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To be brief the Council’s Development Concept Plan is flawed for the following reasons which come from someone who has had more experience on the town council(20 years during the rapid growth period) more than the current District Councilors- and 4 years on the District Council. 

To put it succinctly it disregards the logical momentum of growth:

1. The town is expanding westwards because of;

a. geographical constraints

b. Industrial and commercial businesses are west of the Stonemasons Inn-as Bradford’s, the carpet shed etc and the Highways agency site.

c. SSCD concept is to provide residential housing in proximity to work places

d. Existing access to road network to work areas and Southfields roundabout and main work places Taunton,Exeter, Bristol and Yeovil(via existing bypass)

2. The original town centre is around the Minster Church(since 1450) and not Tesco( 6 years and a shelf life of possibly 30 years until shopping habits change) and has been preserved but in the light of the increase of population(25% in the last 10 years), has reached capacity and must be supplemented in the natural westerly direction.

3. Businesses as Gooch and Housego have very satisfactorily relocated to Sea outside the town centre. The Town Council has seen various schemes for the brownfield site known as the Horlicks site for employment use which has included some shops for employees needs for sustenance. 

4. The Option 2 area (Canal way) is  nearer to the existing school at Greenfield and to the new surgery and the new school planned next to it, and these employment areas referred to, and fit in easily to the existing road network.

The majority of the Option 2 land is owned by the Somerset County Council, and is allocated for sale, so any capital receipts could directly fund the school, and make a contribution towards the county budget.

The SSDC seemed at first to understand this by recommending Option 2(Canal Way).

It was then thrown off course as a result of meetings (not then reported) between the two district councilors with their own agenda to change the Option, allegedly supported by the Town Council never proved or minuted, initially and particularly when the change of direction had been orchestrated. This is dealt with at length in other evidence.

Andrew Foyne has stated many times in public that the main matter that made him change his mind was the statement of the District Councilors that the Town Council was adamantly behind this change. This is nowhere proved and is the subject of other evidence. Evidence of this change was concealed either by default or deliberately from the local people (in contravention of the provisions of the Localism Act) and also it seems from the town council as  there is no such evidence from any Council minute and it was not debated by the Town Council. The SSSDC leader has said he would follow the will of the people of Ilminster. In the public consultation in 2012, 80% of the participants opposed the Option 1(Shudrick Valley) and Richard Pallister SSDC has publicly stated that SSDC would follow the people’s will.

Development by A.C.Fry on Option 1(Shudrick Valley).

This new evidence reveals that his plan shows his intentions are not to remain within the direction of growth but to develop alongside the road at the base of the Kingston Hill-thereby perhaps joining it to Kingston with its dangerous road system( the venue of a recent fatal accident) on the basis that development follows roads. He is also aware of effect of the overloading of the road system to suggest two sets of traffic lights at the junction with the former A303 of East Street and Townsend, so is aware of the strain that the car ownership of at least 330 additional cars will put on the existing road system apart from the Ditton Street junction. He also intends to remove a recently modernized poultry unit and a working farm. How sustainable is this?

We appeal to you to apply logic and commonsense. A walk around the two sites will show the damage that will be done to one of Ilminster’s natural features in Shudrick Valley. A natural open space can never be recreated. Apart from the ‘alternative site(Canal way)first preferred by the District Council, more imagination might be given to the Horlicks site ( a brownfield sit) whose diverse uses could accommodate some residential use as has been proposed previously.


