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4. Issues and Options responses to: 
Social Inclusion (Core Strategy)  

Table 4: Summary of responses to the Social Inclusion Issues and 
Options  

 

Number expressing concern  4 

Number expressing support  9 

Number of other comments  15 

Total  28 

4.1. Comments in support of the proposed options 
  There is support for: 

4.1.1. Good quality affordable housing. Each neighbourhood also needs a focal 
point consisting of an open space and a meeting place. 

4.1.2. Support for strong and inclusive neighbourhoods, community health, safety 
and well being. There is reluctance by developers to embrace inclusive 
neighbourhoods; policy should prohibit the creation of gated, affluent 
communities. Importance of community facilities. 

4.1.3. Urban Splash (South West) Ltd supports social inclusion, but recommends 
that there should be no affordable housing in the redevelopment of Royal 
William Yard. 

4.1.4. South West RSL Planning Consortium supports housing being high on the 
agenda, and the emphasis on affordable housing. The district-wide Housing 
Needs Survey is helpful, but there is an important need for on-going 
monitoring and for the Housing Needs Assessment to include the housing 
register and homelessness statistics. 

4.1.5. The South West Regional Development Agency supports the increase in 
affordable housing, but feels that 25% should be an average figure. They 
hope that on sites where development costs are lower a high percentage 
can be achieved, on others viability will need to be considered. They also 
recognise the need to provide accommodation for ‘key workers’. 

4.2. Concerns raised 
  Concerns raised include: 

4.2.1. The only sustainable management of affordable housing stock is through 
Housing Associations. There is little the planning system can do to address 
the situation. 

4.2.2. London & Westcountry Estates Ltd is concerned that a generic percentage 
for contributions to affordable housing will not be equitable, and should be 
considered on a site-by-site basis. When new areas are redeveloped and 
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affordable housing provided, care will be needed with regard to people 
vacating existing deprived areas to relocate in new schemes, and the impact 
that this may have. This does not appear to be addressed at present. 

4.2.3. Trustees of the Cann Estate feel that delivery of affordable housing through 
the planning system is low for a city the size of Plymouth and with current 
levels of affordable housing demand. Consideration needs to be given in the 
LDF to increasing supply. Where existing brownfield sites involve 
exceptional development costs, delivery of affordable housing subsidised by 
development uplift may be difficult. Affordable housing must be considered 
in the context of existing communities and the desire of households to be 
located within existing family and community groups. Adequate provision 
must therefore be provided throughout the city. 

4.3. Other comments 
4.3.1. How do the proposals for spatial development relate to the way the city is 

used socially? 

4.3.2. How involved are young people in Plymouth’s development? 

4.3.3. A key issue has been ignored - housing those who are unemployed due to 
lack of ability, disability and those not wanting to work. 

4.3.4. Hooe Lake Redevelopment Co. Limited welcomes the recognition that 
offsetting the desire for development to contribute to the wider community 
against the need for private developers to make a reasonable profit to offset 
the risks undertaken during the development process can be a delicate 
balancing act. They also note that the possible lowering of the affordable 
housing threshold and/or raising the proportion of affordable housing 
required may undermine redevelopment opportunities.  

4.3.5. Red Tree (2004) LLP comments that the requirement for 25% affordable 
housing is noted as the potential to convert the obligation to cash donations, 
in order to support provision of affordable units elsewhere in the city. These 
considerations require coordination with the requirements of South Hams. 
Red Tree intends that Sherford will make its contribution to affordable 
housing requirements in the city and South Hams. 

4.3.6. The Devon Conservation Forum is pleased to note the emphasis on the 
shortfall of “affordable housing”. While the Government continues to assume 
that the planning system and the private sector can solve this problem, it will 
continue. Without the proper involvement of Local Authorities, the Housing 
Corporation and Housing Associations need much greater funding so that 
the problem can be solved satisfactorily.  

4.3.7. Permission Homes and Westbury Homes (Holdings) Ltd feel that the 25% 
target is realistic and achievable. PCC should recognise that delivery of 
affordable housing will be through development of larger sites. The priority 
should be reconnection of deprived and redundant areas within urban area 
to the surrounding environment. Integration of mixed housing within 
neighbourhoods will increase the viability and vitality of areas, and allow 
development of a more balanced community. 

4.3.8. The Cyclist’s Touring Club supports the intention of the document,  but there 
is a failure to consider cycling as a means of tacking isolation and access to 
work, education and other services and recreation. 
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4.3.9. Sport England comments that the supplementary planning document (SPD) 
on commuted sums should aim to attract developer contributions to sport 
and open space facilities from single dwellings. Each new development will 
impact on the surrounding area infrastructure, and hence should contribute 
through section 106 agreements. 

4.3.10. The Environment Agency notes that development should deliver benefits in 
similar measure socially, as well as economically and environmentally. 

4.3.11. Charles Church Western notes that meeting affordable housing needs must 
continue to be balanced against wider aspirations for continued 
redevelopment and regeneration. Affordable housing thresholds and 
requirements must be fair and consistent. LDF policies must avoid being 
overly prescriptive, and ensure that they allow for flexibility for each 
development/site to be considered on its own merits. 


