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MODBURY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN RESPONSE REPORT ON THE JULY 2019 RE-CONSULTATION ON PROPOSED HOUSING DEVELOPMENT SITES 

COMMENTS OF INDIVIDUALS AGAINST THE PROPOSAL: This report summarises the comments from individual residents to the advisory re-consultation on 

development sites August 2019. It also outlines the response to these comments and indicates any changes to the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) and  supporting evidence that 

will be made to  prior to  the formal submission of the NP to South Hams District Council (SHDC).  

98 (59%) individuals responded in favour of the proposal; 69 (41%) individuals responded against the proposal. 

 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

A.THE CONSULTATION 
PROCESS AND PROCEDURAL 
OBJECTIONS 
 
i. Short, hurried consultation 
period 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Why, as presented in the town 

magazine, is it a ‘rapid’ re-

consultation that is being pushed 

through in less than the 6 weeks 

recommended under Regulation 14, 

particularly during the summer 

holiday period when many residents 

are absent or hosting visitors and have 

little time to consider the complexities 

and implications of a planning 

proposal? 

 The document appears to have been 

produced with a degree of urgency.  

The consultation period is brief, only 

slightly more than four weeks, and 

during a time of year when many are 

away on holiday or distracted by 

summer activities.  A longer 

consultation period would have been 

more reasonable with greater 

publicity be given to the proposals 

and the opportunity for discussion at 

a Parish Council Meeting. 

 

 Background. The draft Modbury 
Neighbourhood Plan (MNP) was published in 
March 2018 with a statutory (regulation 14) 
consultation period from March 17th 2018 to 
May 5th 2018. Both the local community and 
organisations whose interests might be 
impacted by the plan were consulted. The 
Neighbourhood Plan Group (NPG) then 
began the task of collating the comments 
from the consultation, compiling a response 
report from these comments and modifying 
and amending the draft Plan in light of them. 

 The formal response from South Hams 
District Council (SHDC) was not given until 
February 2019.This was partly because 
council officers were waiting for the Joint 
Local Plan (JLP) to be adopted.  
In this formal response SHDC advised the 
NPG could propose that the Pennpark site in 
the JLP  be substituted in the MNP for the 
East of Ayleston Park site, (as was outlined in 
the draft MNP (2018) ), with the following 
proviso: 

“1)    The substitution provides an equal number of 
dwelling houses (40) to that allocated at Penn Park. 
2)    The plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for 
the removal of the Penn Park allocation. 
(Continued) 
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A.THE CONSULTATION 
PROCESS AND PROCEDURAL 
OBJECTIONS (CONTINUED) 
i. Short, hurried consultation 
period 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  
 
(SHDC formal response continued) 
 
3)    The Plan provides fully evidenced reasoning 
regarding the technical and highway feasibility of the 
Ayleston Park proposal being developed for the 
number of dwelling houses set out in 1). 
4)    The Plan provides fully evidenced reasoning that 
the Ayleston Park proposal can meet 
planning/environmental and landscape 
requirements.” 

 The NPG continued to prepare for formal 
submission to SHDC. The final submitted 
version of the NP with all supporting 
evidence would then be subjected to the 
scrutiny of a further consultation, an 
independent inspector’s examination and 
then a formal referendum before it can be 
adopted. 

 During this period of preparations prior to 
submission, the MNPG was advised that it 
would be valuable to have a (non-statutory) 
re-consultation on the development site 
policy prior to submission, because the 
number of dwellings has been increased 
from those in Draft MNP (2018).  

 The re-consultation was arranged as soon as 
possible after the advice to re-consult was 
received.  This decision was made in order 
that the submission of the Plan would not be 
delayed longer than necessary.   

