council’s chosen approach is 
the most appropriate given 
the reasonable alternatives? 

8. Have realistic alternatives 
been considered and is 
there a clear audit trail 
showing how and why the 
preferred strategy/approach 
was arrived at? 

The Statement of Compliance (CP/KEY_DOC/006) includes a report for each consultation indicating how the 
responses were used to amend the following version of the Core Strategy: 

• Appendix 1.5 
• Appendix 2.8 
• Appendix 3.8 
• Appendix 4.5 
• Appendix 7.10 
• Appendix 8.13 
• Appendix 10.6 and 10.7 

 

http://www.castlepoint.gov.uk/main.cfm?MenuId=11460
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Key Evidence provided  question 
9. Where a balance had to be 

struck in taking decisions 
between competing 
alternatives is it clear how 
and why these decisions 
were made? 

The Core Strategy and Generic Development Control Policies Key Issues and Options Report 2006 
(CP/PREV_CS/002) set out strategic issues for consideration. 
 
The Core Strategy Issues and Options Report 2007 (CP/PREV_CS/005) set out options under each policy area. 
 
The Core Strategy Preferred Options Report 2007 (CP/PREV_CS/008) and the Core Strategy Further Preferred 
Options Report 2008 (CP/PREV_CS/009) set out clear options with regard to the spatial distribution of 
development, and where appropriate policy areas. 
 
Section 7 of the Core Strategy Final Publication Document Sustainability Appraisal (CP/KEY_DOC/001) sets out 
how alternative options have been assessed through the sustainability appraisal process, and how the 
sustainability appraisal process has influenced the assessment of sites for housing delivery on the urban 
periphery. 
 
The Housing Task and Finish Group also scrutinised the process of assessing sites for housing delivery on the 
urban periphery. Their report is included in appendix 9.2 of the Statement of Compliance.  

10. Does the sustainability 
appraisal show how the 
different options perform and 
is it clear that sustainability 
considerations informed the 
content of the development 
plan document from the 
start? 

The sustainability appraisal process commenced in 2005 with the Sustainability Appraisal of the Castle Point 
Local Development Framework Scoping Report (CP/PREV_CS/001). 
 
The sustainability appraisal process was then ongoing, and integral to the preparation of subsequent 
documents. Five further sustainability appraisal documents were prepared to accompany subsequent Core 
Strategy consultation document: (CP/PREV_CS/004), (CP/PREV_CS/007), (CP/PREV_CS/010), 
(CP/PREV_CS/012) and (CP/KEY_DOC/001). In each case options and policies were appraised. 
 
In addition to the sustainability appraisal process, the Council undertook sustainability assessment of the 
options presented to it with regard to sites on the Urban Periphery (CP/OTHER_SUPP/010 and 
CP/OTHER_SUPP/011) to consider the sustainability impacts of the options for the distribution of growth. This 
was revised following a consultation process and scrutiny by members, and having regard to advise offered by 
Baker Associates, the consultancy carrying out the Sustainability Appraisals of the Core Strategy. The resulting 
document is the Revised Assessment of the Sustainability of Sites on the Urban Periphery 
(CP/OTHER_SUPP/012). 
 
Section 7 of the Core Strategy Final Publication Document Sustainability Appraisal (CP/KEY_DOC/001) sets out 
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Key question Evidence provided 
how alternatives and options were appraised and the role the sustainability appraisal played in this. Appendix 3 
sets out the advice that the consultants gave with regard to the appraisal of sites on the Urban Periphery.  

11. Does the development plan 
document adequately 
expand upon regional 
guidance rather than simply 
duplicate it? 

12. Does the strategy take 
forward the regional context 
reflecting the local issues 
and objectives? 

Yes – policy SS1 and SS2 indicate how the regional housing and jobs targets will be delivered locally. This is 
expanded upon in policies CP6 and CP8. Meanwhile policies CP1 to CP5 explain how infrastructure and 
services will be delivered at a local level, expanding on regional projects identified in the East of England Plan. 
The sustainability policies, DC5 through to DC10 identify local solutions to delivering higher levels of 
sustainability in new and existing development responding to targets in the East of England Plan to improve 
energy and water efficiency. 
 
The East of England Regional Assembly, prior to their dissolution, issued representations to the Core Strategy 
Final Publication Document during the Regulation 27 consultation. These representations (CSPUB13 to 
CSPUB26) indicate that the Core Strategy is in general conformity with the East of England Plan. 
 
The East of England Development Agency submitted representations to the Regulation 27 consultation 
indicating that the Agency supported the Core Strategy (CSPUB172, CSPUB173 and CSPUB177). 
 
The Government Office for the East of England submitted a number of representations to the Regulation 27 
consultation mainly seeking minor changes to the text to improve grammar. Representation CSPUB79 sets out 
the Government Offices overview of the Core Strategy stating that “we think the proposed Core Strategy is 
thorough and detailed. It relates well to the East of England Plan.” 
 
The Council’s response to each representation is set out in Appendix 10.6 of the Statement of Compliance 
(CS/KEY_DOC/006). 
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Effective  

Deliverable  

13. Has the council clearly 
identified what the issues are 
that the development plan 
document is seeking to 
address? 

14. Have priorities been set so 
that it is clear what the 
development plan document is 
seeking to achieve? 

Section 2 of the Core Strategy identifies the policy context for the Core Strategy, including regional and 
national policy drivers, as well as local drivers. 
 
Section 3 identifies the Spatial Portrait for the Core Strategy. This has been developed by using the extensive 
evidence base the Council has developed, and through consultation. In earlier documents the spatial portrait 
was presented in terms of key issues and opportunities. Following informal conversations with officers at GO-
East a table format was adopted instead. 
 
Section 4 sets out a spatial vision, expanding on the vision of the Sustainable Community Strategy to 
articulate what Castle Point will look like and how it will function in 2026. The vision, as it currently reads, was 
developed following conversations with officers at GO-East about making the vision more locally specific. 
Essex County Council Officers were involved in developing the text. 
 
