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1.0 Introduction  
 
1.1 This document details the main issues raised in the representations 

received during the formal public consultation that the Council 
conducted on the ‘Affordable Housing’ Local Development Framework 
(LDF) Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). The document also 
includes a summary of the main issues raised and how the issues have 
been addressed in the final SPD.  

  
2.0 Consultation under Regulation 17 
 

2.1  The draft ‘Affordable Housing’ SPD was subject to public consultation 
from 5 October 2007 to 16 November 2007. 27 representations were 
received on the SPD (these are fully detailed in the attached schedule 
in Appendix B1). Representations were received from a number of 
statutory bodies, public organisations and private individuals. The key 
points arising from the consultation are: 

   
2.2 9 representations had no comments or objections on the draft SPD and 

supportive comments were received from 2 representations. 
 
2.3 Detailed responses were received from a further 16 representations.   

2.4 In addition to the public consultation the SPD was subject to internal 
consultation within the City Council.  

 
2.5 As a result of the public and internal consultation a number of changes 

to the draft SPD have been made. The amendments to the SPD are 
illustrated in the schedule in Appendix B1.

 



 
Appendix B1 

City of Stoke-on-Trent Council 
Draft Supplementary Planning Document – Affordable Housing 
Response to representations received on the draft document  

 
SPD Affordable Housing Section 1 – Introduction 
 
 Consultee 

 
Response Submission Draft 

No Comments    
SPD Affordable Housing Section 2 – What is meant by the term “Affordable Housing”? 
 

Key Issue 1 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

It would be useful to specifically refer to the 
Government guidance on the definition of 
affordable housing as per PPS3  

 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW 
Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 
Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 

PPS3 was published after this 
document therefore rewrite in 
response to PPS3. 

2.1 revised text 

We would prefer the criteria for affordable 
housing for sale to be stated in terms of the 
purchase price, which is considered 
affordable. The £75-£90k range seems 
appropriate for the FTB in the 2-bed house 
market, which will be the main focus for 
assisted housing for sale. There should be 
less emphasis on the models used in the 
definition as these may well change and we 
may want to encourage the development of 
new models in the future. An example of this 
arising here is that EP FTB Initiative is not 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Models change and open to 
review 

See Key issue Section 2 

 



listed, but is a relevant model which could 
be provided by developers without EP 
subsidy. 

 
The policy should not endorse the model of 
sale at fixed discount from full market value. 
This model for new provision is flawed as 
changing market prices may result in the 
sale prices becoming unaffordable or 
increasingly low. We accept that a 
proportion of current market value will have 
to apply to re-sales. 

 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Models kept under review and 
appropriate to circumstances 

See Key issue Section 2 

Not convinced that Intermediate rent is 
required in the Stoke market. If it were to be 
produced, the rent would probably not be 
below HB ceiling, as that is equivalent to 
social housing. We suggest that the policy 
should state that proposals for the provision 
of intermediate (sub-market) rental 
properties will be considered providing this 
is affordable to the target client group (using 
recommended CLG affordability criteria). 

 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Models change and open to 
review 

See Key issue Section 2 

Clarity is needed in relation to the definition 
of intermediate housing.  There needs to be 
a degree of flexibility as names and products 
change and we would wish to encourage 
innovation.  Intermediate housing can be 
defined as (a) housing for rent which is 
below market levels but above social rent 
levels and (b) housing for sale that is sold on 
an equity share basis and/or at below 

Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 

Agreed See Key issue Section 2 

 



market value.  Intermediate housing for sale 
would include shared ownership (new build 
Homebuy), shared equity and housing sold 
at a fixed equity discount from market value 
(maintained in perpetuity).  An appendix to 
the document could describe the 
intermediate options more closely. 
 
It would be useful to include a table with the 
markets listed in Stoke in which the 
affordable price is stipulated based on local 
household incomes. We are thinking that the 
markets would be as simply as defined for 2 
bed housing (Couples/single people); 3 bed 
housing (families); 4 bed housing (larger 
families).  There would be significant prices 
differences that will make the delivery of 
larger units for sale more feasible.  This can 
then clearly be updated on a regular basis 
and will provide a basis for checking 
whether Intermediate Tenure options are 
affordable. 

 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW 
Councillor Coleman 

May be data issues in relation 
presenting and updating this 
table but the principles are 
accepted.  Not really clear 
about the point in relation to 
the feasibility of larger units 

Tables updated 

Discounted housing does not fit the 
definition of AH as set out by Government 
and should be omitted. (3rd / 4th bullet point 
removed and description at 2.4) 
 

Barry Pitts, Staffs HA  2.4. text revised  
4th bullet removed 

Whilst it is recognised that discounted 
housing can benefit the housing market and 
provide solutions to regeneration 
programmes, the statement above does not 
fit the definition of affordable housing as set 

Paul Williams, NHF  2.4 text revised 
4th bullet removed 

 



out by Government and should not be 
considered as delivering affordable housing 
in this SPD. 
 
