
Planning Obligations and Affordable Housing SPD - Summary of Representations Received , and Responses. 
 

From On behalf 
of 

Id Ref. Further Comments PCC Response Changes to SPD 

Lynda Buxton  54484 A sustainable, affordable, reliable transport system 
needs to be in place before completion of housing - all 
traffic will converge on to either Billacombe Road or Laira 
Bridge. Promoting green travel plans isn't good enough - 
need to see investment and fruition of these plans - City 
Bus and W National also need to run a joint service and 
timetables to cut down on number of buses running with 
few passengers and cut down on pollution - the east end 
of the city is poorly served already. Cycle tracks need to 
be in place to encourage less use of cars. 

Agree that essential infrastructure 
should be in place before the 
completion of development. Other 
traffic management and passenger 
movement measures will help to 
reduce congestion. 

No change proposed 

Andrew Pratt  56530 The Our City's Health document referred to has now 
been superseded by the Healthy Plymouth Strategy, 
which has been developed by the Local Strategic 
Partnership and carries the support of all major partners 
in the city. 

Comments about Healthy Plymouth 
Strategy are noted. 

No change proposed 

Planning 
Issues 

Churchill 
Retirement 
Living Limited

51661 CS15 Disagree that affordable homes should be 
provided on site without public grant. The assumption 
should be that grant will be available and a mechanism 
in place to alter tenure or mix or numbers if grant is not. 
It is not always appropriate to provide affordable housing 
on site. 

This matter was considered by the 
Inspector at the examination into the 
Core Strategy and is adopted policy, 
and is not open for consideration as 
part of this SPD 

No change proposed 



Kaja Curry Tamar 
Estuaries 
Consultative 
Forum 

54443 Consider an additional typology of 'blue space' meaning 
water-based recreational opportunities; as currently 
being championed by the Environment Agency. This 
could involve improving the infrastructure and access to 
the Tamar Estuaries for recreation as well as new 
facilities e.g. for white water canoeing. It is important that 
the element of providing the new facilities is kept 
separate from the managing the impact on the European 
marine site' which appears under section 3.60.The 
figures do not take into account the costs of managing 
the increased recreational pressures on the Yealm 
section of the European Marine Site. This should also be 
added into the formula. 

Blue Space idea has merit. This is 
more appropriately considered as part 
of the sites allocations document and 
the Coastal SPD. Although this is part 
of the same designation it is entirely 
within South Hams District Council 
area. It is appropriate that other 
responsible authorities should share 
some of the costs, and not all loaded 
onto development in the city. 

The Tamar Estuaries, and Yealm 
Estuary Management Plan have 
been placed within the Tariff section 
Under Green Space contributions.  
Other Nature Conservation measures 
will remain to be negotiated on a 
case by case basis 

Martin Berkien University of 
Plymouth 

62366 Should the contribution be reduced where developments 
exceed the emission targets. Many features which 
improve for example a BREEAM rating are marginal 
decisions and perhaps the greatest contribution a 
developer can make to the community is to minimise the 
negative environmental impact. A case could be made 
therefore that the planning authority could incentivise 
sustainable development through concessions on the 
tariff/negotiated element. 

The emissions targets are only part of 
the community infrastructure It could 
reasonably argued that reduced 
emissions should be a basic 
requirement of all development. Tariffs 
would only apply for offsetting when 
targets can not be met on site 

No Change proposed 

John Hepburn Maritime 
Plymouth 

38443 Maritime Plymouth in general supports the concept of 
funding the Tamar Estuaries management plan through 
developments, which increase the population of 
Plymouth. We are less convinced that the harmful effects 
of increased water leisure usage are of the same order, 
and we would have welcomed a more proactive 
consultation with the maritime community. Nevertheless, 
having informed businesses and leisure organisations of 
the proposals through our newsletter, and having 
received no responses, we do not object to them. 

Noted The Tamar Estuaries, and Yealm 
Estuary Management Plan have 
been placed within the Tariff section 
under Green Space contributions. 



Planning 
Issues 

Churchill 
Retirement 
Living Limited

51661 2.14 - We do not agree with the Open Book approach, 
where development viability may be an issue a fairer 
approach would be to assess the development against a 
benchmark system of costs and assumptions. A sensible 
trigger date should be agreed for affordable housing 
contributions, it will be necessary to set a trigger date 
that allows for the receipt of sales income prior to the 
contribution becoming due. 

This suggestion of using assumptions 
would not allow a realistic appraisal of 
development viability to be 
undertaken. The SPD proposes 
affordable housing to be provided 
before 90% of market housing is 
occupied. This should allow for 
sufficient sales income.  

 No change proposed 

Kaja Curry Tamar 
Estuaries 
Consultative 
Forum 

54443 Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum welcomes this 
approach to developing a transparent and systematic 
method for securing the funding to manage the impact 
on the Plymouth Sound and Estuaries European Marine 
Site resulting from the planned growth in the city. 

Welcome the support The Tamar Estuaries, and Yealm 
Estuary Management Plan have 
been placed within the Tariff section 
under Green Space contributions. 

Dr Simon 
Dunsford 

Natural 
England 

65087 I note that there is limited discussion of greenspace in 
this document and that this will be dealt with in detail in 
the Green Spaces Strategy document, which Natural 
England will take great interest in. 

Noted however, Open Space and play 
areas are a key element of the tariff. 
Also nature conservation interests are 
covered in the negotiated elements 
section.  

No change proposed 

Shaun 
Pritchard 

Environment 
Agency 

67343  We support the principle of contributing to an 
infrastructure capital pot to ensure that the city grows in 
a sustainable manner. 

Welcome the support No change proposed 

Shaun 
Pritchard 

Environment 
Agency 

67343 Delighted that the SPD clearly identifies the need to live 
within environmental limits and deliver sustainable 
development recognising the importance of conserving 
and enhancing the strategic natural environment. We 
acknowledge the recognition of the need for 
contributions to support the policy aims of CS18 and 
CS19 as well as Strategic Objective 11. Providing that 
the required level of contributions can be attained without 
imposing a tariff on affordable housing then we would 
support the policy in its fullest. 

Welcome the support No change proposed 



Mr G. Hall Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

38401  With reference to Para 3.71 of the draft SPD, it is 
apparent that the cost of preserving the European 
Marine Site (EMS) has already been fully calculated and 
the contributions required and necessary will be sought 
through residential development on a cost per person 
basis. These is therefore an element of double counting 
where the draft SPD seeks the full contribution from 
future residential development, while also seeking 
additional contributions from the marine and leisure 
industry. We have strong concerns that the draft SPD 
seeks to explicitly cite marine and leisure uses, when in 
reality, all development could impact on the EMS, 
particularly through increases in population. Para 4.99, 
4.100 and referencing to Marine and Leisure uses within 
Para 2.4 should be deleted. 

The tariff will cover the management 
of existing levels of activity, and that 
generated by additional population.  
New facilities that will increase the 
potential activities will contribute 
accordingly on a case by case basis. 

No change proposed 

Mr G. Hall Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

38401 Applications should be considered on a case-by-case 
basis, linked specifically to what the outline application is 
seeking consent for. Where it is clear that a Planning 
Obligation is required in order to grant outline-planning 
consent and can be calculated accordingly, this 
obligation should be provided for within the Legal 
Agreement attached to the Outline Consent, and not left 
for the Reserved Matters Stage. The current wording of 
the Paragraph 2.20 is somewhat unclear and should be 
simplified. Only planning obligations, which can be 
calculated, based on the planning application submitted 
should be included within any associated Legal 
Agreement. If it cannot be calculated at the outline stage, 
then the Council retains all powers to negotiate the 
obligation at the Reserved Matters stage. 