Section 4 also contains aims and objective which 1) articulate the need to respond to regional targets in the 
East of England Plan, 2) respond to issues identified in the Spatial Portrait and 3) respond to the themes of 
the Sustainable Community Strategy so that the issues for partnership working and delivery are incorporated 
into the Core Strategy. Table 3 identifies how the objectives of the Core Strategy relate to the themes of the 
Sustainable Community Strategy. 
 
Sections 5, 6, 11, 12, 13 and 14 sets out policies that address the issues identified in the Spatial Portrait and 
respond to the aims and objectives in Section 4. It is recognised that the link between the objectives and the 
policies is not explicit. The linkages are therefore set out in appendix 1 of this document. 
 
Section 7 sets out a monitoring framework which identifies the outcomes that are expected as a result of 
successful implementation of the Core Strategy. Where appropriate National Indicators have been used to 
indicate how the Core Strategy will contribute towards partnership activities. It also allows comparison with 
other localities. The implementation framework in this section will help to ensure that the Core Strategy is 
successfully implemented. 

15. Are there any cross-boundary 
issues that should be 
addressed and, if so, have 
they been adequately 

The East of England Plan sets out sub-regional policies relevant to Castle Point in Section 13. Castle Point is 
part of the Thames Gateway South Essex Sub-region. 
 
The Essex Local Area Agreement also gives rise to some cross-boundary issues that need to be addressed. 
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addressed?  
Section 2 of the Core Strategy recognises the regional and sub-regional policy context for the Core Strategy, 
particularly in relation to TGSE. Meanwhile, the spatial portrait set out in Section 3 contains information on the 
role Castle Point plays within the sub-region. 
 
Policy CP2 highlights the Living Landscape initiative, which is an LAA target and identifies landscape areas 
that cross into other local authority areas in south Essex. It also highlights the TGSE Green Grid Strategy, 
which is a policy objective of the East of England Plan.  
 
Policy CP3 meanwhile highlights transport infrastructure projects such as the A13 Passenger Transport 
Corridor and Sadlers Farm Junction improvements both of which are cross boundary and sub-regionally 
significant. Both schemes are identified in the Transport section of the East of England Plan. 
 
The role of town centres in Castle Point with regard to the hierarchy of towns in South Essex is recognised in 
policy CP7. As per the East of England Plan, it is recognised that town centres in Castle Point support the Key 
Centres for Development and Change (KCDCs) in south Essex identified in the East of England Plan. 
 
The work on the Core Strategy has also been underpinned by studies and other work that have been carried 
out at a sub-regional level. Studies include the TGSE SFRA, and the scoping reports for the Revised SFRA 
and Watercycle Study. Joint working has also been undertaken on the TGSE Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment. This has resulted in the development of a shared approach to affordable housing delivery. The 
following documents have also informed the Core Strategy having been prepared at a sub-regional level: 

• TGSE Business Plan for Transport 
• TGSE Green Grid Strategy 
• TGSE Waterfront Strategy 

 
In some instances, an Essex Wide approach has been considered appropriate. The Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Needs Assessment has been prepared at an Essex level. A number of design documents 
including the Essex Design Guide, the Urban Place Supplement and the Vehicle Parking Standards have 
emerged at a County Level and have been used to inform the Core Strategy as appropriate. 

16. Does the development plan 
document contain clear 
objectives? 

Section 3 identifies the Spatial Portrait for the Core Strategy. This has been developed by using the extensive 
evidence base the Council has developed, and through consultation. In earlier documents the spatial portrait 
was presented in terms of key issues and opportunities. 
 
Section 4 sets out a spatial vision, expanding on the vision of the Sustainable Community Strategy to 
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articulate what Castle Point will look like and how it will function in 2026. 
 
Section 4 also contains aims and objective which 1) articulate the need to respond to regional targets in the 
East of England Plan, 2) respond to issues identified in the Spatial Portrait and 3) respond to the themes of 
the Sustainable Community Strategy so that the issues for partnership working and delivery are incorporated 
into the Core Strategy. 
 
Section 8 (page 26) of the Sustainability Appraisal of the Core Strategy Publication Version October 2008 is 
supportive of the objectives identified – this is amplified by appendix 1 of the same report. 

17. Are the objectives specific to 
the place; as opposed to being 
general and applicable to 
anywhere? 

18. Is there a direct relationship 
between the identified issues 
and the objectives? 

Section 4 contains aims and objective which 1) articulate the need to respond to regional targets in the East of 
England Plan, 2) respond to issues identified in the Spatial Portrait and 3) respond to the themes of the 
Sustainable Community Strategy so that the issues for partnership working and delivery are incorporated into 
the Core Strategy. 
 
The vision and objectives for the Core Strategy were largely finalised in 2007, with just minor amendments to 
the wording being made since. These were developed alongside the development of the Sustainable 
Community Strategy. The LSP Manager, preparing the Sustainable Community Strategy at that time, 
commented on the Core Strategy Preferred Options Report 2007-2021 indicating support for the vision and 
objectives (Reps 13 and 14). 

19. Is it clear how the policies will 
meet the objectives? 

20. Are there any obvious gaps in 
the policies, with regard to the 
objectives of the development 
plan document? 

The Core Strategy is not explicit with regard to this matter, however an analysis of the policies against the 
objectives reveals that all of the objectives are fully addressed by the policies in the Core Strategy. It would 
perhaps be useful to include a text box or symbol system for each policy to indicate which objectives it relates 
to. In the meantime, a table is attached as appendix 1 to this report indicates where relationships between 
each objective and the policies in the Core Strategy exist. 
 
Section 8 (page 26) of the Sustainability Appraisal of the Core Strategy Publication Version October 2008 is 
supportive of the objectives identified – this is amplified by appendix 1 of the same report. Appendix 2 of the 
Sustainability Appraisal meanwhile indicates how each policy contributes towards the sustainability objectives 
in the Sustainability Appraisal. 