The following point should be removed from 
the definition as detailed above - 
 
"Homes provided on a low cost sale basis, 
at a significant discount from market value 
but on first sale only (most likely in renewal 
context)." 
 
Ensure AH remains in perpetuity and cant 
be sold for profit 
 

Michael Barry, Fulford 
Parish Council 

  

Definition needs to be understood by 
community – and which types on which 
development 
    

Dr Drakakis-Smith, 
Thistleberry RA 

Agreed Section 2.4 

Low cost homes may be built to assist first 
time buyers and others but, for clarification, 
should not be used to meet the planning 
obligations for affordable housing as they 
may not be affordable in perpetuity. 
 

Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 

Agreed Section 2.4 

SPD Affordable Housing Section 3 – Sites appropriate for Affordable Housing 
 

Key Issue 2 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

Site threshold should be kept under review. N Gilbert, RENEW 
Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 
 

Agree Text inserted in Key issue 
3.3 

 



Threshold should also mention the size of 
the site also in terms of threshold to avoid 
developers reducing the density to avoid the 
requirement. We suggest using the same 
criteria as PPS 3, which states along with a 
threshold of 15 units or more to have a site 
of 0.5ha in size. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW 
 

PPS3 states 15 units + No change 

In the policy it is mentioned that sites that 
fall under this threshold maybe considered 
for AH if there is a requirement in the 
location.  If less than 15 then specific 
locations will need to be listed and will need 
evidencing from Strategic Housing Land 
Assessments in order that the policy is 
robust and not open to site by site 
interpretation. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW Agreed Text 3.5 

Flexibility to include where less than 15 
units. E.g. where relocation sites for 
clearance 

Barry Pitts, Staffs HA Agreed Text 3.5 

More robust to stop developers splitting 
sites.  Support viewing sites as a whole. 

Barry Pitts, Staffs HA 
Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 

Agreed Text 3.5 

Recognise that requirement regardless of 
size of site can threat viability of 
development 
 

M Dale, Barratt Homes Minimum size appropriate No change 

Sections 3 & 4 refer to site thresholds and % 
of AH.  It is important that the text explicitly 
states that this is the approach being 
progressed through the Core Strategy and 
that its current emerging status is made 

Martyn Hunt, GOWM Agreed Core Spatial Strategy 
explained in Foreword 

 



clear.  i.e. must be scrutinised via DPD 
rather than SPD.  Please x ref to Policy 
CP13 representations on the Preferred 
Options CSS. 
 
No minimum threshold / should be less.  Councillor Coleman 

Dr Drakakis-Smith, 
Thistleberry RA 
Angela Lee, Gladstone 
Pottery 
Brian Ball, Newshaw Walk 
RA 

Resources, feasibility and 
viability are all issues here 
Threshold in line with national 
guidance but will be kept 
under review 

No change 

Prioritise on local needs e.g. if not needed 
locally request for AH in area where needed, 
or financial contribution 
 

Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 

First assumption on-site, 
followed by off site if 
appropriate 

No change 

SPD does not give regard to specific 
circumstances in Meir AMI where the 
oversupply of AH is major issue – may be 
counter productive.  Blanket 25% here 
would not be balanced.  Policy doesn’t 
account for oversupply in areas.  Will divert 
funds from HMR pot to AH pot. 
 

Helen O’Doherty - David 
Wilson Estates 

The policy allows discretion 
according to circumstances 

Text 3.6 

Key Issue 3 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

Model s106 agreement needs to be 
compatible with DCLG s106 agreement / 
kept up to date with government guidance 

N Gilbert, RENEW  
Barry Pitts, Staffs HA 
Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy, SOTCC 
 

Agreed HET developed model 

Good to have model s106 as part of SPD. 
 

Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 

Agreed Text 3.8 

 



 Dr Drakakis-Smith, 
Thistleberry RA 

The HMR Team should be involved with any 
S106 agreement discussions that involve 
developments within the HMR Area and 
more particularly the ARF areas. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW Operational issue.  Will 
involve HMR team where 
appropriate. 