It is clearly preferable to be precise 
with planning obligations. However by 
the very nature of outline applications 
they rarely represent the final form or 
amount of development. A S106 
agreement must be in place at the 
outline application stage, as it  can not 
be added on at the detailed 
submission stage. 

No change proposed  



Mr G. Hall Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

38401 The SPD specifies that financial contributions will be 
expect to be paid upon commencement of development, 
and in exceptional circumstances, at various stages 
during the development process. To release financial 
contributions during the development process is common 
practice and should not be considered exceptional. Para 
B17 of the Planning Obligations Circular 05/05 specifies 
that payments can be made in the form of a lump sum or 
an endowment, or, if beneficial to all parties and not 
unduly complex, as phased payments over a period of 
time, related to defined dates, events and triggers The 
paragraph should be reworded to remove the term 
exceptional circumstances 

There is no conflict with the circular, 
and it is common practice for 
requirements of planning obligations 
to be due at the commencement of 
development. A staged payment or 
delivery is by no means out of the 
question especially on larger phased 
developments. The City Council will 
take a realistic approach depending 
upon the type of development and 
individual circumstances. 

No change proposed 

Mr G Hall Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

38401 The Authority provides no justification for setting a 
default period of 20 years. This is unacceptable and 
disproportionate. We advocate a maximum of 5 years for 
all planning applications, and 10 years for a project of a 
strategic nature.  At a minimum, a separate threshold 
should be provided for planning applications not of a 
strategic nature, with the definition of strategic provided 
within the SPD. At paragraph 3.81 of the draft SPD, the 
Council acknowledges that much of the development to 
occur is expected to be provided by 2021 

The tariff will be pooled to contribute 
to strategic infrastructure which may 
be delivered over the life of the plan, 
which is the default case. Other cases 
where there may be a negotiated 
element, a lesser time scale may be 
appropriate, and will be agreed with 
the applicant on an individual basis. 

The repayment period for unspent 
tariff payments has been reduced 
from 20, to 15 years 

Mr G Hall Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

38401 It should be clarified within Para 3.83 that "net" floor 
space should mean only the increase in floor space 
proposed and exclude any existing floor space from the 
calculation.  

Agree -  It will be made clear that the 
tariff will only be payable on new 
additional floor space where it  
exceeds the threshold 

New paragraph 3.71 has been re 
worded for clarification. 

Mr G Hall Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

38401 We would highlight the typographical errors to the 
numbering 

Noted The final version of the document has 
been re numbered 

Planning 
Issues 

Planning 
Issues 

51661 4.22 - There are some specialist types of development 
such as sheltered housing where the level of service and 
facilities can only be provided by realistic service 
charges, affordable housing should not be sought on site 
in such instances as a two tier charging mechanism 

Affordable housing is required across 
the board, including sheltered 
housing. Service charges are an 
important element in calculating 
affordability, and will be taken into 

No change proposed 



would be unfair and inappropriate. account. See below 

Planning 
Issues 

Planning 
Issues 

51661 4.24, Occupation of Sheltered housing is usually 
restricted by planning or legal conditions, and as such it 
should be treated in the same manner as other types of 
housing with restricted occupancy. 

Nursing homes and student 
accommodation do not contribute to 
general market needs in the same 
way as sheltered accommodation. 
There may be grounds in the case of 
sheltered to make individual 
arrangements, or to consider a 
commuted payment. 

No change proposed 

Planning 
Issues 

Churchill 
Retirement 
Living Limited

51661 4.32 CLG Guidance in 'Delivering Affordable Housing' 
November 2006, para 48 is clear that local authorities 
should not adopt restrictive practices, preferred partners 
is at odds with this advice. 

This is not a restrictive practice. 
Partner RSLs are expressed as being 
preferred,  but will not be imposed 
through the planning process 

No change proposed 

Planning 
Issues 

Churchill 
Retirement 
Living Limited

51661 4.40 - disagree that planning policy presumes grant will 
not be available, see para 1- Delivering Affordable 
Housing, which clearly states 'ambitious but realistic 
housing targets and thresholds given site viability, 
funding 'cascade' agreements in case grant is not 
provided. 

This matter was considered at the 
examination into the Adopted Core 
Strategy. The policy presumption was 
accepted by the inspector and is in 
line with guidance in paragraph 96 of 
"Delivering Affordable Housing (CLG 
Nov 2006). 

No change proposed 

Planning 
Issues 

Churchill 
Retirement 
Living Limited

51661 4.42 and 4.42 - object to the Council determining what 
an RSl can pay for the affordable housing, this approach 
is restrictive and anti-competitive.  

This information was gathered in 
consultation with a number of RSLs. It 
represents a realistic guide and 
presents clarity for developers in 
calculating the affordable housing 
requirements.  

No change proposed 

Shaun 
Pritchard 

Environment 
Agency 

67343 Offsetting Carbon Targets We support the approach 
detailed in the SPD when dealing with contributions for 
offsetting carbon targets. We are also pleased to note 
that contributions are a transitional measure and that the 
council will not accept obligations as a mechanism to 
deliver the objectives of Policy CS20 beyond 2010. 

welcome the support No change proposed 



WM Morrison Peacock and 
Smith 

67466 The requirements for S106 and checklist is overly 
onerous. 

The amount of the tariff will be 
reviewed as part of the consultation 
.Model agreements will be prepared to 
speed up S106  preparation. This 
process is similar to that proposed as 
part of the Community Infrastructure 
Levy being put forward by CGL  

No change proposed 

Matt Ward Devon and 
Cornwall 
Housing 
Association 

67490  This is an excellent draft document. Is there any 
preference for Agreements or unilateral undertakings. 
We agree that 15 should be the, but consideration might 
be given for a reducing sliding scale below 15 dwellings. 
Acceptance by developers will be highly dependent on 
their ability to translate the guidance into reduced land 
costs. Construction costs and the market sale price are 
relatively fixed. Any significant additional contribution can 
only be achieved through acceptance of reduced land 
prices by the vendor . The clarity of the requirement 
should give developers the evidence they will need to 
negotiate realistically with vendors. Question 2 We 
believe that affordable housing should be exempt from 
all of the tariff charges proposed. An exemption from 
tariffs will make it easier for RSLs to compete with 
private developers. 4.4 It is not clear to which table 2.2 
this paragraph refers. 4.48 Box A3 is referred to but is 
not there. The 60:40 tenure split is appropriate as an 
overall target although on some sites and in some 
locations a different ratio might be preferable. Integration 
of affordable housing throughout the development is 
essential though some clustering is desirable for  
management of units. Clusters of between 8 to 16 units 
of single tenure may be the best range.  The method of 
calculating commuted sums is fair. The SPD states that 
100% of the affordable homes should be complete 
before 90% of the open market housing. There should be 
scope for there to be other triggers as required by 

Welcome the support. Comments on 
points raised are:-….If the issues are 
simple a unilateral undertaking would 
be quicker, however in most cases 
involving affordable housing a S106 
agreement is most likely.  
  Whilst it may have merits, the 
reduction of the threshold and a 
sliding scale will have to await a 
review of the adopted policy. 
It is the intention of the SPD to have 
land values reflect the likely level of 
planning obligations. 
Affordable housing will be exempt 
from most of the tariff requirements, 
occupants will however place 
demands on public transport, open 
space. 
References to table (on Page 11) will 
be clarified in final version. 
The 60:40 tenure split should be taken 
as the standard, but cold be changed 
if there are exceptional local reasons 
why. 
It is important that pepper potting 
takes place. A flexible approach to 
numbers in small clusters will be 
taken. 