21. Are there realistic timescales 
related to the objectives? 

There are timescales set out in the plan related to housing provision, employment provision, retail floorspace 
provision and the provision of community infrastructure and transport infrastructure. There is also a target set 
out in the monitoring framework to seek the removal of the hazardous installations from the Borough by 2026. 
 
The timescales related to housing provision have been identified through the SHLAA 
(CP/OTHER_SUPP/009), and through conversations with landowners and developers regarding key sites 
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(CP/KEY_DOC/006 - Appendix 6.1). The Council is confident that the timescales related to housing land 
supply are therefore appropriate. 
 
The timescales related to employment land provision, are related to the Regeneration Framework 
(CP/LOCAL/006). Given the commitment of the Regeneration Partnership and their success to date in 
attracting investment and delivery, the Council is confident that the timescales associated with employment 
provision are appropriate. 
 
The timescales related to retail floorspace provision emerge from the Retail Needs Assessment 
(CP/OTHER_SUPP/026). The Council has completed a masterplan for Canvey Town Centre and is 
progressing a masterplan for Hadleigh Town Centre. Given the outcomes of this work to date, the Council is 
confident that the timescales are realistic. 
 
The timescales associated with community infrastructure projects identified in policy CP1 reflect the plans and 
programmes of the delivery organisations. Due to recent restrictions in public spending, some projects have 
had their timescales adjusted accordingly. The recent change in Government may affect these timescales 
further, although at this stage it is unclear as to how and to what extent. 
 
The timescales associated with transport infrastructure projects reflect the LTP (CP/SUB/REG/001) or the 
East of England Plan (CP/REG/002) Transport section and are therefore considered appropriate.  
 
The timescales associated with the removal of the removal of the hazardous installations are considered 
challenging but align with the Council’s ambitions for south Canvey. An earlier timescale, whilst desirable, was 
not considered realistic. 

22. Are the policies internally 
consistent? 

The proposed publication document was the subject not only of consultation but also of member scrutiny as 
part of the special Policy Development Group’s work. A key consideration of the members was the alignment 
of the Core Strategy with other policies of the Council.  
 
The leisure Task and Finishing Group (See Statement of Compliance CP/KEY_DOC/006 Appendix 9.2) 
identified inconsistencies between the approach to leisure provision in the Core Strategy and the Council’s 
proposals to refurbish existing facilities in the short to medium term. As a result, the wording of policy CP1 
was altered to ensure that the Core Strategy supported a programme of refurbishment as opposed to 
complete replacement, if this was the proposal that the Council chose to pursue.  
 
Additionally, officer work has ensured that the Core Strategy policy on housing is aligned with the Council’s 
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Affordable Housing Strategy (CP/LOCAL/012).  
 
The Planning Policy Team and the Regeneration Team meanwhile have worked together to ensure that the 
Core Strategy is aligned with the ambitions of the Regeneration Framework (CP/LOCAL/006). Additionally, 
both Regeneration Officers and Planning Policy Officers have sat on the steering groups for the preparation of 
the Town Centre Masterplans to ensure that the requirements of both services have been achieved through 
the masterplanning process. 
 
Officers from the Planning Policy Team have also been involved in the preparation of the Sustainable 
Community Strategy. The adopted Sustainable Community Strategy was prepared alongside the Core 
Strategy Preferred Options Report in 2007. As a result, there is a strong relationship between the two 
documents, particularly with regard to the issues and objectives. Planning Policy Officers are now involved in 
a review of the Sustainable Community Strategy, ensuring that consistency between the two documents can 
be retained. 
 
Engagement with officers at ECC has ensured that the Core Strategy’s policy on transport infrastructure is 
aligned with the Local Transport Plan (CP/SUB/REG/001). 

23. Does the development plan 
document contain material 
which: 
• is already in another plan 
• should be logically be in a 

different plan  
• should not be in a plan at 

all? 

The Local Development Scheme (CP/LOCAL/002) sets out the scope of each Development Plan Document. 
It is clear that the Core Strategy will set out the strategy for future development in Castle Point whilst the 
Canvey Area Action Plan and the Benfleet, Hadleigh and  Thundersley Plan will set out the allocations and 
detailed policies. This is reflected in the schedule of policies to be replaced by the Core Strategy, attached as 
Appendix 2 to this report, which does not include any policies related to allocations or designations. 
 
The Government Office has reviewed the Core Strategy at each stage in its preparation. Representations 
made by the Government Office at the proposed publication document stage saw a policy on Sustainable 
Communities deleted with appropriate elements included in the Spatial Strategy instead. It also saw the policy 
on Advertisements substantially revised in order to respond to locally specific matters only, referring readers 
to national policy in PPG19 as appropriate. These changes are set out in appendix 8.13 of the Statement of 
Compliance (CP/KEY_DOC/006). 
 
The representations received from GO-East at the Regulation 27 stage only questioned the appropriateness 
of including policy DC20: Telecommunications Equipment. The Council is confident that the inclusion of this 
policy does however add to national policy on telecommunications equipment by emphasising the Council’s 
position with regard to mast sharing.  

24. Does the development plan 
document explain how its key 

As identified in appendix 1 of this document, the policies set out in the Core Strategy are aligned with the 
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policy objectives will be 
achieved? 

objectives identified in table 3 of the Core Strategy Final Publication Document. 
 
The policies give rise to a number of proposals and actions. The monitoring and implementation framework 
set out in section 7 of the Core Strategy Final Publication Document indicates how each of the objectives will 
be monitored, and how proposals and actions emerging from the Spatial Strategy and Core Policies will be 
pursued in order to achieve the desired objectives. 
 
There is considerable partnership support for the implementation framework identified in section 7. The 
response to question 27 indicates that a significant number of the projects identified are already being 
pursued. 
 