No change 

S106 model needs to be flexible to enable 
amendment to be made on a site-specific 
basis  
 

M Dale, Barratt Homes Agreed HET developed model 

Need rigorous control of s106 model 
 

Mr Woolmer, resident Agreed No change 

In principle this is good practice and ensures 
all parties are aware of the expectations 
placed upon them in their respective roles. 
The model should be reviewed at least 
annually to ensure its relevance and to 
reflect changing demands and 
circumstances within the local area and any 
Government guidance. 
 

Paul Williams, NHF Agreed HET will review model  

S106 should be spent locally 
 

Councillor Coleman Not defined in this SPD No change 

SPD Affordable Housing Section 4 – The amount of Affordable Housing 
 

Key Issue 4 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

The level of affordable housing required will 
need to be kept under review and to be 
consistent with the Core Strategy. It should 
be based on the latest evidence base 
available e.g Housing Needs Study and or 

N Gilbert, RENEW  
Dr Drakakis-Smith, 
Thistleberry RA 
Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy, SOTCC 

Agreed Monitoring and review of 
figures in the Forward and 
4.6  

 



Strategic Housing Market Assessment. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW 
Barry Pitts, Staffs HA 
 

25% reasonable target and good to have 
variable % to be flexible to local needs. 

Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 
Brian Ball, Newshaw Walk 
RA 

Agreed No change 

The notional upper limit of 40% should be 
dispensed with, unless there’s a strong 
evidence base to argue otherwise. We are 
aware that this requirement may have been 
driven by calculations (from some time ago) 
which indicated this level of provision would 
be needed to provide sufficient rehousing for 
households from clearance areas in the 
Renew programme.  Re-phasing and an 
overall slow-down in the clearance 
programme means that we do not now 
anticipate a requirement of 40% from new-
build in any area.  We accept the proposed 
position that the rate should where possible 
be consistent with the Core Strategy. A fixed 
rate should be stated but that rate should be 
responsive to local need, site viability and 
funding availability.  
 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW 
Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy, SOTCC 
 

Agreed Text change 4.2 

A timescale should be set for reviewing the 
evidence base on a continual cycle given 
that the evidence within the policy relies 
heavily on House Price Data and Income 
data. 

N Gilbert, RENEW Agreed Regular monitoring in place 
through HET 

In relation to HMR activity, we suggest it 
would be helpful to refer to the decanting 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Too specific for SPD No change 

 



that has to take place in some of the ARF 
areas and the balance between this and 
other activities that the Pathfinder are 
carrying out to address the problems in the 
housing markets.  
 
Within the HMR area the 25% may make 
some sites financially non-viable and 
therefore we welcome the extent to which 
the policy reflects this sensitivity.   
 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Agreed No change 

In relation to the appraisal work that we 
have been doing within the ARFs, the 
general level of affordable housing provision 
that is financially viable is currently between 
10-15%, but it must be emphasized that 
most of these sites are in the most difficult 
brownfield locations. 
 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Flexibility incorporated 
pending on individual 
situations 

No change 

25% too high – schemes not viable.  Dispute 
25% as Local House Needs Index states 
oversupply of AH in area.  Also, developer 
viability report not supportive of this. 
 

M Dale, Barratt Homes Local Needs Index is 
reporting on 2005 HNS – 
2006 update clearly indicates 
a deficit 

No change 

Inappropriate to contribute to off site AH M Dale, Barratt Homes Does this refer to comment 
on para 4.3?  Agree that this 
needs to be re-written 

Text 4.3 

Many Local Authorities are now requiring 
percentages of affordable housing in excess 
of 25%. Therefore the percentage, if it 
remains at 25% should be set as a 
minimum. The final percentage of affordable 
housing to be set as the minimum 

Paul Williams, NHF Target of 25% appropriate for 
Stoke-on-Trent 

No change 

 



percentage on sites above the agreed 
threshold, should be determined after 
consideration of the outcome from the 
ongoing Housing Needs Survey. 
 
Rate should be 50% Councillor Coleman Target of 25% appropriate for 

Stoke-on-Trent 
No change 

25% would not be viable with regeneration 
projects along canalsides e.g. Burslem Port.  
Insert that the 25% rule will not be applied 
within or on sites immediately adjacent to a 
conservation area. 
 

Steve Wood, IWA Flexibility incorporated 
pending on individual 
situations 

No change 

For clarification paragraph 4.3 should be 
amended to say that where priority need can 
most appropriately be met through 
alternative provision, eg. other than wholly 
on site, the role of a financial contribution 
may be discussed with the developing 
parties. 
 

Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy, SOTCC 

Agreed Text change 4.3 

SPD Affordable Housing Section 5 – Guidance on the mix and types of Affordable Housing 
 

Key Issue 5 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

We welcome the principle of flexibility in the 
mix to take account of the needs in the 
specific location.  
 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW 
Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 

Agree  No change 

We also welcome the significant proportion 
of affordable home ownership which will 
help deliver tenure diversification and mixed 
communities. Renew have collated a lot of 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Agree No change 

 



information within the HMR areas that 
confirm the aspirations of people wanting to 
move into owner occupation. 
 
Renew would look over time to achieve a 
higher % split in favour of Owner Occupation 
and therefore Intermediate tenure options. 
Over time we may therefore want to review 
the 50/50 split between affordable rent and 
Intermediate tenures to increase the level of 
intermediate provision.  
 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW At present the overriding 
need is for social rented but 
this is kept to 50% in the 
interests of creating a mixed 
tenure 

No change 

The contact point for applicants needs to be 
clear and the process for handling 
discussions about site flexibility needs to be 
precise. The document refers to “housing 
and planning officers”; there should be a 
specific contact. We also feel that this needs 
adding to for sites that fall within the HMR 
Areas, and that these areas should be 
clearly identified in the policy. The HMR 
team would also want to inform the appraisal 
of individual planning applications that fall 
within the HMR Area and they would be 
considered in the context of the ARFs and 
master planning exercises, development 
briefs and agreements etc. This would allow 
us to consider the relevant mix of dwelling 
types, sizes and tenures and the 
opportunities of off-site contributions where 
appropriate. 
 
 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Process issue.  HMR team 
already able to input into 
applications. 

Appendix 1 Contact 
information included. 

 



The guidance on 5.10 needs to be given 
more emphasis rather than the illustrations 
of Homebuy. 
 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Text amended Text amended 

The table at 5.11 is confusing. It is not clear 
where the £10,000 “Homebuy” subsidy 
would come from and this is misleading. 
Paragraph 5.12 should emphasise that 
affordability of the actual sale price is the 
key issue, not the level of discount.  
 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Agreed Table revised 

We welcome the principle of retaining the 
discount in perpetuity, or to ensure this 
discount is recycled into future 
developments 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Agreed No change 

Welcome in perpetuity, but PPS 3 only 
mentions this in relation to rural schemes 
 

Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 

Remain in perpetuity No change 

This SPD states that "the major demand is 
housing for rent"  therefore does a 70/30 
between social rented and low cost home 
ownership provide a split that better meets 
the demand in Stoke. 
 
Furthermore there should be a statement 
that  resists general need apartments being 
brought forward, to discourage these type of 
schemes, of which there is currently low 
demand for.  
 
there is an aspiration to provide equity share 
of 70/30 with the 30% retained in perpetuity. 
Two questions spring to mind, how is this 

B Pitts, Staffs Housing 
Ass 

Emphasis on affordable 
renting 

Revised text 5.2 

 



going to be administered if an RSL is not 
involved. And what is the eligibility criteria 
and how is this going to be managed, again 
if an RSL is not involved. 
 
50:50 split too rigid and not taking into 
account local requirements. It is stated that 
there may be cases where the mix alters 
significantly where there is increased need 
for example, such requirements should be 
established based on the most up to date 
need requirements and presented to the 
developer at the earliest possible 
opportunity. Furthermore as the viability 
report referred to earlier indicates increased 
rental requirements impact on the revenues 
and therefore the viability of a site 
 

M Dale, Barratt Homes Local requirements will be 
taken into account 

Revised text 5.2 

This SPD states that "the major demand is 
housing for rent" and therefore does a 50/50 
split achieve this balance. The regional split 
established in the Regional Allocations 
Strategy sets the balance at 70/30 between 
social rented and low cost home ownership 
and given the stated priority of housing for 
rent, it is suggested that  this percentage 
split (70/30) better meets the demand in 
Stoke. However, the final figure to be 
included in the SPD should be informed by 
the Housing Needs Survey. 

Paul Williams, NHF Emphasis on affordable 
renting 

Revised text 5.2 

Provision for adequate parking facilities. pitzd@cwctv 
Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 

Agree No change 

 



Expect 33% for sale, 33% rent & 33% new 
build home buy 
 

Councillor Coleman Emphasis on affordable 
renting 

Revised text 5.2 

Is there provision for Gypsies / Travellers? Dr Drakakis-Smith, 
Thistleberry RA 

Considered under Core 
Spatial Strategy preferred 
options not this SPD 

No change 

Agreed subject to the comments in Section 
2 about intermediate home ownership and 
low cost sales.  For the avoidance of doubt, 
low cost sale (with or without discount) that 
does not have a mechanism for ensuring it 
remains affordable in perpetuity or is 
recycled should not be included in the 
calculations for the amount of affordable 
housing delivered on a site.  Because of the 
level of need, the requirement for 50% of the 
provision to be for social rented 
accommodation should generally be 
regarded as a minimum percentage 
dependent upon local circumstances and 
funding availability. 
 

Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy, SOTCC 

Emphasis on affordable 
renting 

Revised text 5.2 

The prices and incomes information will 
need to be regularly updated and work is 
currently ongoing to build a robust 
framework for annual updating. 
 

Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy, SOTCC 

Agreed Figures to be updated and 
reviewed 

Key Issue 6 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

For assisted home ownership options the 
sale price should apply guidance of 2.9 
times a joint household income and 3.5 
times for a single person household as 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW 3 x income is generally used 
as a proxy 

No change 

 



stated in PPS3. The level of affordability 
would then need to be tested using the 
income test to establish whether these 
products were actually affordable to the local 
communities, they serve. 
 
The application will recognise that there is a 
range of incomes for whom assisted home 
ownership will be helpful and therefore 
support there being a target range for 
affordable prices. We would like to see the 
range set by: 
• Median Household incomes as the 
maximum 
• Mean income of newly-forming households 
as the lower level 
 
Proposals should include offers across the 
range and not just the maximum. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW Lower level suggested as 
lower quartile threshold.   

No change 

Rather than state the position on the range 
of special needs (which could defer 
developers) it may be preferable to state 
that requirements will cater for a variety of 
needs and this will include, typically, a 
proportion of lifetime homes and homes 
designed for people with disabilities. 
National policy currently indicates a 10% 
proportion of all new homes should be built 
to the lifetime homes standard. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Retaining list as being open 
about the range of needs 

No change 

Instead of table reference HCorp 
Affordability calculator. 

B Pitts, Staffs HA Table deleted Table deleted 

 



Ave salary in Stoke-on-Trent is approx £17K 
so NBHB should be no higher than £75K. 
Cost of housing still high for locals. 

Councillor Coleman 
Angela Lee, Gladstone 
Pottery 
Brian Ball, Newshaw Walk 
RA 

Figures updated to reflect 
correct income figures. 

Figures will be updated over 
time 

Key Issue 7 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

All affordable assisted home ownership 
provision should include a mechanism for 
ensuring that the AH remains in perpetuity 
or that any subsidy is recycled to provide 
further affordable housing provision. The 
preferred option will depend on 
circumstances but in most circumstances 
Renew will prefer to see the recycling of 
subsidy to ensure that new affordable 
housing provision is relevant to changing 
needs over time. We would expect to see 
significant changes in need and demand 
over time as regeneration processes take 
effect. National, regional and local economic 
trends will also affect the market position at 
any particular time.  
 

N Gilbert, RENEW Maintained in perpetuity  Text 5.2 

Low cost home ownership (with or without 
discount) again that has no in perpetuity 
mechanism built into it should not be 
included in any section 106 agreement 
negotiations unless there are clauses that 
restrict the re-sale for a period of years 
which will offer the community a chance to 
mix and create sustainable neighbourhoods. 
Perhaps if people move within the said 

N Gilbert, RENEW Low cost home ownership 
removed 

Text 2.4 

 



period of time, a tapered percentage of the 
open market value on re-sale should be 
repaid. 
 
Renewal relocation, whilst important for the 
continued regeneration of Stoke-on-Trent, 
does not constitute affordable housing within 
the Governments definition and therefore 
should not be counted. Affordable housing 
should be provided on an in perpetuity 
basis. 
 

Paul Williams, NHF Agree No change 

Needs to be open, transparent and 
accountable 
 

Dr Drakakis-Smith, 
Thistleberry RA 

Agree No change 

AH for people in genuine need and that it 
remains in perpetuity 
 

Mr Woolmer, resident Agree No change 

Key Issue 8 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

Keep under review.  i.e. through regular 
Housing Needs Survey’s and local evidence 
bases related to economic regeneration and 
related requirements. 

N Gilbert, RENEW 
Michael Barry, Fulford 
Parish Council 
Angela Lee, Gladstone 
Pottery 
Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy, SOTCC 

Agree Text 4.6 

Wrong – people not being assessed 
properly.   
 