No change to thresholds.                     
Affordable housing will only pay a 
partial tariff. It will not be required to 
contribute to waste collection, but it 
will still contribute to strategic 
transport infrastructure. 
References to tables have been 
clarified. 

The delivery point for affordable 
housing has not changed. 
Consideration may be given to 
variations in exceptional 
circumstances. 

 The matrix in table 2 is correctly 
described and needs no change 

At the time of publication the 
common housing register is still in 
use. therefore no changes are 
proposed at this time. 

new heads of terms have now been 
produced, . 



individual planning applications. We support the use of 
the table A2 and paragraph 4.44 which fix the payments 
to developers for the affordable homes. 4.44 Should say 
Housing Corporations Capital Funding Guide. 4.22 
Service charge should be no more than £260 / year. 4.45 
The Plymouth Common Housing Register will probably 
be replaced by a system of choice based lettings, so this 
should be allowed for here.  Heads of Terms for Model 
Legal Agreement 5: Off site financial contributions The 
first bullet point states that the Housing Corporations 
TCIs and Grant Rates will be used to calculate the 
commuted sum. However, the method of calculation is 
already described in 4.48  4.52 and is not based on 
TCIs. 

Consideration will be given to 
reviewing Trigger levels  for 
completion of affordable dwellings.  
References to TCI, and Common 
Housing Register will be reviewed. 
  

Ms Gibbs West Hoe 
Surgery 

35478 The surgery would be unable to cope in its current 
premises with an influx of patients as a result of new 
development  

 Planning contributions could help to 
fund new medical and health facilities 
required as a result of new 
development. 

No change proposed 



G Ackers  35525 There must be distinction between property owned by 
council or sold/leased to developer; and 'other property'. 
No objection to the proposed tariff charges on property 
owned by council or sold from council to developers 
provided competitive tenders are sought.  Questions the 
need for S106 requirements for 'other property'. Suggest 
getting infrastructure in place before development 
through other funding rather than by developer 
negotiations. Recommends an administration fee based 
on pro-rata cost of capital development. See attached. 
Chapter 2 - Considers thresholds to be unclear. Tariffs 
will only give greater certainty if there is no need for a 
negotiated element. Considers that the price of land 
should only be considered for council property. See 
attached for suggested amendments. Chapter 3 - 
Objects to tariff charges. . 

The Council do not develop property. 
The tariff will apply to  both private 
and public land, The effect of the tariff 
should be reflected in land values. 
The only way to collect financial 
contributions is via legal agreements. 
The principle of planning obligations is 
that the development which places a 
cost on the public purse or services 
should pay. It may be possible for 
essential infrastructure to be provided 
"up front" by development agencies, 
and paid back by developers as 
development takes place. The cost of 
administering a planning obligation 
does not necessarily reflect the money 
value of the agreement, rather the 
complexity of the terms and conditions 
of the agreement. Because of acute 
affordability issues, the greatest need 
is for social rented homes, however to 
develop balanced communities, 
shared ownership will also be 
provided, which allows people to gain 
a stake in the housing market 
Comments in submission 2 are noted 
and corrections and explanations will 
be made where appropriate. 
 

More benefits have been moved into 
the tariff section for greater certainty, 
and to reduce negotiations. Other 
than this no change proposed in 
respect of these comments. 



Alice Ordidge SWERDA 36119 Suggest the SPD should: Identify key developments and 
their ability to contribute towards affordable housing and 
infrastructure costs. Identify the key pieces of 
infrastructure (and their costs) that will be required to 
deliver these developments, and future growth. Promote 
an appropriate pooling/tariff mechanisms to pool monies 
to contribute towards this infrastructure. Contain 
measures to ensure that contributions can be made to 
infrastructure that is 'front funded' (in accordance with 
paragraph B23 of Circular 5/05). Is based on a good 
understanding of the potential impact that the 
contributions will have on the viability and delivery of 
development and future growth. The SPD should also 
reflect the priorities identified in Way Ahead 'New Ideas 
of Sustainable Growth' and New Growth Point 
submissions. 

The key developments, and the 
infrastructure requirements are 
identified in proposals in the relevant 
AAPs. Sites outside AAPs will be 
similarly dealt with in the Sustainable 
Neighbourhoods and Site Allocations 
DPD. Pooling of contributions, and 
front funding are dealt with in the 
SPD. 

No change proposed 

 GVA Grimley    
(Jo Davies) 

City College 
Plymouth 

70381 Chapter 2 - Considers the tariff thresholds are 
unreasonable - seeking contributions from developments 
as small as 1 dwelling can make development unviable. 
Agree that tariff will give greater certainty to developers.  
Chapter 3 - Consider that affordable housing should be 
exempt from any tariff. Chapter 4 - Support 60:40 tenure 
split.. Support joined up working between developers 
and RSLs.  Urge City Council to have a site by site 
approach, to the on site location of affordable housing . 
Considers the requirement for the type and size of 
affordable housing to reflect overall type and size of 
housing in development to be onerous.  

Objection to thresholds noted. 
Development will be viable providing 
the cost of land takes into 
consideration the relevant tariff. 
Support for various elements noted. 
Affordable housing is required across 
the range of locations, and property 
types and sizes. Affordable does not 
mean small units, which would be 
inappropriate for family 
accommodation. Affordable homes 
place some additional burden on 
infrastructure, but a reduced tariff is 
considered appropriate. 

No change propo 
sed 



Nathaniel 
Litchfield 

Sutton 
Harbour 
Group 

36247 Support overall principles and consider document will 
give greater certainty to developers. Support recognition 
that there may be exceptional circumstances for planning 
obligations requirements to be waived in order to meet 
higher strategic or spatial objectives. However the 
document must recognise that such exceptional strategic 
proposals identified in the Core Strategy may come 
forward in advance of adoption of other Local 
Development Documents. Wording in para 2.13 should 
be changed. 

Welcome the general support. It is 
considered that sufficient flexibility can 
be given by changing 'and' in line 4 of 
paragraph 2.13 to 'or'.  