The Council does however recognise that there are some objections to the implementation framework. These 
are largely related to the proposals set out in the policies rather than the implementation framework itself. 
Where minor amendments have been requested by Essex County Council these have been made as set out 
in the Schedule of Minor Amendments (CP/KEY_DOC/004). 

25. If there are development 
management policies, are they 
supportive of the strategy and 
objectives? 

Section 10 of the Core Strategy establishes the role of the Development Control Policies. This links back to 
the aims and objectives, particularly aims 1, 2 and 3 and objectives 1a, 1c, 2b, 2d, 2e, 3a and 3b.  
 
Section 10 and the Development Control Policies also link back to bullet points in policy SS1. 

26. Have the infrastructure 
implications of the 
strategy/policies clearly been 
identified?  

Policies CP1 through to CP5 address infrastructure requirements. These policies have evolved through the 
consultation process to capture the changes required by consultees in order to make the Core Strategy 
sound. Reference should be had to the following appendices in the Statement of Compliance 
(CP/KEY_DOC/006) to see how consultation responses have influenced the infrastructure policies: 

• Appendix 1.5 
• Appendix 2.8 
• Appendix 3.8 
• Appendix 4.5 
• Appendix 7.10 
• Appendix 8.13 
• Appendix 10.6 and 10.7 

27. Are the delivery mechanisms 
and timescales for 
implementation of the policies 
clearly identified? 

The implementation framework set out in section 7 of the Core Strategy, tables 10 to 17 set out how the 
actions in policies SS1 to CP9 will be delivered. The following projects are currently underway: 

• Canvey Town Centre Masterplan is complete. Public realm strategy underway and implementation 
plan being prepared by Regeneration Partnership. 
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• Investment partner identified for the delivery of an enterprise centre at West Canvey. Investment in the 
public realm at Charfleets programmed for mid 2010. 

• Two sites with planning consent for development of PDL at Canvey Seafront. 
• Planning application submitted for redevelopment of western part of Point Industrial Estate. 
• Persimmon Homes support Core Strategy proposals for East of Canvey Road. PCT seek to deliver 2nd 

Healthcare Centre for Canvey by 2014. 
• Adrian Lumb supports the Core Strategy proposals for West of Canvey Road frontage. 
• Vocational Centre application approved. ECC asset management seek housing on remaining Castle 

View School site to cover cost of Vocational Centre. 
• West Canvey Marshes Nature Reserve opened April 2010. 
• Hadleigh Town Centre Masterplan is underway under the Regeneration Partnership. 
• Mr G Smith supports the Core Strategy proposals for Manor Trading Estate (owns land to the east of 

Manor Trading Estate). 
• Planning application submitted for housing development at the long-term housing site north of Kiln 

Road. 
• Planning application submitted for the Olympic Mountain Biking Venue at Hadleigh Farm. 
• Planning applications approved for Cornelius Vermuyden and Castle View Schools. Other secondary 

schools are in the next wave of BSF. 
• Sure Start Centres have been provided throughout Castle Point. This will be kept under review. 
• Planning application approved for the Vocational Centre. 
• Planning application approved for SEEVIC renewal. 
• Funding in place for refurbishment of leisure facilities. 
• Funding in place for refurbishment of community halls. 
• Playground renewal programme underway. 
• Open space strategy in draft. 
• Canvey Lake programme being delivered by Town Council and Groundwork Trust. 
• Council purchased West Wood in Hadleigh in 2009 to protect it from private sale and use. 
• Funding in place for A13 Passenger Transport Corridor. 
• Funding in place for Sadlers Farm Junction improvements. 
• Funding in place for Roscommon Way extension to Haven Road. 
• Funding in place for 1st stage of SERT (not in Castle Point). 
• TE2100 Plan identifies programme for maintaining flood defences on Canvey. 
• Watercycle Study Scoping Report complete. Tender out for next phase. 
• SFRA Review Scoping Report complete. The next phase has been commissioned and is underway. 
• Programme prepared for preparation of Canvey Area Action Plan and Benfleet, Hadleigh and 

Thundersley Plan. 
• Affordable Housing Strategy 2009-11 complete. 
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• Annual SHLAA update underway. 
 
Upon completion of the Core Strategy, the Council intends to commence work on the preparation of a Canvey 
Area Action Plan, setting out details on the delivery of the Core Strategy for Canvey Island. It also intends to 
commence work on the preparation of a Benfleet, Hadleigh and Thundersley Plan, setting out details on the 
delivery of the Core Strategy for Benfleet, Hadleigh and Thundersley. The programme for this and the scope 
of these documents is set out in the Local Development Scheme (CP/LOCAL/002). A draft project plan is 
attached as appendix 3. 

28. Is it clear who is going to 
deliver the required 
infrastructure and does the 
timing of the provision 
complement the timescale of 
the strategy/policies? 

This is set out in the implementation framework in section 7 of the Core Strategy, tables 10 to 17. See the 
response to question 27 with regard to the commitment of partners to deliver the infrastructure proposed. 

29. Is it clear who is intended to 
implement each part of the 
strategy/ development plan 
document? 

30. Where actions required to 
implement policy are outside 
the direct control of the 
council, is there evidence of 
commitment from the relevant 
organisation to implement the 
policies? 

Tables 10 to 17 in Section 7 of the Core Strategy set out the implementation framework. This identifies lead 
authorities. As set out in response to question 27, a number of the actions are already being delivered 
demonstrating that partners are on board with the actions.  
 
Where gaps exist around transport infrastructure and South Canvey regeneration, the highways authority and 
the regeneration partnership respectively are supportive of the actions subject to funding being identified. With 
regard to transport infrastructure, this position is reflected in Essex County Council’s representations at 
regulation 27. 
 
With regard to the Regeneration Partnership, they are currently in the process of preparing an Investment 
Plan as part of the HCA Single Conversation process that will take a broad approach to regeneration and help 
to identify options and opportunities for delivering infrastructure and change. 