 
 
 

Brian Ball, Newshaw Walk 
RA 

Further evidence will be kept 
under review in the future 

Text 5.19 

 



SPD Affordable Housing Section 6 – Design Consideration 
 

Key Issue 9 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

Need rigorous control of quality Mr Woolmer, resident Agree No change 
We would query the requirement that all 
affordable housing should comply with SDS. 
This is an onerous requirement, especially 
for affordable housing for sale. SDS should 
be required only where Housing Corporation 
funding is sought. Otherwise, the 
specification should be determined in 
consultation with the affordable housing 
provider. A requirement to meet the HC 
Standards will not, in practice, help to 
achieve the aim that market and affordable 
dwellings should be visually 
indistinguishable. It can be done, but 
developers’ standard types may not meet 
HC Standards. In many cases affordable 
housing will be built to higher standards than 
market housing due to funding requirements 
demanding standards over and above 
Building Regulations. This policy should 
recognize that Renew is adopting its own 
development standards in its Development 
Agreements which will apply to affordable 
and market housing constructed with 
support from HMR funding. 

N Gilbert, RENEW Need level to ensure quality 
standards  

No change 

Good that tenure blind / integrated Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 
Brian Ball, Newshaw Walk 
RA 

Agree No change 

 



Include unit type in table for larger 4 – 5 bed 
accommodation with increased floor area 
e.g. 126sq ft. i.e. for larger families / BME.  
Also no per unit expected to prohibit very 
small 2 bed accom. 
 

B Pitts, Staffs HA  May need to discuss how 
we describe size further? 

Properties too small i.e. shoe – boxes built 
close together 
 

Brian Ball, Newshaw Walk 
RA 

Built to current standards No change 

The Housing Corporation's Scheme 
Development Standards (SDS) have been 
superceded by the use of the Code for 
Sustainable Building.  All Housing 
Corporation funded schemes must reach at 
least level 3 of the Code.  This change 
should be reflected in the document.  There 
will need to be further consideration of the 
best way of ensuring good space standards 
in the affordable provision since the rate of 
occupation is likely to be higher than in 
market housing. 
 

Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 

Agree Text 6.1 & 6.2 

SPD Affordable Housing Section 7 – Mechanisms for ensuring affordability 
 
Key Issue 10 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

Distinguish sheltered housing, as Extra Care 
will have more than 10 units of affordable 
housing together 
 

B Pitts, Staffs HA Agreed Revised text 7.5 

It is important that the Affordable housing 
scheme is clear about the intended end 
manager. In particular, the scheme will need 

N Gilbert, RENEW Agreed Refined text section 7 

 



to be clear about which organisation will be 
responsible for ensuring dwellings are 
available in perpetuity as affordable housing, 
or for recycling receipts in the event of 
legitimate staircasing or sale. 
 
Developers should be encouraged to have 
early discussions with AH providers as early 
stage. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW 
Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 
Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 

Agreed Contact details for AH 
providers forms an 
appendix to the policy. 

We suggest that a leaflet is produced that 
outlines all the requirements for developers 
and the process for pre-application 
discussions with the Council. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW Not subject to this SPD.  
Further developments at later 
stage 

No change 

Include Model s106 agreement in SPD 
 
 

Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 

Agreed Appendix 2 includes model 
agreement 

SPD Affordable Housing Section 8 – Resources available to subsidise Affordable Housing schemes 
 

Key Issue 11 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

The proposal is welcome, as it aims to 
resolve a practical issue. However we do 
have concern about whether this approach 
is deliverable, especially the “tenure neutral” 
element given that the dwelling mix is likely 
to vary between rent and sale.  
 
Our view is that, in the current climate these 
figures are low. They would, however, make 
it less attractive for a developer to seek a 

N Gilbert, RENEW Agreed Revised text Sect 8 

 



commuted sum payment as the amount to 
be paid would be presumably the full market 
value les the assumed payment by the 
Affordable Housing Provider (and less costs 
of sale and fees). 
 
grant support for “additionality” on S106 
Schemes, not just exceptional 
circumstances.  
 

N Gilbert, RENEW Considered on individual 
basis 

No change 

The guidance provides no benchmark about 
the preferred size and mix for affordable 
housing provision. This is important for 
negotiation about the resources available for 
affordable housing. It is also important to 
achieve our objectives of securing an 
attractive family housing offer in the new 
developments. The preferred policy will 
depend on your evidence base and we 
would hope to achieve at least 50% family 
(3+ bed) housing. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW SPD enables flexibility Size and mix included in 
Section 5 

Include 4 bed accommodation in table B Pitts, Staffs Housing 
Assoc 

  

We do not agree with the basic methodology 
employed in terms of the use of the payment 
table, as it appears that the table is based 
on dictated values rather than current 
market values. Developers and those 
directly involved in the housing market are 
well aware of the value placed on both 
affordable and non affordable properties and 
are therefore well placed to agree values 

M Dale, Barratt Homes Table indicative and will be 
updated as required 

No change 

 



with the local authority and RSL’s for 
example. Whilst the payment table is 
indicated as illustrating indicative values we 
would contend that it employs an overly 
prescriptive method of ‘fixing’ the values of 
affordable homes. Clearly the market is a 
dynamic entity responsive to supply and 
demand and we would suggest that the 
payment table represents a less responsive 
and less flexible approach to ensuring the 
delivery of affordable homes. 
 