Changes made to old paragraph 
2.13, (now 2.14) 

Mr C Byers Devonport 
Regeneration 
Community 
Partnership 

36341 Clear guidance and criteria against which developers 
can bid for and develop land is welcomed. The threshold 
of 15 (para 4.21) is acceptable,. Is there scope for a 
sliding scale for dwellings below this figure? The 30% 
affordable housing considered realistic. The tariff and the 
affordable housing should generate more reasonable 
land prices.  However, existing land may have been 
purchased and banked at land values, which are now 
unsustainable in terms of the proposed planning 
obligations. Where there are viability factors these will 
need to be made absolutely clear before developers 
acquire land.  Land is so expensive that most affordable 
housing is delivered via planning obligations. It is not 
clear how the planning system will help developers 
tackle sites, which are difficult and costly, and there is a 
risk to affordable housing delivery. Generally support the 
proposed 60:40 split. The requirement for homes to be 
tenure blind and integrated is welcome.  Support clusters 
of up to 12 but there must be flexibility particularly for 
flats.  It is more critical that RSLs obtain the appropriate 
mix of dwelling types and sizes and in good locations 
than for too much rigidity around clustering. To avoid a 
situation on smaller sites where there could be a market 
sector half and an affordable half, the policy could 
consider having a smaller maximum cluster size with 

Welcome the general support for 
thresholds The 60 /40 tenure split and 
target level for affordable housing. 
Comments regarding land already 
purchased will be addressed through 
viability testing. Considered along with 
potential for a phased introduction of 
the tariff. Comments on the need for 
flexibility in clustering arrangements 
and tenure are noted. It is anticipated 
that there will continue to be 
negotiation at planning application 
stage. 
It would not be reasonable to exempt 
affordable housing from all tariff 
requirements, as in some respects 
they place as much a strain on 
existing services as market housing. 
 The timing of the delivery of 
affordable housing on sites will be 
reviewed in light of comments made. 
The carbon targets can not be 
changed as these are contained in the 
adopted core strategy 

A phased introduction of the tariff will 
be introduced. Other than this no 
change proposed 



suitable flexibility. Adequate parking is needed.  
Consider exemption from tariffs on sites with 100% 
affordable housing developed by RSLs. in order to give 
RSLs a competitive edge in acquiring sites from land 
owners. The SPG should require a mix of market 
housing on larger sites being developed by RSLs. Para 
4.43, delivery on site should be replaced to enable 
continuous level of affordable housing throughout the 
build. . In Offsetting Carbon Targets less than ten units 
should not be exempt.  The proposal to use contributions 
towards existing homes (para 4.68) is warmly welcomed. 

D Ellis  37935 Chapter 2- Considers the thresholds are unreasonable 
and will not give great certainty to developers. Agree that 
it is reasonable that the price of land should reflect the 
cost of developing it. Other comment - developers should 
pay a bigger tariff towards local needs. Chapter 3 - 
Disagrees that affordable housing should be exempt 
from any form of tariff. Considers that the developer can 
afford to pay for the tariff. Chapter 4 - Supportive but 
disagrees that the development industry would work with 
RSLs. Further comments - Concern that contributions go 
into a central pot but are never used. 

l It is important that tariffs should not 
prejudice development viability. 
as most of the occupiers of new 
affordable houses will be taken from 
local housing lists it is unreasonable 
such development to pay the same as 
market housing  
any money collected has to be 
carefully accounted for and handed 
back to developer at the end of a 
specified period if it is not used. 

No change proposed 



C Bowhay  37947 Green land should not be built on. Considers that 
contributions should go towards local needs. 
Chapter 2 - The thresholds are unreasonable and should 
be higher. Objects to development on greenfield sites. 
Chapter 3 - Disagrees that affordable housing should be 
exempt from any form of tariff charge. Raises concern 
that education contributions are never used in the local 
area. Chapter 4 - Supportive of the Negotiated Element. 
Further comments - question the need for more 
affordable housing. Raises concern about schools 
oversubscribed in area. Conditions are often ignored or 
changed.  

General Comments noted. In relation 
to specific points:- 
This SPD does not propose any sites 
for development. 
Education contributions, as with other 
S106 contributions can only be used 
in accordance with the terms of the 
agreement, which must relate to 
meeting local deficiencies. This may 
change with the introduction of the 
tariff where defined city wide strategic 
infrastructure may be financed via this 
method. 
There is a greater need for affordable 
homes than supply can satisfy. The 
enforcement of planning conditions is 
outside the scope of this document. 

No change proposed 

J Bowhay  38299 Chapter 2 - considers the thresholds are unreasonable 
and will not provide greater certainty to developers. 
Concerned about too much housing development. 
Chapter 3 - Considers that affordable housing should not 
be exempt from part of the tariff charges.  Chapter 4 - 
Agree with 60:40 tenure split and spread of affordable 
housing. Disagree that development industry would be 
prepared to work with Plymouth's partner RSLs. Further 
comments - concern that contributions towards 
education, children's play areas never get implemented. 
Considers some existing affordable housing too 
expensive.  

General comments noted. In relation 
to specific points:- 
Education contributions, as with other 
S106 contributions can only be used 
in accordance with the terms of the 
agreement which must relate to 
meeting local deficiencies. Education 
and other specific contributions can 
not, and will not be used for other 
purposes. The enforcement of 
planning conditions is outside the 
scope of this document. 

No change proposed 



   
Mr R. Toogood 

South Devon 
AONB 

38448 Welcome inclusion of contributions towards mitigation of 
recreational impacts on the European Marine Site. Para 
3.71 - could be interpreted to mean that developer 
contributions will only be needed during the life of the 
current Estuary Management Plan covering the period 
2006-2012. However the bulk of additional housing and 
development will happen after that date. Suggest change 
of wording to ensure such contributions last the lifetime 
of the SPD. Recreational effects of developments in 
Plymouth will be felt across the whole of the European 
Marine Site, therefore contributions should be made 
pooled and applied, with advice from the Tamar 
Estuaries Consultative Forum to the whole of the 
European Marine site.  

Support for document and contribution 
to strategic natural environment are 
welcomed. 
The Estuaries Management plan is for 
a limited timescale so contributions 
are restricted to that time period. If this 
is rolled forward, then subsequent 
reviews of the SPD can look at 
extending the period for planning 
contributions. 
If it can be demonstrated that 
pressure on the Yealm estuary arises 
from the development in the city, then 
some of the contributions could be 
used for management of the wider 
European Marine site 

No change proposed 

 
Mrs M Small 

Saltash  Town 
Council 

38473  The document is sound overall. There should, however, 
be emphasis on seeking highest provision of affordable 
housing provision, for benefit of surrounding areas, not 
just Plymouth. 

Comments noted No change proposed 

 
Mr Ed Lockett 

Sport England 52946  Here there is the prospect of delivering a planned 
approach to the provision of facilities, and in doing so 
adding value to the work of others and helping to deliver 
sustainable development goals. Whilst recognizing that 
sport has benefited from the use of planning obligations 
in the past, evidence suggests that the level of provision 
secured has not always been adequate.  We would 
therefore wish to lend our support to the development of 
this SPD. 

Welcome the support No change proposed 



Planning 
Issues 

Churchill 
Retirement 
Living Limited

65188 Consider the SPD should be withdrawn The 5% 
management fee and cap of £60,000 is too high, it 
should be based on the time needed to draft the 
agreement. Monitoring costs should be fixed regardless 
of the size of development. No transparency as to how it 
will be spent. Object to requirement for payment of 
contributions at commencement of development. 
Payment should be made when the development is 
occupied. The level of interest to be returned to the 
payee should be set in the SPD in relation to a Bank of 
England base rate.   Period of 20 years, considered far 
too long, it should be 5 years. A longer period could be 
negotiated if the LPA can demonstrate the contribution is 
towards a strategic infrastructure need which is likely to 
take longer to deliver but still meets the test of para. B5. 
Raise concern that the distinction between the 
administration fee referred to in paragraph 2.28 and the 
management fee in para. 2.23 is unclear.  . Consider the 
thresholds unfair in that they are biased towards 
commercial development ie 1 dwelling residential 
developments are subject to contributions whereas 
smaller commercial developments are not. Add 
Sheltered Housing Column to Table 3.1 Object to 
applications not being validated without Draft S106. 
Support exclusion of education contribution from 
sheltered housing. Play and sport contributions should 
be reduced or deleted on sheltered housing. No 
evidence produced on need for health provision. No 
consideration given to communal refuse bins. Object to 
80/20 split (page 35)as not evidenced. There is no 
justification to partial exemption for affordable housing. 
Insufficient justification for why 14 or fewer dwellings 
should not contribute. No justification for carbon 
mitigation element. 