31. Does the development plan 
document reflect the concept 
of spatial planning? 

32. Does it go beyond traditional 
land use planning by bringing 
together – and integrating – 
policies for development, and 
the use of land, with other 
policies and programmes from 
a variety of organisations that 

The policy context, section 2 identifies the relevant plans and policies at a national, regional, sub-regional and 
local level that have influenced the Core Strategy. 
 
The spatial portrait identifies where other policy documents have had an influence on the Core Strategy, and 
what partners and projects are involved in addressing certain issues. 
 
The spatial vision and aims set out in section 4 reflect, and expand on, from a spatial perspective the vision 
and ambitions of the community strategy. 
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influence the nature of places 
and how they function? 

 
Policy SS2 identifies ‘community hub’ locations important for the delivery of physical infrastructure required by 
the Health Authority and by local leisure and education providers. 
 
Policy CP1 recognises the requirements of the Schools Service, SEEVIC, the PCT and the Council as a 
leisure provider. It also recognises that other community facilities may require space in the future and is 
worded flexibly in order to allow for this. 
 
Policy CP2 provides a local response to the South Essex Green Grid Strategy and the Parklands Business 
Plan. It also supports the delivery of the Olympic Mountain Biking Venue, the open spaces strategy and the 
playground renewal programme. 
 
Policy CP3 reflects proposals set out in LTP2 and provides actions to be included in LTP3. 
 
Policy CP4 recognises the relationship between the need to increase waste water treatment to serve new 
development and the impact on the Environment Agency’s work to issue licenses that conform to the Water 
Framework Directive. 
 
Policy CP5 recognises the relationship between the Council’s proposals affecting the Flood Risk Zone and the 
Environment Agency’s plans set out in the TE2100 Plan. It is also recognised that cross-agency working is 
required to deal with emergency planning and surface water flooding. With regard to SUDS, the Council has 
chosen not to provide its own guidance on this matter but to refer to Anglian Water’s Adoption Standards. 
 
Policy CP6 aligns with the employment related elements of the Regeneration Framework. EEDA have 
indicated support for this policy in their representation CSPUB173. 
 
The delivery of policy CP7 is strongly related to the ambitions of the Regeneration Partnership to deliver 
masterplans and regeneration in Canvey and Hadleigh Town Centres. 
 
Policy CP8 is aligned with the affordable housing strategy, both of which have been informed by the TGSE 
SHMA. 
 
Policy CP9, whilst it is recognised it is not supported by the landowners, responds to the ambitions of the 
Council, local residents and the Regeneration Partnership to deal with the impact of hazardous installations 
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on the nearby residential community. 
 
The monitoring framework uses National Indicators where appropriate, indicating the cross-cutting impact of 
planning on local places and local people. 
 
The implementation framework highlights a partnership approach to delivery that goes far beyond traditional 
land use planning. 
 
Policy DC1 ensures that design is fundamental in the decision making process and that land use is not the 
only factor that should be considered. 
 
Policies DC5 to DC10 highlight the fundamental role the planning process has in securing more sustainable 
development through improved energy and water efficiency. 
 
Policy DC13 highlights the relationship between land use planning and health. 

33. Does the development plan 
document take into account 
matters which may be 
imposed by circumstance, 
notwithstanding the council’s 
views about the matter? 

The Council has a clear objective around the removal of the hazardous installations at South Canvey. The 
achievement of this would enable the redevelopment of a significant area of previously developed land which 
would go some way towards the Borough’s housing and employment land requirements, and enable the 
Council to secure key infrastructure including a new or improved access for Canvey Island. It is however 
recognised that the ability of the Council to pursue its preferred strategy is curtailed by the current land 
ownership arrangements in this location, and therefore the spatial strategy has been prepared in recognition 
of this. The difficulties associated with the delivery of this site are recognised in sections 7 and 9 of the 
Sustainability Appraisal (CP/KEY_DOC/001) 
 
The Council has therefore retained the removal of the hazardous installations as a long-term objective, but 
has identified housing and employment land supply from alternative sources where land ownership issues are 
more favourable to delivery within the plan period. Given this position with regard to the hazardous 
installations, the new or improved road for Canvey Island also remains a long-term ambition of the Council as 
it is recognised that public funding for such a project may be difficult to achieve without significant growth 
targeted at Canvey Island. 
 
It is recognised that the Council needs to work in partnership with other organisations on a number of key 
actions identified in the Core Strategy, as set out in policy MI2. The details of this are set out in the 
implementation framework – tables 10 to 17. Partnership working is key to ensuring that the Council’s views 
are taken into account when the policies, actions and decisions of other partners are made. 
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Flexible  

34. Is the development plan 
document flexible enough to 
respond to a variety of, or 
unexpected changes in, 
circumstances? 

The monitoring and implementation policies set out in section 7 of the Core Strategy recognise that the 
document needs to be flexible enough to respond to unforeseen circumstances. Monitoring is integral to 
ensuring that the Core Strategy is sufficiently flexible. Policy MI1 sets out the Council’s approach to 
monitoring. Tables 8 and 9 meanwhile set out a monitoring framework linked to the objectives of the Core 
Strategy and setting out targets for the period to 2026. An action is included within the Planning Policy Service 
Plan for 2010/11 to set up the monitoring framework for the Core Strategy onto the Council’s Corporate 
Performance Management software Covalent. This is attached as appendix 4 to this report. 
 
Policy MI2 meanwhile recognises the important role that partnership working with other organisations and with 
developers will fulfil in delivering the Core Strategy. Partnership working is key to ensuring that unforeseen 
circumstances are managed appropriately. 
 
It is recognised that the Core Strategy seeks significant improvements to infrastructure in Castle Point. Whilst 
the Council will be working with partners to attract funding from the public sector, it is expected that even in 
better economic times it would have been difficult to get all the funding required to deliver the Core Strategy 
from this source. As a result, policy MI3 sets out how the private sector will be expected to contribute towards 
infrastructure related to their development proposals. The clarity of approach set out at this stage will 
minimise the risk posed by unforeseen circumstances and place the Council in good stead when dealing with 
any unexpected issues. 
 
