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Issue 17: Community Facilities

Issue 17: Are the topic policies for community facilities justified, deliverable and

consistent with national policy? Will they be effective?

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

f) Does the Local Plan, including policies COM1 and IMP1 provide sufficient clarity as to
when and how development would be required to contribute to the community’s needs
or infrastructure? Would the limitations on the pooling of S106 contributions have any
implications for the delivery of critical or strategic facilities or infrastructure,

particularly prior to the adoption of a CIL?

As currently drafted it is not clear as to when and how development would be required to
contribute towards some of the infrastructure provision listed. There is clear policy
criteria/standards in respect of open space. However, there is no clarity as to how
developments might be required to contribute to infrastructure and facilities such as public
art, voluntary sector space and health provision and how this requirement is to be judged?
Specifically, it is noted in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP — SD10) that there is no
reference to a need for voluntary sector space and the CCG has not provided any firm
proposals for additional health infrastructure requirements. Additionally, the IDP mentions
various public art projects which are not directly related to all sites, with an additional
‘desirable’ requirement for various works of art to be integrated into the public realm, but

how this is to be delivered and where is unknown.

Where the requirement for specific facilities/infrastructure has not been Justified and specific
projects identified to ensure delivery, then these should be removed from the list.
Furthermore, the policy is written as a blanket requirement on all development. The wording

should be amended to reflect the legal tests set out in CIL Regulation 122.

if) Table 4 identifies a need for a number of different types of open space. Paragraph
5.433 states that not all of this provision will be delivered through development. In
light of this, does the Local Plan provide a positively prepared and effective
mechanism for delivering play, open space and sports needs of the district? Would

Policy COM3 be effective in meeting the need for 3.36 ha of additional allotment land?
No comment. Refer to previous representations.
i) Is the plan positively prepared in relation to cemetery provision? Should the Local
Plan identify a site or sites for additional cemetery facilities in light of the need

identified in paragraph 5.452?

No comment.
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