There is no conflict with the circular, 
and it is common practice for 
requirements of planning obligations 
to be due at the commencement of 
development. CLG Guidance on the 
Community Infrastructure Levy (Jan 
2008) states 'The Government 
envisages that, as is often the case 
with planning obligations CIL will be 
payable at the point of 
commencement of development.' .A 
staged payment is by no means out of 
the question especially on larger 
phased developments. The City 
Council will take a realistic approach 
depending upon the type of 
development and individual 
circumstances. All interest accrued 
will be repayable on amounts not 
spent within the specified period. 
Because of the high levels of 
anticipated growth in the City, the 
default period has to be longer than 
five years to deliver the strategic 
infrastructure. The management and 
administration fee are the same. in 
future , all reference will be made to 
management fee. This does not cover 
the cost of preparing the obligation 
and legal costs referred to in 
paragraph 2.28.Commercial 
developments, particularly small 
businesses are likely to employ local 
residents, the additional impact on 
infrastructure will largely have been 

Changes made to refer to 
management fee. 

The repayment period for unspent 
tariff contributions has been reduced 
to 15 years. 

Typos have been corrected 



met through the residential tariff. No 
change is proposed to Table 
H1.Indeed it could be argued that the 
contribution to medical facilities from 
sheltered accommodation should be 
higher than for normal family housing. 
Occupants of sheltered housing have 
more leisure time and it is reasonable 
that they should contribute to open 
space and sport provision. Exemption 
from the tariff can be made in the case 
of play areas. Occupiers of affordable 
housing units will be taken from the 
common housing register and will 
mainly be existing local residents and 
will place proportionately less new 
demands on additional services. The 
typos at 4.3 will be corrected The split 
between residential and commercial 
contributions has been adopted in the 
Milton Keynes System. Discussions 
with that authority shown to be 
supported, and workable. 
 

 Peacock and 
Smith Ltd 

WM Morrison 67464 Considers it unreasonable that all large developments 
should be required to make contributions to economic 
development. 

This is a negotiated element, and is 
commonly used to ensure local 
training and employment initiatives 
etc. 

No change proposed 



Mandip Dhillon RPS 667559 Chapter 2- the thresholds in 2.1 are completely 
unreasonable and will be a disincentive to the smaller 
developer in providing housing and commercial 
development. It should relate to a minimum of 30 houses 
or 10,000 sqm of commercial development. Chapters 2, 
3 and 4- .The tariff system will provide a major 
disincentive to developers, particularly if it is more 
stringent than in surrounding areas which are already 
more attractive to development industries. One of the 
attractions of Plymouth for developers, is that at present 
land prices are relatively lower than in surrounding areas 
but if this advantage is removed by the tariff system then 
developers may decide not to come to Plymouth.  The 
tariff will therefore be a major disincentive in itself In 
particular the tariff on commercial and retail development 
could stifle inward investment and with regard to retail 
will result in higher rents for retailers who need to be 
attracted to the city as part of its economic regeneration. 
Previous proposals by the government to 'interfere' with 
the 'market' in terms of the price and cost of developing 
land have been counter productive and have been 
abandoned. The tariff will therefore be a major 
disincentive in itself and the negotiated element will 
provide further uncertainty. Every development is 
different for a wide range of reasons and therefore 
'planning gain' should be looked at on a 'case by case' 
basis. In conclusion the tariff system which has been 
designed to provide social, transport and other benefits 
could well result in simply delaying development in 
Plymouth. 

The lower thresholds for development 
tariffs are in line with emerging 
Community Infrastructure Levy 
proposals being put forward by 
Government. 
The principle of the  tariff approach is 
generally supported by developers as 
providing a degree of certainty and 
removing an element of risk when 
buying land.   

No change proposed 



 
Sue Walker 

Strategic 
Land 
Partnerships  

79 Chapter 2 - Considers the thresholds are reasonable and 
provide greater certainty. Agree that the price of land 
should reflect the cost of developing it. A 20 year period 
for the 'return' of un-spent contributions is unrealistic; a 
return should be made at the expiration of 5 years if not 
spent. Need detailed analysis of what, where and where 
the tariff is to be spent.  Question the status of document 
- suggest it should be a DPD subject to the inquiry 
process. It could also be premature in light of imminent 
panel report into the Regional Spatial Strategy and the 
early stage of Sherford. Consider  the Management Fee 
is unnecessary and may make development unviable. 
Chapter 3 - The tenure split should be determined by up-
to-date, local proven need and scheme viability - not 
blanket policy. Agree developers should work with 
Council's partner RSL's provided the list does not 
exclude all other RSLs or developers taking the role of 
an RSL. Support dispersal of affordable housing in 
developments. Change para 4.46 add 'or transferred to 
an RSL, before 90% of market...'.   How will prices be 
index linked? 

welcome  the general support for 
thresholds and issues of certainty. 
because of the high levels of 
anticipated growth in the City, the 
default period has to be longer than 
five years to deliver the strategic 
infrastructure. Consideration will be 
given to reducing the default period to 
coincide with the plan period up to 
2021.  
All S106 expenditure will have an 
audit trail to account for it. 
It is appropriate for an SPD to expand 
upon adopted policies in the Core 
Strategy. 
An up to date housing needs study 
(DCA 2006) identifies that affordable 
housing need exceeds total housing 
supply, and also recommends the 
60:40, Social rented /intermediate split 
accept comments on para 4.46. 
An allowance for highway works will 
be made if site specific highway works 
contribute to strategic infrastructure. 
Retail Price Index (RPI) will be used to 
index link S106 Obligations. This is 
referred to in the model agreements.  

The repayment period for unspent 
tariff contributions has been reduced 
to 15 years. 

 

No further changes are proposed 

 
Lt Cmdr R.N. 
Gibson 
(Retired) 

Widewell 
Residents 
Assoc. 

35412  It is a tax on the building and construction industry and 
viewed from any angle cannot be considered as fair. It 
has lost sight of the original concept of providing 
immediate facilities for the community being created by a 
developer and is being set up as a resource facility for 
public infrastructure at large, overseen by council officers 
working under government direction. It has all the 

The principle of development tariffs 
are in line with emerging Community 
Infrastructure Levy proposals being 
put forward by Government, 

No change proposed 



symptoms of an undisguised stealth tax which will 
probably put many builders out of business and put an 
inevitable increase on the starting price for first time 
buyers. 

Wharfside 
Regeneration 
(Mr B Tanner) 

 35515 Consider the financial tariff imposed on developments 
with minimum of 1 dwelling is undeliverable. The North 
West Quadrant site at Derriford and proposals for 
development on it should be should be exempt given its 
contribution to the higher strategic and spatial priorities 
of the City and for Derriford. Detrimental to regeneration 
schemes where land purchased prior to tariff system 

Consideration will be given to a 
phasing in of the tariff system to allow 
for sites already purchased.  

