
This submission is in response to the “Note to all Representors”, dated 12 April 2013, from the Programme Officer, 
South Somerset District Plan. 

It relates to Item 3 “Question 6: Inspector's Question to the Council : status of the Development Concept 
Plan”

The Development Concept Plan submitted by the Dillington Estate and C G Fry and Son Ltd supported by SSDC  is 
questionable on a number of grounds:

1 – its failure to adhere to the constraints of the Peripheral Landscape Study
2 – its underpinning by flawed assumptions in the Sustainability Appraisal 

1 Landscape Study 

http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/media/230796/peripheral%20landscape%20study_ilminster_amended.pdf

The Landscape Study [8.6] was explicit in 2007 as defining only 6 ha. of land suitable for development in Shudrick 
Valley – that is, land shown on the associated maps as being of “high” or “moderate to high” capacity to support built 
development. The study was clear [7.4] in defining the acceptable limits:

 “1½ fields, to the east of Swanmead School’s playing fields, and to the south of the Shudrick Stream, plus  
two linear fields to the north of the stream, below Love Lane and Townsend. The valley is narrow in this  
vicinity, with a strong sense of enclosure, and the small field pattern below Pretwood Copse is considered a  
constraining landscape element, as is a streamside flood zone area, and the sensitivity of this site’s east  
edge, thus defining the extent of a potential development area”

In latterly accepting this site as a Preferred Option, subsequent to its rejection in Core Strategy Issues and Options 
2008, SSDC explicitly disavowed this Study (given that 6 ha could not accommodate 300+ dwellings) and, citing 
internal discussions, made clear that land extending into areas defined as having “moderate” capacity to support built 
development could be included. 

It is clear that the Concept Plan presented here ignores totally all constraints imposed by the Study; it now 
encompasses additionally development across land previously defined as having only “moderate to low” capacity to 
support built development. In particular, the map included makes clear that the “small field pattern below Pretwood 
Copse” referred to above [“moderate to low capacity”] is destroyed and the only constraints to development on a site 
now encompassing over 29 ha. are to be the steep slopes to the south. 

2 Sustainability Appraisal

The Sustainability Appraisal is presented as the impartial underpinning to development decisions. It is disturbing that 
at least three versions of this Appraisal for Shudrick Valley have been published in response to emerging factors; the 
facts that (1) each version seems more questionable than the one before, (2) no equivalent reappraisal has been 
undertaken for Canal Way and (3) almost every amendment has increased the positive score for Shudrick Valley leaves 
suspicion that objectivity has been subordinated to support for a chosen conclusion. 

Version 1 – Core Strategy

http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/media/426845/sa_appendix_6a.pdf

This original Appraisal broadly supported development in Canal Way despite in many respects undervaluing the 
benefits; particularly in respect of Objectives 1, 4, 8, 9 and 10 it arguably should have scored Shudrick Valley even 
more negatively (as detailed in my earlier Objection statement IlminsterObjectionMann.pdf).
 
Version 2 – Local Plan

http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/media/467646/council_response_to_insp_question_3_ilminster_march_2013.pdf

According to a response submitted by SSDC to the Inspector in March, the Appraisal was changed for the Local Plan by 
making the score for Shudrick Valley “positive” for Objectives 2 and 5 (Poverty and Education); these were generic 
changes and should also have been, but were not, applied to a reappraisal of Canal Way. 

The score for Objective 9 (Landscape) was changed from “negative” to “positive” for Shudrick Valley on the following 
grounds:  “On further consideration and in light of work undertaken with landscape architect, land having high to  
moderate capacity to accommodate built development viewed as positive.”  Whatever these words mean, the result is 
that a larger development is now scored more positively on Objective 9 (Landscape) than a smaller one, and 
development in Shudrick Valley more positively than development in Canal Way, an interpretation of which the 
simplest reading of the Landscape Study makes a mockery. 

These changes appeared in the Sustainability Appraisal Report of June 2012  and were included in the Appendix to the 
“Proposed Submission Local Plan 2006-2028” 



http://consult.southsomerset.gov.uk/consult.ti/Proposed_Submission_Local_Plan/view?objectId=7266053

Version 3 - South Somerset District Council Hearing Statement - Issue 9 – Ilminster

http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/media/472218/hearing_statement_issue_9_ilminster.pdf

In response to the late realisation that the grading of the agricultural land in Shudrick Valley had been misrepresented 
a “double negative” score has now been attributed to Objective 12 (Pollution), but SSDC maintains that this is not 
significant..

Most remarkably, no adjustment to the scoring for either site has been made consequent on the completion of the 
town's new Health Centre nor on the published aspiration of Somerset County Council for new education facilities -

[http://www.southsomerset.gov.uk/media/474489/persimmon_somerset_009.pdf]

- both on sites abutting Canal Way and both of which compellingly affect Objective 1 (Access), positively for Canal Way 
and negatively for Shudrick Valley.

On all these grounds the Development Concept Plan submitted is inappropriate. 

Walter Mann
29 April 2013
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