 
For further information on the Neighbourhood Plan 
process see https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-
content/uploads/NP_Roadmap_online_full.pdf 

https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/NP_Roadmap_online_full.pdf
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/NP_Roadmap_online_full.pdf
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 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

A.THE CONSULTATION 
PROCESS AND PROCEDURAL 
OBJECTIONS 

ii. The voting procedure 

 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS 

 The Re-consultation voting process is 
itself clearly flawed and may well not 
stand up to scrutiny.  MPC’s document 
does not clarify who is actually eligible 
to comment or vote on this last 
minute alteration to the 
Neighbourhood Plan. Voting is not 
accountable and is widely open to 
abuse. Residents have less than six 
weeks to consider a major change to 
what most thought had recently been 
decided, after much consultation and 
examination, by independent 
Government Inspectors.   

 The voting process is undemocratic in 
that it includes a non-accountable 
voting form, lacks verification and has 
no audit trail.  It does not state if it is 
one vote per household or resident, 
property owner, tenant or 
holidaymaker.  Voting forms are 
available in various locations and can 
be photocopied, thereby leading to 
unreliable results.  

 The re-consultation was part of the process 
gathering evidence of the views of the 
community and organisations with an 
interest in the plan.  It was not a formal vote 
which would result in the final outcome of 
the NP.  The “Yes” or “No” choice on the 
forms distributed, being the least response 
allowed for.  

 The re-consultation form gave the 
opportunity for more responses on an extra 
sheet. These additional views have all been 
taken into consideration. 

 Once formally submitted to SHDC the MNP 
will be subjected to further consultation, an 
independent inspector’s examination and a 
formal referendum. 
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 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

A.THE CONSULTATION 
PROCESS AND PROCEDURAL 
OBJECTIONS 
iii.. The consultation process 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 If this feedback is intended to be part 

of a formal consultation process, no 

proper timetable has been established 

and no indication as to how any 

comments made are to be processed 

and will be disseminated.  

 The responses must be externally 

validated, collated and analysed by an 

external body, if they are not this is 

simply another example of MPC 

exceeding its powers and acting 

without due diligence leaving it 

exposed to questions of bias. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The re-consultation was part of a process of 
gathering evidence and does not result in a 
final outcome or decision. The final 
submitted version of the NP to SHDC is 
subject to the scrutiny of further 
consultation, independent examination and 
a referendum.  

 The re-consultation on the development 
sites was advisory, not obligatory. The  NPG 
saw the re-consultation as an opportunity to 
update the community of the fact that SHDC 
had confirmed that substitution of sites was 
possible under planning guidance, but that 
the  numbers of dwellings on the site would 
increase from 25 (outlined in the draft NP 
2018) to 40 in order to conform with the JLP. 

 The number of houses that Modbury must 
accommodate is determined by the adopted 
JLP.  However a Neighbourhood Plan can 
determine the location of development sites 
in a way to best meet the needs of the 
community. 
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 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

A.THE CONSULTATION 
PROCESS AND PROCEDURAL 
OBJECTIONS 
iv. inconsistency with Joint 
Local Plan (JLP) 
 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The site to the east of Ayleston Park 
was not one of the three preferred 
sites chosen in that consultation. It is 
therefore extremely undemocratic to 
re-promote this site in a re-
consultation that has no justification 
after the JLP has been adopted.  

 The re-consultation document fails to 
explain what strategic context now 
present in the JLP requires the MNP to 
be altered from that which was 
consulted and voted upon by the 745 
Modbury residents that took part in 
the 2018 consultation. 

 This prospectus is an official 
document approved by Parish Council, 
whose aim, apparently is to inform 
the debate about future housing 
development in Modbury.  Its content 
therefore should be honest, truthful 
and balanced. You have outlined areas 
where, in your opinion, the area East 
of Ayleston Park is “better” than the 
proposals in the JLP. Perhaps you 
could define “better” when used in 
the planning context.  You have made 
no attempt to describe the negative 
aspects that feature in your proposal, 
and they must be included if this 
process is to have any validity. 
 

 

 The MNPG referred to advice of SHDC  
“1)    The substitution provides an equal number of 
dwelling houses (40) to that allocated at Penn Park. 
2)    The plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 
removal of the Penn Park allocation. 
3)    The Plan provides fully evidenced reasoning regarding 
the technical and highway feasibility of the Ayleston Park 
proposal being developed for the number of dwelling 
houses set out in 1). 
4)    The Plan provides fully evidenced reasoning that the 
Ayleston Park proposal can meet planning/environmental 
and landscape requirements.” 

