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22nd April, 2013

Dear Ms Self,

re: South Somerset Local Plan – Ilminster Direction of Growth

I understand that South Somerset District Council (SSDC) has submitted a Development Concept Plan for the Shudrick Valley, and that this shows proposed development greatly exceeding the initial plans which were defined in January this year.

This is unacceptable.  Initially Ilminster residents were invited to comment on a plan which indicated that the proposed direction of growth would be to the south west in the Canal Way area.  Subsequently this was altered in a shabby and ill-promoted fashion that gave residents little opportunity to understand and make their comments known until very late in the submission proceedings.  This change has never been fully explained other than for the SSDC to say it was following representations from the Ilminster Town Council.  This is not a sufficient planning reason for the change and no adequate reason has been forthcoming.  

Following objections to the size of the area indicated by the submitted Local Plan, SSDC reassured us that this was some sort of a slip of the pen and that they didn't really mean such a big area and they therefore reduced the extent of the area.  We now discover that they have been in discussion with developers for just such a major development and have submitted a “Development Concept Plan”.  

Is it any wonder that the general public put so little faith in what politicians say?  If nothing else this sorry process demonstrates that the submission is unsound.  But in addition it has been shown to be unsound in several other respects:

1. the link road could not acceptably access the Old A303 without further significant highway works.  Funding has not been identified for these works, nor is it likely to be in the foreseeable future;

2. it is claimed that the link road will be funded by the developer.  This is unlikely to be financially feasible from fewer than 300 houses and can only lead to pressure to increase the size of the development.  Were the plan accepted, this would difficult to argue against;

3. the link road is shown as being well up the southern flank of the valley.  This would be completely unacceptable aesthetically and in practical terms, as it will require extensive costly and unsightly roadworks;

4. soil conditions in Shudrick Valley are such that there will in any case be excessive rain water run-off which would only be exacerbated by additional houses.  The drainage “choke-point” at the Ditton Street / Shudrick Lane junction almost  certainly would be overwhelmed at times, causing local flooding, as has been the recent case; 

In addition I gather that incorrect agricultural values were used and that differing Sustainability Appraisal models were used for the Shudrick Valley development and the Canal Way development.  This must undermine the reliability of the Local Plan with regard to Ilminster and supports the contention that the submission is unsound.

Furthermore, I would contend that there has been no rational discussion about the future of development of Ilminster.  We have a been given a set of proposals to decide without having been given the context in which to make the decision.  What is the future for Ilminster?  As a dormitory for Yeovil or Taunton?  As a transport hub between the south coast and the M5?  As a enclave for retired people?  Without this discussion, there can be no sensible decisions and we are being asked to decide the answer without being given the question.  That in itself brings the soundness of the Local Plan into question.

In the light of recent information that Somerset County Council, in conjunction with Persimmon homes, have submitted a Development Plan for the Canal Way site, I would contend that the Canal Way development is better located to transport and industry, level and therefore more economic to build on, and as the land is publicly held and any proceeds could be allocated for essential public works such as a new school, more beneficial to the community.  As such Canal Way should be the preferred direction of development.   

Yours sincerely,

Michael Fry-Foley

 