A phased introduction of the tariff will 
be introduced. Other than this no 
change proposed 

Persimmon 
Homes 

Pegasus 
Planning 
Group 

35519 It is essential that the tariff retains a degree of flexibility 
to allow for other requirements of the Core Strategy and 
The North Plymstock AAP, to ensure that the viability of 
schemes are not prejudiced. The Tariff should not be 
unrealistic, which would run the risk of driving away 
development. The standard legal agreements provide a 
useful starting point, but flexibility should be allowed. 
Abnormal development costs should be taken into 
account. 
Because SPDs are not subject to independent 
examination they should be fully compliant with National 
policy, and regional guidance. 
Support para 1.7, and clarity on obligations and 
affordable housing. Whilst generally supporting 
Infrastructure Capital Pot approach, this must be 
delivered with clarity. Payment on commencement is 
unreasonable on large sites. Phased payments should 
be allowed. The SPD should clarify what will happen on 
outline applications. Persimmon reserves the right to 
work with alternative RSL partners. 

Specific Provisions of adopted DPDs 
will take precedence over the 
provisions of an SPD.It is agreed the  
tariff should not prejudice future 
development. Further work has been 
undertaken on development viability. 
Comments on standard agreements 
are noted. 
Any known abnormal costs should be 
reflected in the price paid for the land.
Each contribution will have a clear 
audit trail. Phased payments will be 
appropriate in certain circumstances 
such as that quoted. 
The method for dealing with outline 
applications is given in para 2:21. 
Reference to RSL partners is noted. 

A phased introduction of the tariff will 
be introduced. Other than this no 
change proposed 



 
Ms Freeman 

The Theatres 
Trust 

35520 We are concerned with the protection and promotion of 
the theatres 
in Appendix 1 on page 56 that cultural facilities will be 
given one of the highest priorities for the city centre but 
this term only appears as an 'add-on' at item 4.45. A key 
strategic objective of your Core strategy was to stimulate 
leisure and cultural activities, and objective 2 was to 
provide exceptional shopping, cultural, educational and 
health care facilities. Strategic objective 8 was to create 
and promote cultural quarters and to promote local 
cultural venues. Policy CS12 was to enhance the city's 
cultural offer but surprisingly Policy CS33 did not 
mention the word 'cultural'. This document is excellent 
for new developments and not withstanding the 
aspiration for new arts and entertainment facilities this 
section should be made more clear regarding benefits for 
existing cultural facilities. 
Theatre buildings do not benefit appropriately under the 
terms of S106 and other agreements, and that it will 
increasingly be necessary to unlock new sources of 
funding to help pay for significant improvements to them.

Comments noted  Theatres have been included in the 
Community Facilities section as a 
negotiated element. 

 
Mr Tim Watton 

Home 
Builders 
Federation 

35533 Object to tariff based approach to SPD, at odds with 
recent Government statement on direction for funding.  
Chapter 2 - Object to 'open book' approach in para. 2.11. 
Para.2.11 repeats para. 10.32 in the Core Strategy and 
should be deleted. The tariff should be subject of 
examination process as required for development plan 
documents. CIL is a move away from a development 
impact based approach and in particular is not a tax on 
development. Chapter 3 - Object to the table - No robust 
evidence for figures tested through examination. In para 
3.17 - planning obligations should not  go towards 
bringing old school buildings up to modern standards . 
All contributions must related directly to the impact of the 
development. Object to the requirement for contributions 

Recent guidance on CIL (Jan 2008) 
encourages Local Authorities that 
have, or are embarking on Tariff 
based approach to continue reflecting 
current law and policy. 
Unless developers can demonstrate 
why they can not comply with adopted 
policy they risk applications being 
refused. The open book approach 
helps to justify why some or all of the 
obligations might be set-aside in order 
for the development to continue. The 
city councils approach is in line with 
the emerging CIL. 

.No change proposed 



to economic development. There is no link between 
impact of housing and economic development. 
Sustainable housing should conform to the latest PPS on 
renewable energy. Ch 4 - Object to para. 4.26  
thresholds should apply to gross housing figures. Rather 
it should based on net figures, as expressed in PPS3. 

There is no intention of using 
education contributions for 
maintenance, or to remedy existing 
deficiencies. 
There is no intention that residential 
development will have to contribute to 
economic development, this will be 
made clear as requested  

Devon and 
Cornwall 
Constabulary 

RPS Group 35962  Consider that the SPD should seek contributions 
towards police resources. Para. B5 of Circular 05/05 
states police requirements are a legitimate planning 
contribution. They are also likely to be necessary as a 
result of Government's sustainable communities plan. 

A clear and costed case will need to 
be made that additional facilities will 
be required as a direct result of 
Plymouths additional housing growth 
in order to be included as an element 
in the tariff. 
It would be possible to consider 
requiring a contribution from 
significant developments as part of the 
negotiated element. 

No change proposed 

 
Mr Ian Parsons 

Highways 
Agency 

92  Major development should not have an adverse impact 
on the Strategic Road Network (SRN) eg the A38 
.Chapter 2 - support for the  tariff system-.Application to 
affordable housing will help to ensure sustainable 
transport, and gap between residents with and without a 
car is not increased. Chapter 3 - Support para. 3.76. 
Question whether the costs of the High Quality public 
transport network and the cost of meeting these through 
development contributions is achievable. See attached. 
Ch 4 - Urges that requirements for Transport 
Assessments and Transport Statements should be 

Welcome the general support. The 
tariff along with housing land releases 
will have to be monitored in order to 
ensure that they remain on track. The 
proposed tariff system will capture 
more community benefits including 
contributions to highway infrastructure 
than the existing approach to planning 
obligations would. Development 
across the city will address the 
strategic transport infrastructure t 

No change proposed 



compliant with latest Guidance on Transport 
Assessment. Need more explicit reference in transport 
policy context sections to latest guidance.  Wish to see 
greater priority given to transportation issues in those 
neighbourhoods on key corridors / radial routes within 
the city. This is particularly important for neighbourhood 
areas that are dissected by the A38 or large-scale 
developments proposed in close proximity to the SRN. 

RPS Group  Plymouth and 
South West 
Coop 

36378 The thresholds are reasonable. Table 2.1-2.2: it is not 
clear why the items identified as covered by the tariff 
have been chosen.  There are other items in the 
'Negotiated' list that would seem to be appropriate for the 
tariff, such as 'Offsetting carbon targets'. Clarification of 
the rationale for the listing of items within the two 
separate tables is required therefore. 

The there is a limit, to how site 
specific a tariff based approach can 
be. If each has to be justified on a 
case by case basis, then the tariff, or 
emerging CIL has no value in terms of 
delivering certainty. 
Some elements such as carbon off 
setting do not lend themselves to a 
formula based approach, and 
therefore have to be done on an 
individual basis. 
  

Refuse collection charges have been 
dropped, and natural environment 
has been included into the tariff 
section. It is not practical to make 
offsetting carbon into the tariff 
section. 



RPS Group Plymouth and 
South West 
Coop 

36378 2.6/2.7: The comments on pooled contributions are 
noted, and for large infrastructure, this practise can be 
appropriate. However, the requirement of Circular 05/05, 
especially that the contribution must relate to the 
development proposed, must also be taken into account.

Every development will have some 
impact on community infrastructure; it 
is just that individually the 
contributions have not been cost 
effective to collect. The government 
CIL approach is similar to that in the 
SPD, and aims to spread more fairly 
the cost of development. 
 