The Implementation Framework set out in tables 10 to 17 of the Core Strategy explain in further detail how the 
proposals and actions emerging from the spatial strategy and core policies will be delivered. This provides 
clarity to the Council’s approach and enables a level of planning that will minimise risk from unforeseen 
circumstances. 
 
The potential for the implementation framework to be delivered will be improved by other work that the 
Council and its partners are currently, or planning to undertake. The Regeneration Partnership have already 
undertaken work to deliver town centre masterplans, to secure funding for some public realm improvements 
and worked to deliver a number of projects as set out in the response to question 27. They are now preparing 
an investment plan to respond to the HCA’s Single Conversation. This will help to identify opportunities for the 
delivery of those actions that have yet to be delivered. The partnership approach to delivery is therefore 
fundamental to ensuring the Core Strategy is sufficiently flexible to ensure delivery. 
 
The need for the Core Strategy to be sufficiently flexible to deal with changing circumstances was considered 
by members before the Core Strategy was reported Full Council for consideration as to whether to submit it to 
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the Secretary of State for examination. The Special Policy Development Group considered the risks 
associated with the Core Strategy, and were satisfied that the Core Strategy Final Publication Document 
managed risks appropriately. The findings of their work are reported in appendix 9.2 of the Statement of 
Compliance (CP/KEY_DOC/006). 

35. Is the development plan 
document sufficiently flexible 
to deal with any changes to, 
for example, housing figures 
from an emerging regional 
special strategy? 

In accordance with PPS3, the Core Strategy identifies a 15 year supply of housing land. This exceeds the 
requirement of the current East of England Plan which extends to 2021 only. 
 
The East of England Plan review was undertaken during 2009, with a consultation version being presented to 
the Secretary of State in March 2010. This rolled the annualised requirement for Castle Point forward 10 
years at the same rate to 2031. This is consistent with the approach set out in the Core Strategy for the period 
to 2026, and therefore the Core Strategy is considered sufficiently flexible in this regard.  
 
With regard to the housing trajectory, variable levels of delivery are planned for over the plan period. It is 
recognised in the housing trajectory set out in Appendix A that delivery will be low in the initial five year period 
due to the current economic climate, and the need to address issues associated with current Green Belt 
allocations. 
 
However, in order to avoid the risk of under-delivery by phasing the remaining delivery evenly over the last 10 
years of the plan, a period of higher development levels is planned for the period 2014 to 2019. This will help 
to ensure that where delivery moves off target actions can be taken to identify additional supply and/or bring 
sites forward earlier, to meet the target to 2026. The monitoring process set out in policy MI1 and the 
monitoring framework identified in tables 8 and 9 will help to ensure that housing delivery remains on target. 
 
The housing trajectory is underpinned by the SHLAA (CP/OTHER_SUPP/009), which identifies numerous 
sources of housing supply, the Core Strategy is not therefore reliant on a single site or project for its housing 
land, and is therefore confident that there is flexibility within its supply to deal with unexpected changes. 

36. Does the development plan 
document include the remedial 
actions that will be taken if the 
strategies/policies are failing?  

Tables 10 to 17 in Section 7 of the Core Strategy set out the implementation framework. These tables identify 
contingency actions to be taken when the proposed course of action is not achievable for whatever reason.  
 
A main assumption in this section is that funding will not necessarily be available from public sector 
organisations, particularly over the next five years. The Regeneration Partnership is currently working on an 
investment plan to inform its single conversation with the HCA. This investment plan will capture the 
requirements of all the partners in Castle Point, and help to identify all the possible sources of funding 
available. This will help to manage risk around delivery, particularly in the mid to long term, and enable the 
delivery of the proposals in the Core Strategy.  
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Monitoring  

37. Does the development plan 
document contain targets and 
milestones that relate to the 
delivery of the policies, 
including housing trajectories 
where the plan contains 
housing allocations? 

Section 7 tables 8 and 9 set out the monitoring framework for the Core Strategy, including indicators, data 
sources and targets. Policy MI1 sets out how the monitoring indicators will be reported through the annual 
monitoring report. 

38. Is it clear how these are to be 
measured and are these linked 
to the production of the annual 
monitoring report? 

Section 7 tables 8 and 9 set out the monitoring framework for the Core Strategy, including indicators, data 
sources and targets. Policy MI1 sets out how the monitoring indicators will be reported through the annual 
monitoring report. 

39. Are suitable targets and 
indicators present (by when, 
how and by whom)? 

Section 7 tables 8 and 9 set out the monitoring framework for the Core Strategy. In many instances, the 
indicators used are National Indicators. This helps to ensure that the Core Strategy is linked to improving the 
quality of place in its widest sense, supports the delivery of the Sustainable Community Strategy and the 
Local Area Agreement, and enables ease of comparison with other places nearby or of a similar nature.  
 
Where appropriate, additional local indicators have been identified. For example the Council will monitor the 
number of sheltered accommodation units provided. The bases of this monitoring will be NI154, but the 
additional information will enable the Council to monitor its response to accommodating an increasing 
population of older people. 

 
 

National policy  

40. Does the development plan 
document contain any policies 
or proposals that are not 
consistent with national 
planning policy? 

