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Proposed development in Ilminster, additional observations.

Re : Item 3 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. 

I would be interested in reading the Council’s explanation to this question, as I am appalled that the concept plan for Shudrick Valley, referred to in Question 6 above does not follow the council’s previously approved direction of growth agreed in January 2013. As this ‘new’ plan is being submitted as part of the council’s statement for the hearing, I consider it further evidence that the council’s work in this matter continues to be unsound. How can the council claim to represent residents in the town when they have had no opportunity to comment on this new plan ? 

The council amended its original plan in January 2013, just three months ago. This took development off the southern slopes of Shudrick Valley to protect it, and yet the concept plan now shows development almost up to Baker’s Copse. In addition the link road shown is now also going halfway up the slope for approximately 50% of its length, and this would require a great deal of excavation. It is also misleading that in the council’s plan Swanmead School’s playing field was shown hatched for development, yet is not included in the concept plan.  A further question to ask is why did the district council use a new Sustainability Appraisal for the proposals on the land at Shudrick Valley, but did not carry out a new Sustainability Appraisal for the initial favoured option of development at Canal Way ?

I am also appalled that the council has only just discovered some two and a half years after it drew up the Local Plan that agricultural land values were incorrect. The Shudrick Valley area mostly consists of Grade 3A agricultural land with some Grade 2, and a working farm at Townsend would need to be demolished to make way for the proposed development. In contrast the option of Canal Way consists of land of a lower value, is flatter, and therefore easier, and presumably cheaper, to develop. How can a council make such an elementary mistake ?

I am greatly relieved that the council’s report has at last acknowledged the issue of flooding in the Shudrick Valley, something which if I remember rightly was not previously considered a problem !  Now we are told that the soils on the Shudrick Valley site have poor infiltration properties, and this would lead to surface water going down to the Shudrick Stream, causing flooding downstream particularly in Shudrick Lane and Ditton Street. Anyone who has lived in Ilminster for any length of time knows about the constant repairs to water pipes in Ditton Street, and the photographic evidence of the instances of flooding just this winter alone in this part of the town are well documented. This is further evidence that development should be at Canal Way and not Shudrick Valley. 

I understand that Somerset County Council and Persimmon Homes have jointly submitted a statement to the hearing for development in Canal Way. As previously stated in submissions to the inspector, the County Council owns the Canal Way land. It has a policy to sell it for housing and also acknowledges the need to use monies raised in order to pay for a new school in the town, which the Local Plan acknowledges is needed. I am pleased that the County Council’s submission looks beyond just the provision of houses.  It is unclear at the present time where children living in any proposed Ilminster development will be educated. The two schools in the town are full and one in particular has inadequate, inappropriate buildings and lack of facilities, a new school is very much needed in the town at the present time, let alone for children from any new development in the town. Again, development at the Canal Way site would also be very much closer to the proposed employment land at Hort Bridge, whereas Shudrick Valley is some considerable way from it.  

In conclusion, I must repeat  how frustrated I am that the council should now submit a development plan for Shudrick Valley which is different from the one showing direction of growth proposed by the council just three months ago. I firmly believe that the evidence from the concept plan and the council’s submission point to the fact that Canal Way is still the best option for development. I consider it unsound that the council has now submitted a different concept plan, be it only draft, than the area shown in its submission to the inspector, thus making the whole process flawed.

David Pugh