 

No change proposed 

RPS Group  Plymouth and 
South West 
Coop 

36378 2.11: Consideration must be given to land ownership 
issues which can influence the development phasing and 
timetable of a large site. 

Phasing and ownership issues are 
noted, however the deliberate use 
these to avoid contributions will not be
allowed. 

No change proposed 

 Carter 108 2.14: Changes in market value, and the state of the 
economy as a whole, can diminish the value of the 
development whilst not diminishing the cost of 
addressing known site constraints. Para  2.21: Any such 
discussions should, where the applicant has provided the 
appropriate information, deliver clear advice to the 
applicant from the council. 

The tariff levels will be reviewed 
annually, to ensure that it  reflects 
market conditions. Also viability 
testing through an open book 
approach is allowed for 

A phased introduction of the tariff will 
be introduced. Other than this no 
change proposed. 
 

 Carter 109 2.24: The management fee cap at Â£60,000 is too high. 
It is not considered that any proposals or agreements, 
under a tariff system, will require such levels, and costs, 
of management. A cap of Â£35,000 is more appropriate.

Comments on Management Charges 
are noted. 

No change proposed to charging 
levels.  

 
 Carter 110 2.26: Contributions should be index linked to the date of 

the agreement. 2.27: The proposed default period of 20 
years is totally unacceptable and unjustifiable. Whilst in 
some circumstances some of the construction made may 
be towards a strategic need, the majority of contributions 
will not be for such long term or significant investment. 
Investment should be made to mitigate the impact of the 
development. This impact will usually be felt within 5 
years, so this should be the default period. 2.28: What is 

Reference to Administration should 
refer to Management Charges.  
Correction to text will be made, 
because of the high levels of 
anticipated growth in the City, the 
default period has to be longer than 
five years to deliver the strategic 
infrastructure. Consideration will be 
given to reducing the default period to 

The repayment period for unspent 
tariff contributions has been reduced 
to 15 years. 
Changes have been made to refer to 
management charges , and not 
administration charges 



the administration fee? Is this the management fee? coincide with the plan period upto 
2021.  
 

 Carter 111 3.8: The level of contributions being sought is 
significantly in excess of those currently being secured 
through section 106 agreements. The new regime should 
be phased in gradually so that it does not frustrate 
development by making it unviable. 3.9: The submission 
of a standard legal agreement with planning applications 
may be difficult. It is unlikely that the requirement for all 
items will be known, particularly those for negotiation, as 
these will follow after consultations on the application. 
The draft should be required after the consultation period 
is completed, say 5 weeks after the registration of the 
application. 

A phased introduction of the scheme 
will be considered. 
It is necessary to reduce the time and 
effort in completing a planning 
obligation. Standardised agreements 
will be produced and submitted with 
the application to avoid delay. 

A reduced tariff is to be introduced for 
the first 12 months. 

 Carter 113 3.29: Reference is made to contributions being made to 
cover the staffing costs etc of new health facilities. This 
is not acceptable. All new residents of the housing 
development will pay local and national taxes that cover 
such costs. To ask the developer to contribute as well 
will effectively lead to double counting, paying for it twice. 
3.31: not referenced or supported by evidence. 

In some cases, the use of 
contributions to cover initial 
Temporary staffing costs are within 
national guidelines. 
 

No change proposed 

 Carter 114 4.29: The proposed 60:40 tenure split will not be 
appropriate in all cases. 4.32: Developers should be free 
to choose their preferred partner for the delivery of 
affordable housing. 4.41: The market should determine 
the amounts paid for social housing units. 

The 60:40 tenure split is fully justified 
by the 2006 Housing Needs Study. In 
some instances variations may be 
appropriate, but this should be seen 
as the norm. 
The named RSLs are 'preferred 
partners' planning can not insist on 
any particular RSL. The amounts 
given for social units were agreed by 
the RSL partners as reflecting 
average for Plymouth. 

No change proposed 



RPS Group  Plymouth and 
South West 
Coop 

36378  Economic development is not  an appropriate 
consideration to seek contributions for. PPSI does refer 
to sustainable development as quoted, but in the context 
that all developments should address the physical issues 
in trying to achieve sustainable communities. It is not 
considered that the items listed, however worthy, in 
paragraph 4.66 in any way comply with or encouraged 
by the contents of PPSI. None directly facilitate 
sustainable development. 

Economic development contributions 
will be negotiated on a site by site 
basis, they are reasonable and have 
been successfully used in other 
cases. The comments on transport 
issues are noted. 

No change proposed 

RPS Group  Plymouth and 
South West 
Coop 

36378 Transport: Contributions towards strategic public 
transport improvements are acknowledged as 
appropriate. However, the evidence base for the 
assumptions made in paragraph 3.78 needs to be 
clarified. 

This is based on anticipated costs for 
the network minus the amount 
anticipate that might be available via 
grants etc 

No change proposed 

RPS Group  Plymouth and 
South West 
Coop 

36378 Education: The need for investment and improvements 
to education provision can very across the city and 
should be reflected in the requirement for contributions. 

 A City wide  Strategic approach to 
provision of education and library 
services is considered appropriate 

No change proposed 

RPS Group  Plymouth and 
South West 
Coop 

36378 Libraries and Community services: The costs sought are 
considered high, and this is due to the assumption made 
that all new developments will require additional library 
and community buildings to be built to address the 
increased need/demand. This may well not be the case 
and consideration must be given therefore to the 
provision of such facilities in the area to which the 
development relates. 

 A City wide  Strategic approach to 
provision of education and library 
services is considered appropriate 

No change proposed 

RPS Group  Plymouth and 
South West 
Coop 

36378 Health: The improvements to the health services of the 
city are supported, but contributions should only be used 
to address the increased demand for those services from 
new development. 

 A City wide Strategic approach to 
provision of Health Services is 
considered appropriate 

No change proposed 



RPS Group  Plymouth and 
South West 
Coop 

36378 Recreation, Sport, Open Space and Children’s play 
space: Number of key concerns - The splitting of the city 
into three regions for playing field purposes does not 
allow for local levels of good supply to be taken into 
account. Whilst it is unlikely that those in the South area 
will only use pitches in that area, especially when nearer 
pitches and facilities are available in the North or East 
area. Commercial developments should make 
contributions to recreation, sport and open space as well. 
It is acknowledged, including by sport England that many 
undertake recreational and sporting activities based 
around their sport location of work. The level of 
contributions sought from new residential developments 
should be reduced accordingly - NPFA standard is 
outdated and does not reflect Government Policy. - The 
evidence base and justification for the costs of playing 
pitch provision, maintenance and children’s play space is 
unclear and needs to be clarified. 

Sports facilities have a wider 
catchment than the local area. The 
Council has an adopted Sports Pitch 
Strategy that has been used in 
developing the tariff. It is not 
considered reasonable that 
commercial developments should 
contribute to sports provision, as 
many of the employees will also be 
residents of the city. 

No change proposed 

Levvel Ltd McCarthy & 
Stone 

36410 Chapters 2 - 4: The method of calculating tariff for 
developments based on floor space is unfair towards 
sheltered housing. Contribution requirements must be 
fairly and reasonable related in scale and kind to the 
proposed development (para. B5, Circular 05/05) 
 
. Object to Councils request that commercially sensitive 
information should be put into the public domain.  
Insufficient attention has been given to the nature of the 
proposed development and the implications this may 
have for on-site delivery and overall scheme viability.  
 