41. If yes, is there a local 
justification? 

It is considered that the Core Strategy is largely consistent with national policy. However, the Council 
recognises that there are instances where national policy has had to be interpreted at a local level which may 
give rise to challenge from others. The text below sets out where it is considered that such interpretation has 
occurred and how the Council considers that it is justified in the policy or proposals set out in the Core 
Strategy: 
 
Policy SS2 potentially conflicts with national policy on two points. Policy SS2 identifies locations for 
development that are currently designated as Green Belt. This may be considered contrary to PPG2, unless 
the Council can demonstrate that the development of land in the Green Belt is exceptionally required. 
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The Council has prepared a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, which sought to identify capacity 
from the urban area first. However, a thorough assessment of the urban area revealed that there is insufficient 
capacity to accommodate the housing requirement as identified in the East of England Plan, or ongoing 
supply to 2026, to ensure a 15 year supply of housing land in accordance with PPS3. Beyond this, there is 
some limited capacity on Greenfield land, but this is insufficient to ensure a sufficient supply of land. As a 
result, it was necessary to exceptionally consider the Green Belt in order to meet the outstanding need. 
Consideration was given to the Green Belt function of each site, as set out in the PPS25 Sequential and 
Exception Test (CP/KEY_DOC/003), and sites were identified where the impact on the strategic functions of 
the Green Belt were limited. This is considered by the Council to be consistent with PPG2 in terms of being a) 
exceptionally required, and b) ensuring the permanence of the strategic functions of the Green Belt. 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal (CP/KEY_DOC/001) considers the issue of development in the Green Belt, and 
concludes that the approach to development in the Green Belt as set out in the spatial strategy is necessary 
to ensure sustainable development in Castle Point (Pages 31 to 32). 
 
Policy SS2 also proposes development to occur in Flood Risk Zone 3. This may be considered contrary to 
the sequential approach set out in PPS25, as some landowners would argue that sites on the mainland, in 
flood risk zone 1 should be developed in favour of those developments proposed in Flood Risk Zone 3. The 
Council has however taken the perspective that such sites would only be a reasonable alternative if they were 
sustainable, sustainably located and do not impact on the strategic functions of the Green Belt. This is 
consistent with national policy set out in PPS25 as well as PPS1, PPG2, PPS3, and PPG13.  
 
The PPS25 Sequential and Exception Test seeks to ensure that this balance is achieved by considering 
urban development in advance of Green Belt development to ensure that the best use is being made of 
previously developed land, particularly that which is vacant or derelict. This is consistent with PPS3. It is also 
consistent with the aims and functions of the Green Belt as defined in PPG2. As a result of this, the 
assessment finds that it is sequentially appropriate to secure development on previously developed land 
within Flood Risk Zone 3. The identification of previously developed land in Flood Risk Zone 3 is therefore 
considered to be appropriate in terms of the sequential approach identified in PPS25, particularly taking into 
account wider sustainability considerations. 
 
As set out above, there is insufficient capacity within the urban area to accommodate the required housing 
development in the urban area. As a result, a proportion of development needs to be accommodated in the 
Green Belt. The PPS25 Sequential and Exception Test seeks to identify the most sequentially appropriate 
sites for development, taking into account the requirement for sustainable development and to maintain the 
strategic functions of the Green Belt. The development locations identified in policy SS2 are considered to be 
sequentially appropriate, and therefore policy SS2 is considered to be consistent with PPS25. 
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The PPS25 Sequential and Exception Test also finds that the community and employment proposals set out 
in policy SS2 are consistent with PPS25. 
 
Appendix 2 of the Sustainability Appraisal (CP/KEY_DOC/001) in assessing policy SS2 notes that there are 
some risks to health, safety and security associated with the allocation of development in flood risk zone 3. 
However, the consultants go on to note that the identified locations have a good level of accessibility, and the 
application of policy CP5 will help to limit this risk. The sustainability appraisal does not indicate that the 
Council’s identification of these locations for development is inappropriate. 
 
Policy CP1 – as with policy SS2, there is an issue that some of the community infrastructure proposed will be 
located in Flood Risk Zone 3, and therefore proposals contained within this policy may be contrary to PPS25. 
However, there is an existing population living in flood risk zone 3, and the PPS25 Sequential and Exception 
Test demonstrates that the facilities and locations identified in policy CP1 are therefore appropriate in meeting 
the needs of this population. As a result, policy CP1 is sequentially appropriate and consistent with PPS25. 
 
Policy CP3 identifies the ambition to seek a new or improved access for Canvey Island. There is the potential 
for such a project to conflict with national policy and legislation regarding nature conservation. The Council 
recognise this, and expect through the Canvey Area Action Plan to appraise options for this project as part of 
the Habitat Regulation Assessment process supporting that document. The Council is confident that this will 
ensure that the proposals to provide a new or improved access to Canvey Island are consistent with national 
policy and legislation regarding nature conservation. 
 
Policy CP5  sets out the Council’s approach to dealing with flood risk affecting a substantial proportion of the 
Borough’s area. Some consultees have suggested that this policy is not consistent with PPS25. The Core 
Strategy is supported by a PPS25 Sequential and Exception Test. This was prepared in consultation with the 
Environment Agency, who indicated their satisfaction with it before it was finalised. Policy CP5 recognises that 
some development proposals will not be covered by this assessment as they will be windfall development. It 
therefore requires a sequential test to be prepared in such instances. This is consistent with PPS25 and the 
Council considers it is appropriate to take such an approach to applying the sequential test. 
 
The Core Strategy PPS25 Sequential and Exception Test was not able to test the site specific details for each 
development proposal, as this requires the landowner to enter into a detail stage of planning and design. 
Therefore, policy CP5 requires all development proposals, included in the Core Strategy or otherwise to meet 
certain requirements. This is consistent with PPS25, and reflective of the local circumstances 
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Policy PPS25 identifies two key areas of joint working that are necessary to deliver an effective flood risk 
policy in Castle Point. The joint delivery of the Thames Estuary 2100 Plan is fundamental to ensuring that the 
policy designation of the Canvey defences as that of needing ongoing maintenance and improvement is 
delivered. Joint working is also needed on the preparation of a flood specific emergency plan for Canvey 
Island that meets the needs of existing residents as well as new development. The Council is of the view that 
the identification of these initiatives in policy CP5 are consistent with both PPS25 and PPS1, and will 
contribute towards delivering a successful and sustainable community on Canvey Island. 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal of the Core Strategy (CP/KEY_DOC/001) considers the approach to flood risk set 
out in policy CP5 to be ‘realistic’ and ‘essential for the continued sustainable growth of communities in the 
borough…’ (See page 35). 
 
