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SOUTH SOMERSET LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC-REPRESENTATION BY MICHAEL WILLIAMS ON BEHALF OF THE SAVE SHUDRICK VALLEY GROUP- -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-REFERENCE ITEM 3

I have been a Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute since 1978 and from 1979 to 2003 I was employed as the manager of the team responsible for dealing with all development control issues in the western part of the South Somerset District Council area including Ilminster and its surroundings.  I am therefore very familiar with the locality and how it has developed.

I am writing on behalf of the Save Shudrick Valley Group in response to Question 6 of the Inspector concerning Ilminster and the status of the Development Concept Plan.

The Development Concept Plan attached to the statement of the District Council for Ilminster further demonstrates the confusion surrounding its proposal to identify the area of land to the south east of the town for housing and underlines the unsoundness of the Local Plan.

The proposed housing areas shown in the Development Concept Plan do not equate with the Revised Direction of Growth published in January 2013.  The Plan extends the housing areas on the south side of the Shudrick Stream southwards up the slopes of Pretwood Hill onto land which is identified in the Council’s own Peripheral Landscape Study as being of high landscape sensitivity with only a moderate to low capacity to accommodate new development.

The Save Shudrick Valley Group considers this to be the latest example of the inadequate way by which the Council has formulated the identification of option 1 as its preferred Direction of Growth.

The Development Concept Plan omits the Swanmead School Playing Field from the potential growth area which conflicts with the Councils own proposal. It indicates once again that the extent of the area required to accommodate the necessary housing is unclear and confusing to the public.

The southwards extension of the proposed housing areas in the Development Concept Plan exacerbates the detrimental impact on the valued landscape setting of this part of the Shudrick Valley.  

This is further compounded by the proposed alignment of the eastern section of the main Distributor road for the development being sited on the lower north facing slopes of the valley with all the related engineering works that will require.

The supporting text to the Development Concept Plan misinterprets the visual prominence and perception of this part of the Shudrick Valley to the residents of Ilminster and the general public.  The text implies that the area is only glimpsed from certain vantage points in the town.  This is patently not so as an inspection of the town will verify.

The elevation of the town on the other side of the Shudrick Valley with some parts being at a much higher level means that significant areas of land proposed for housing currently form an important, green and undeveloped visual backdrop to the town which would be lost if the Councils’ proposal was implemented.  

The text accompanying the Development Concept Plan wrongly does not recognise the importance of that relationship.

In the supporting text there is also only cursory mention of the proximity of the Ilminster Conservation Area to the town. No assessment of the Heritage Asset has been included and the document merely states that any impact on the setting can be addressed by detailed design.  This does not recognise that certain parts of the proposed housing area currently make a contribution to the setting of the Conservation Area and should remain undeveloped.

The Development Concept Plan has not been the subject of public consultation.  It has no status and has been hurriedly prepared at a late stage in the Local Plan process to assist the Council in justifying the reversal of its original decision to identify the land to the south west of the town as its preferred Direction of Growth.

The Council itself could have prepared a Concept Plan at an earlier stage in the process but for whatever reason chose not to.  As stated previously the landowner’s document does not even equate with the Councils latest proposal and should not carry any weight.  The Save Shudrick Valley Group reiterates its strong objection to any new housing within the valley.
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