Recommend that the SPD should take specific account 
of the nature of a development in determining whether 
provision should be on or off site . In particular the SPD 
needs to recognise that there may be management or 
service charge reasons why on site provision is not 

The tariff formula is based upon unit 
numbers, and bed spaces and not 
floor space.  
 
 
 
Financial information provided through 
financial viability work will not be 
public information.  
 
 
 
The presumption must be that 
affordable housing provision will be 
made on site; a sound argument must 
be put forward for off site provision 
 

No change proposed 



deliverable. 
 
  
Developers should be able to work with RSLs not the 
preferred list. 
 
 
Chapter 4 - Consider detail of how off site commuted 
sums are calculated is problematic. Calculation of the 
value of the in lieu paynent should be made on basis of a 
residual valuation. 
 
 
Suggest a maximum level of developer subsidy to 
provide certainty. This should be based on the transfer of 
land for affordable housing and no further capital 
contributions. Suggest formula: Developer Subsidy = 
Open Market Land Price minus Affordable Housing Land 
Price. Must accord with principles of Circular 05/05 . 
Mechanisms should be demonstrated with the SPD for 
the implementation and monitoring of the delivery of 
affordable and market housing arising from the 
application of the SPD . The SPD should not include the 
detail which would not be more appropriately dealt with, 
and independently scrutinised through inclusion in an 
Affordable Housing DPD. 

 
 
.. 
The preferred RSL partners list is 
recommended, but not imposed via 
the planning system. 
 
The methodology for commuted sum 
provision is considered appropriate 
 
 
 
 
 The commuted sum calculation 
proposed is considered appropriate.  
All aspects of housing delivery will be 
carefully monitored. 

White Young 
Green 

Sainsbury's 
Supermarkets 
Ltd 

36464 Planning obligations must accord with the requirements 
of circular 05/2005.  There is no clear basis for 'factoring 
up' the contributions for retail development and 
consequently 'factoring down' the contributions from 
other commercial development. The assessment of the 
value of contributions which are to be made appears not 
to have regard to relevant characteristics of a proposed 
development, redevelopment or extensions to existing 
development, or between different types of location (eg. 

The basis for factoring up retail 
transport contribution is on the basis 
of additional trip generations for retail 
uses .  
The individual circumstances can be 
taken into consideration if a robust 
case can be made. It is not possible in 
a tariff-based approach to 
accommodate all circumstances, as 

No change proposed 



within/outside urban areas), do not appear to be taken 
into account. Additionally, it is not clear how many 
benefits that are inherent in development proposals are 
to be taken into account, particularly where such benefits 
address objectives for which contributions are being 
sought under the proposed SPD. In its current form 
therefore, we consider that the SPD does not meet the 
requirements set out in circular 05/2005. 

this would defeat the purpose of 
simplicity and clarity that this 
approach brings. 

Linda Gilroy 
MP 

 38419 Asks if new housing company can be added to the list as 
a group with which the Council would ask developers to 
work with. Strongly supports the community land trust as 
another form of affordable housing - which should be 
referred to in the SPD. Suggests timing and language of 
SPD could be improved for everyone to understand. 
Question how much clout Plymouth City has in enforcing 
higher percentage requirement of affordable housing. 
Considers the document has too many generalisations 
e.g. para.3.12 regarding school improvements. Question 
how well planning understands the aims of other 
services. Objects to the incompleteness of Table A1 

The document will be kept under 
review, and new partners included, or 
old ones removed when appropriate. 
Because an organisation is not in the 
list, it does not preclude them from 
developments. Whilst efforts have 
been made to make the document as 
understandable as possible, it is a 
technical document; largely of interest 
to the development industry A working 
knowledge of the planning system is 
therefore assumed in order to avoid 
having to explain every term, and 
concept. We will look at the final 
document to simplify the language 
where possible and will insert a 
glossary to assist understanding. If 
developments do not provide 
affordable housing in line with the 
adopted policy The City Council has 
the option of refusing the planning 
application. There has been close 
working with other sectors of the 
council and much of the inputs from 
education; housing, transport etc have 
come from them. Work on the 
sustainable neighbourhood studies is 

The document has been simplified 
and shortened.  
The final version will include a 
glossary. 



continuing but will be excluded from 
the final document. 

Network Rail  
(Mr  S Austin) 

 71460 Support SPD where it places consideration of securing 
contributions towards necessary infrastructure. Would 
welcome contributions towards the railway in line with 
Circular 05/05 -  Where patronage increases at Plymouth 
station as result of development, contributions to 
transport links should be sought - supported by recent 
guidance on Transport Assessment., In light of growth in 
Plymouth - would welcome commitment of the council of 
pooling planning obligation from numerous development 
to mitigate their combined impact on the railway. 
(Circular 05/05) . 

In line with proposals set out in PCC’s 
Rail Strategy a rail station assessment 
has been completed in partnership 
with neighbouring authorities, train 
operators, and Network Rail.  Further 
feasibility work will be done,and 
funding and delivery options to 
‘implement a hierarchy of 
improvements at Plymouth rail 
stations’ . The PCC Rail Strategy 
proposes ’the redevelopment of the 
City’s main railway station into an 
‘integrated transport hub’. S106 
contributions have  been used to 
make improvements to rail stations 
within the city,  Developer  could be 
used to part fund further 
improvements to all Plymouth rail 
stations in pursuit of delivery of a city 
wide High Quality Public Transport 

No change proposed 



network. Given that (a) all track and 
stations are the assets and 
responsibility of Network Rail and the 
train operators; (b) any rail capacity 
issues arising from growth in the city 
are likely be concerned with train and 
track capacity rather than station 
capacity; and ( c) the pressures on 
local transport funds (LTP and S106), 
the PCC contribution to such 
investments are likely to be limited. 

Tetlow  King 
Planning  

South West  
RSLs 

73479 Generally support SPD and would regard it as an 
example of best practice. Support tariff system. We do 
not support the council's proposal of imposing a tariff for 
waste and recycling services. This should be covered by 
council tax payments. .Before accepting a commuted 
payment , the council should consider  negotiating over 
the level of social rented housing on a site . This would 
allow for more affordable housing to be provided on site, 
which should be the Council's first priority. Affordable 
housing should be spread evenly in new developments 
but we believe the wording of this policy is too restrictive. 
There may be developments where it is appropriate 
affordable units to be grouped together in clusters bigger 
than 12.  We do not believe that the affordable housing 
should be required to be affordable 'in perpetuity’. The - 
government's definition of affordable housing from 
'Delivering Affordable Housing' states that provision 
should only be made for affordable housing 'to be 
retained for future eligible households',. 

Welcome the support in principle. 
Affordable housing will be exempt 
from most of the tariff requirements, 
occupants will however place 
demands on public transport, open 
space, and it is proposed to retain the 
contribution in this respect. The 
priority will be delivery of affordable 
homes on site. in looking at alternative 
arrangement. The council will strive to 
maximise the number of  affordable 
homes .Whilst reducing the number of 
social rented units on site might be an 
option this approach would  fail to 
deliver affordable housing to those in 
greatest need. 
  The section requiring affordable 
homes  will be amended as 
suggested. 

The tariff for waste collection has 
been dropped. References to 
“perpetuity have been changes as 
suggested. Other wise no other 
changes proposed. 
 



 