Policy CP8 sets a threshold for making contributions towards affordable housing at 1+ net additional dwelling 
units. PPS3 sets a national threshold of 15 units or more, but allows for different thresholds to be set where 
they can be justified. The Council believes that it is justified in setting a lower threshold for seeking affordable 
housing contributions. This justification is set out in paragraphs 6.75 to 6.79 of the Core Strategy Final 
Publication Document. PPS3 is clear that economically viability should be a consideration when formulating 
policies on Affordable Housing provision, particularly in relation to the threshold and level of contributions 
sought. The thresholds and level of contribution sought in policy CP8 is consistent with the recommendations 
of the Castle Point Affordable Housing Development Viability Assessment (CP/OTHER_SUPP/006). The 
Council is therefore of the view that the Affordable Housing requirement, as set out in policy CP8 is consistent 
with PPS3. 
 
Policy DC3 is considered to be inconsistent with PPS3 because it sets an indicative upper density for larger 
development sites. This is considered contrary to PPS3 which sets a national minimum density of 30 dwelling 
units per hectare. The intention of the Council is to recognise the national density requirement, but to try and 
encourage the developers of larger sites to achieve densities closer to 50 dwelling units per hectare on their 
sites, whilst also delivering a suitable mix of homes and providing adequate space for parking, amenity and 
open space. The Council is willing to consider alternative policy wordings that would achieve this objective if 
presented to them. In the meantime, the Council has added a footnote at this point to explain that 50 dwelling 
units per hectare is only an indicative upper density rather than a maximum density. The Council is therefore 
of the view that the policy is broadly in conformity with PPS3 in this regard. 
 
Policy DC17 and its supporting text refers to PPG15 and PPG16, and the term ‘historic features’ is used 
frequently throughout the policy and the supporting text. PPG15 and 16 have been replaced by PPS5, which 
now uses the term ‘historic assets’. A review of the new PPS5 does not lead the Council to consider that 
policy DC17 is inconsistent in terms of content with national policy, however it is inconsistent in terms of 
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reference to national policy and terminology. This inconsistency is justified given that the new PPS5 was not 
published until after the Core Strategy was submitted to the Secretary of State. The Council is willing to adjust 
policy DC17 with regard to its referencing and terminology to address these inconsistencies. 
 
The representation received from GO-East at regulation 27 does not set out any concerns with regard to the 
Council’s interpretation of national policy and therefore the Council is confident that its approach to ensuring 
consistency with national policy is appropriate. 

42. Does the development plan 
document contain policies that 
do not add anything to existing 
national guidance? 

43. If so, why have they been 
included? 

At the proposed publication document stage, GO-East challenged the Council with regard to policies CP4: 
Sustainable Communities and policy DC4: Advertisements. In both cases it was queried as to what they 
added to national policy. At that stage, policy CP4: Sustainable Communities was deleted with elements of it 
incorporated into policy SS1. Meanwhile, policy DC4: Advertisements was rewritten, directing consideration 
towards national policy set out in PPG19, except in specific circumstances where greater local control is 
necessary. GO-East appeared satisfied with these amendments when consulted at regulation 27. They did 
however query how much policy DC20: Telecommunications Equipment adds to national policy. The Council 
is of the view that it wishes to promote mast sharing as its preferred approach, and it also wishes to seek the 
removal of redundant equipment where possible. The Council therefore believes that the policy is necessary 
to ensure that telecommunication operators are aware of the Council’s interpretation of national policy and its 
approach to telecommunications equipment. The Council is encouraged that this approach appears to be 
supported by the Mobile Operators Association who supported the policy during proposed publication 
document consultation. Copies of the representations of GO-East at both proposed publication stage and at 
Regulation 27 are attached as appendix 5 and 6. 

 



The alignment of Policies with the Objectives of the Castle Point Core Strategy Final Publication Document 

Objective SS1 SS2 CP1 CP2 CP3 CP4 CP5 CP6 CP7 CP8 CP9 MI3 DC1 DC2 DC3 DC4 DC5 DC6 DC7 DC8 DC9 DC10 DC11 DC12 DC13 DC14 DC15 DC16 DC17 DC18 DC19 DC20 

1a) Secure a better mix of uses in 
Town Centres in Castle Point 

                                

1b) Secure improved access to 
public transport provision 
throughout the Borough to achieve 
a modal shift away from car use 

                                

1c) Ensure that new development 
makes prudent and efficient use of 
land and natural resources, and 
that infrastructure is sufficient to 
prevent harm to the natural 
environment 

                                

2a) Protect the Green Belt from 
unnecessary and inappropriate 
development 

                                

2b) Conserve and enhance local 
landscape character and 
biodiversity assets 

                                

2c) Increase opportunities for 
sustainable recreation in the natural 
environment, avoiding harm to 
wildlife and habitats 

                                

2d) Improve the quality of formal 
open spaces 

                                

2e) Improve the quality of the 
historic environment and assets in 
Castle Point 

                                

3a) Secure high quality sustainable 
design in all new development 

                                

3b) Secure the redevelopment of 
vacant and/or derelict previously 
developed land 

                                

4a) Delivery at least 18ha of 
additional employment 
development 

                                

4b) Improve the environmental 
quality of existing employment 
areas 

                                

4c) Deliver 10,000m2 of new retail 
floorspace 

                                

4d) Deliver first class education 
facilities in Castle Point 

                                

5a) Maintain a high level of 
protection from the risk of flooding 
and ensure that new development 
minimises flood risk and the effects 
of climate change 

                                

5b) Seek the removal of hazardous 
uses from the Borough 

                                

5c) Deliver first class healthcare 
facilities in Castle Point 

                                

6a) Identify sufficient land for the 
timely delivery of new homes 

                                

6b) 35% of new homes to be 
affordable to local people who do 
not have access to market value 
homes 

                                

6c) Deliver specialist 
accommodation for older people 
and people with special needs 

                                

 

Appendix 1


