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QUESTION 6: Could the council explain the status of the Development Concept Plan that is included in the attachment to their Statement on Ilminster and describe how it relates to the proposed direction of growth for the town.
WORD COUNT: 998 words.
It is considered that the Concept Plan for development at Shudrick Valley is inappropriate and misleading, even taking into account that it is a draft ‘for illustrative purposes only’. It is considered unsound that the plan should be submitted as part of the council’s statement to the hearing. 

The plan is dated March 2013, after the council’s January meeting when it changed the hatched area for direction of growth - certainly there was time to change the concept plan if the council had minded before its submission. It must be assumed this is the plan the council now considers as the area for development growth, and that the smaller area agreed in January is now not considered large enough for the required development.

It is very different from the map submitted to the public at the January meeting, which was amended to take development off nearly all the southern slopes of the valley.

The area shown now is similar to the original hatched area submitted before amendment. 

If the area (described by a council officer as a ‘crude outline’) in the amended plan is compared to the larger concept plan area, it can be seen the smaller site would not be large enough to accommodate the 320 homes required for the plan period.

As a development concept it ignores:

· The council’s amendment for the proposed housing area shown as a hatched area on the map http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/media/455520/local_plan_amendments_appendix_1.pdf at Page 85;

· Shows the link road for half of its length halfway up the southern slope which would have a major impact on the landscape, requiring much excavation;

· Requires the complete elimination of a viable and working farming unit at Townsend;

· Consists almost wholly of Grade 3a agricultural land with just one small section of Grade 2;

· The accompanying statement by Turley Associates at 1.3 states ‘while the work is ongoing the initial findings support the continued identification of the south-east of Ilminster as a direction for growth’. This offers no evidence as to the attributes of the Canal Way option. It is considered unsound that the council should provide evidence from the developer and landowner in its submission, and believe that the council should remain impartial. If the submission is to be accepted by the Inspector it is hoped any similar submission showing a concept plan for Canal Way will also be considered. At the very least it is inappropriate that the council is actively negotiating with a developer when the Local Plan is still being considered;

· The council’s hatched area for DoG shows Swanmead School playing field, which is misleading as this is excluded from development in the concept plan;

· The section ‘Drainage – Surface Water’ 3.47 states soils on the site have poor infiltration properties which points to surface water run-off from the southern slopes contributing to flooding in the lower valley and further downstream at Shudrick Lane and Ditton Street.

It is inconceivable the district council embarrassingly made the error on land values and not discover it until April 2013, especially considering its PMB special workshop paper ‘South Somerset’s Chard allocation and the Market Town growth locations workshop discussion paper, 5th July 2011 - Direction of Growth for Ilminster’ prepared by spatial planning officer Jo Manley which states:
‘There is a small amount of Grade 2 Agricultural Land around Cross Farm House and Heron Way/Eames Orchard, this is not a significant amount of land, the majority of the area is ungraded, and the area which comprises the Grade 2 land may not necessarily be developed.’

This means that the decision to change the direction of growth from SW to SE, first mooted at the 5.7.11 meeting, was based on this information.
Far from making a solid case for development in Shudrick Valley, the submission by the district council and Turley Associates leaves many questions unanswered. The consequences of the map must be to throw into doubt the information contained in the accompanying document, especially:

· the Sustainability Appraisal;

· agriculture land values;

· has not updated SA for Canal Way;

· serious impact on landscape of SV from development and road;

· juxtaposition to employment land of the respective sites;

· SV flood risk;

· mixed policy on infrastructure especially the ERR.

It is understood that representors will get an opportunity to air these points around the table at the inquiry.

The draft concept plan and the admission that incorrect land values were included in the Local Plan now brings into question the SA for the Shudrick Valley, especially as the district council is comparing the updated SA for Shudrick Valley with the Draft Core Strategy SA for Canal Way. A new SA should have been carried out for Canal Way to have a fair comparison. The changes in the 2013 SA for SV would equally relate to CW and give the latter a higher score.

In the DCS, SSDC stated Canal Way had most positive effects overall as it was ‘well related to schools, shops, health facilities, and would result in reduced car usage as closer to employment land allocations and town centre’. The concept plan evidence quotes distances to those facilities without reference or comparison to those in the DCS for Canal Way despite the fact that nothing has changed in the meantime - Canal Way is where it always was and Shudrick Valley has not moved! 

Canal Way cannot be the best option for its relationship to schools, shops, health facilities etc at the DCS stage and then not be the best option at submission stage, because it was always being compared to Shudrick Valley. The only difference now is that Shudrick Valley option is a larger site which would make some distances even further away.

In conclusion, it is considered unfair that submissions were made on the direction of growth plan as agreed by council in January, but the council has now submitted a different draft concept plan and its attached 18 page submission in its evidence.