The table is indicative and should be used 
as guidance.  This approach needs to be 
kept under review. 
 

Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 

Agreed Table under review 

Key Issue 12 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

The Housing Corporation have produced an 
Economic Assessment Tool, which aims to 
identify the additionality of Social Housing 
Grant (SHG). The availability of this new tool 
should be reflected in this policy. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW 
Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 

Agreed Updated section 8 

Added value, not just exceptional 
circumstances 
 

B Pitts, Staffs HA 
 

Agreed No change 

The need to use grant resources carefully is 
welcomed, however, grant should also be 
sought where it will achieve a better overall 
scheme, or different tenure mix to meet local 
need. This can justify the use of, or securing 
additional grant. 

Paul Williams, NHF Agreed Section 8 updated 

 



Key Issue 13 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

The use of the Economic Assessment tool 
should be specified. In particular, the 
Developer should have to submit this 
document to the Council at the pre-
application stage. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW 
Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 

Agreed Updated text 8 

As part of the Council’s pre-application 
discussion advice to the developer, it may 
prove useful if the Council could provide a 
list of the abnormal costs that they would 
deem acceptable and those that are not. 
This would again give clarity to the 
developer and avoid undue discussions 
further down the negotiation process. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW Agreed. Should be picked up 
in the sale of the land. Not an 
issue for SPD. 

No change 

Agree to reflect the difficulties and abnormal 
development costs. In an area such as 
Stoke-on-Trent where there is a long history 
of industrial development processes, many 
brownfield sites suffer from issues of 
contamination which requires expensive 
remediation for example. Furthermore, all 
development sites have the potential to be 
affected by additional costs including 
drainage and flood risk issues, major 
infrastructure upgrading, utilities upgrading 
etc. We agree that costs such as these 
should be taken into account by all parties 
involved when establishing the requirement 
for AH.  
 

M Dale, Barratt Homes  
Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 

Agree No change 

 



If not economically viable then need to 
provide local authority housing 

Councillor Coleman Not subject to this SPD No change 

Welcome abnormal site costs / negotiations Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 

Agreed No change 

Key Issue 14 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

The practical issue for negotiation will be as 
much about the impact of other planning 
obligations (e.g. public open space, 
infrastructure, local amenities) as about 
abnormal costs. This will be a major factor in 
some Renew sponsored developments. It 
would be helpful if the guidance 
acknowledged that this issue will need to be 
considered, in the interests of good working 
relationships. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW Not subject to this SPD No change 

The cost of the provision of affordable 
homes on site should be reflected in the 
land value negotiations. 
 

N Gilbert, RENEW 
Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 

Agreed No change 

Include larger 4 bed B Pitts, Staffs HA   
Planning policy requirements will be taken 
into account however, there will be 
instances where as a result of the affordable 
housing requirement the land value is 
suppressed to such a degree that the 
landowner will be unwilling to bring the site 
forward for residential development but will 
either leave the site undeveloped or in its 
existing use, or bring it forward for 
alternative commercial uses bring higher 
financial returns 

M Dale, Barratt Homes Point noted No change 

 



SPD Affordable Housing Section 9 – Off- site provision and cash in lieu 
  

Key Issue 15 
 

Consultee Response Submission Draft 

There are circumstances in which a 
commuted sum payment may be an 
attractive option, but we support the policy 
as drafted. The normal expectation for 
delivering mixed communities should be 
mixed tenure schemes. Developers should 
not be encouraged to consider commuted 
sums as an easy option as this will not 
necessarily provide for as much affordable 
option as opposed to on-site provision. 
However there may be very special 
circumstances in relation to the complex 
regeneration and renewal of AMIs that 
require some flexibility in order to meet HMR 
objectives and plans.  
 

N Gilbert, RENEW 
Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 

Agreed 
 

Text refined 

As per comments made in Key Issue 2 in 
relation to calculations. Why not apply the 
expected site-specific Open Market Values 
rather than a city average. The outer area 
sites (where commuted sums are most 
likely) will have higher Open Market Values 
than the City averages. 
 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW Schemes will be looked at 
individually 
OMV used as transparent and 
accountable 

No change 

In relation to the HMR Areas, we would 
welcome the opportunity (where off-site 
provision of affordable housing by way of a 
commuted sum is appropriate), to be able to 
use the funding to secure additional 

Nigel Gilbert, RENEW HMR schemes taken into 
account 

No change 

 



affordable housing through investment in 
existing properties.  For the avoidance of 
doubt, it would be helpful to refer to this 
option. As part of the evidence that we have 
collated over the last few years, we have 
been told that people prefer to have similar 
properties to what they already have in the 
clearance areas, but do not want the crime 
and anti-social behaviour that comes with 
being in a deprived area. We feel the ability 
to utilise commuted sums to make available 
like properties can create mixed and 
stronger communities without the need for 
re-provision through new build.  
 
We would agree financial contributions may 
be appropriate where there is a justified 
need for affordable housing, in certain 
circumstances. However it would be for the 
authority to expend these monies to secure 
affordable housing elsewhere. 
 

M Dale, Barratt Homes Schemes will be negotiated 
individually.  First instance will 
always be on site provision.  
Developers will need to put 
forward alternative 
arrangements 

No change 

It would be useful to include principles in the 
document for when a financial contribution 
may apply in line with meeting Sustainable 
Communities objectives.  For example 
where: 
 
• Strategic housing objectives can be better 
achieved via the use of commuted provision, 
for example, where there is a pressing need 
for specialist accommodation, such as 
provision of extra care facilities.  

Margaret Yates, Housing 
Policy SOTCC 

Agreed Text updated Section 9 

 



• Commuted provision maximises the 
number of affordable homes provided, or 
additional affordable homes can be provided 
to complement those already planned on a 
pipeline scheme elsewhere. 
• A financial contribution would enable 
existing affordable housing adjacent to the 
site to be brought back into use/meet 
decency standards. 
 
 The indicative table should be used as a 
guide and should be kept under review.. 
Welcome off-site provision and the intention 
for AH to be provided prior to completion of 
whole development.  Good basis for 
calculations. 

Tetlow King Planning, 
(WM RSL Consortium) 

Agreed No change 

This option must always be as last resort, 
instead of "normally be as a last resort".  Not 
to be used as get out clause. 

Paul Williams, NHF 
Michael Barry, Fulford 
Parish Council 
Dr Drakakis-Smith, 
Thistleberry RA 
Brian Ball, Newshaw Walk 
RA 

Agreed Text updated 

No - should not be last resort off site 
provision 

Councillor Coleman Off site is considered last 
resort 

No change 

 
List of representations:- 
 
No Name Details Comment Y / N 
1 Margaret Yates Housing Policy and Strategy 

Officer 
Y 

2 Donald Woolmer Local Resident Y 

 



 

3 Nigel Gilbert Renew Y 
4 Barry Pitts Staffs Housing Association Y 
5 Martin Dale Barratts Y 
6 Paul Williams W M Regional Manager Y 
7 Martyn Hunt GOWM Y 
8 pitzd @cwctv.net Y 
9 Cllr Coleman Stoke-on-Trent City Council  Cllr Y 
10 Steve Wood Inland Waterways Association Y 
11 Michael Barry Fulford Parish council Y 
12 Robin Tetlow Tetlow King Planning (WM RSL 

Planning Consortium) 
Y 

13 Dr Drakakis-
Smith 

Thistleberry RA Y 

14 Helen O’Doherty David Wilson Estates Y 
15 Angela Lee Gladstone Pottery Museum Y 
16 Brian Ball Newshaw Walk RA Y 
17 Maggie Taylor Sport England N 
18 Richard Booth Centro-WMPTA N 
19 Samantha Turner NWRA No objections / no 

comment 
20 Rob Kilby Investment Manager WM N – supportive comments 
21 Mark Pearce AWM N – Supportive comments 
22 Robert Duff Natural England No comments 
23 Laura Hackwood Environment Agency No comments 
24 Helpline Disability Rights Commission No comments 
25 Alan Hubbard National Trust No comments 
26 Amanda Smith English Heritage No comments 
27 Rose Freeman The Theatres Trust No comments 
 



For further information please contact the City Council by post: 
 
   Planning Policy Team 
   Directorate of Regeneration  
   PO Box 630 
   Civic Centre 
   Glebe Street 
   Stoke-on-Trent  
   ST4 1RF 
 
   or by email: 
   stoke.ldf@stoke.gov.uk 
 
 
   or by telephone on: 
   01782 232302 
   minicom 01782 236919 
 
   or in person at 
   Main Reception, Civic Centre  
 
This document is also available on tape or in large print. 
 
If you have difficulty reading this document or require further 
information, please call 01782 232302 
 
 
 

 

 