 The housing numbers are strategic and in order 
for NP to be in conformity with the JLP, it must 
include the same number of dwellings. 

 The submitted version of the NP is subject to the 
scrutiny of further consultation, independent 
examination and a referendum. Once adopted a 
NP, being the latest plan adopted, would 
supersede the JLP in terms of development site 
proposals. 

 The proposal to include East of Ayleston Park 
was not a new proposal, it was in the Draft NP 
March 2018.The amendment and the reason for 
the re-consultation was the proposed increase in 
number of dwellings from 25 to 40, in order for 
the MNP to conform to the JLP.  

 Whilst in previous consultations there had not 
been a great deal of difference in which sites 
were preferred for new development, there was 
a clear preference for developments to be 
spread across the town. There were also a high 
proportion of residents wanting the provision of 
some affordable housing in perpetuity that  
could be delivered by a community land trust or 
similar scheme, 
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 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

A.THE CONSULTATION 
PROCESS AND PROCEDURAL 
OBJECTIONS  
v. need for more information 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 May we see the evidence of support 

for the proposed changes to the 

Neighbourhood Plan? I note that clear 

evidence of support is required for the 

proposal to be considered. 

 Although ‘the plan is nearly complete’ 

and negotiations have resulted in a 

site ‘assured’ to deliver 20 affordable 

homes, the document does not, as 

required by Regulation 14, include 

details of where and when the 

proposal may be inspected so that 

people can see an outline of the 

developer’s scheme, the professional 

bodies consulted and a summary of 

the main issues and concerns. 

 

 The draft MNP (2018), along with supporting 
evidence had been available during the 7 week 
consultation period from March 17th 2018 to 
May 5th 2018, both in hard copies in the Parish 
Office and on the MNP website. The MNPG have 
been modifying the NP in light of responses to 
that consultation. The most substantive change 
is the housing numbers proposed on the East of 
Ayleston Park site in order for the MNP to be in 
conformity with the JLP. 

 The MNPG regret that the MNP website was 
down at the time of the re-consultation so past 
assessments and consultations were not readily 
available at this time. 

 The Draft Plan was published in March 2017. All 
MNPG meetings were open to the public and 
agendas made available beforehand. The 
minutes of these meetings can be found on the 
Parish Council website, as can the regular MNPG 
update reports at Parish Council meetings and 
regular written reports in the Modbury 
Messenger.  

 The purpose of the NPG is to gather the views of 
the local community, their wishes and concerns 
for the future the Parish of Modbury. The group 
has then developed a Neighbourhood Plan to 
encapsulate the aspirations of the community in 
planning proposals and policies supported by 
evidence. The evidence the MNPG have drawn 
on includes;  

o evidence from previous plans  and other 
published documents including the Village 
Design Statement (2003), Census figures, 
Historical and Heritage designations and data, 
Environmental designations and data. 

 
(continued) 
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A.THE CONSULTATION 
PROCESS AND PROCEDURAL 
OBJECTIONS  
v. need for more information 
(continued) 

 
 
INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 

 
 

 
 

          (evidence continued) 
o evidence from  a wide range community 

engagement, exhibitions, visiting local services 
and businesses, as well as  more formal 
consultations including the household 
questionnaire and the consultation on the MNP 
draft plan (march 2018) 

o The adopted JLP 
o Site assessments ( looking at visual impact, 

historical impact, access both vehicular and 
pedestrian, ecological, social and economic 
factors, flood risk) 

o Consultations with organisations effected by the 
plan including Natural England , Historic 
England, Devon County Council (DCC) 
departments, South West Water etc. 

o DCC Highways department. 

 An independent Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) has been undertaken. An SEA 
is designed to inform and influence the process 
of a plan to maximise its overall sustainability. It 
considers a variety of factors including: 
environmental, social, economic, historic, 
ecological, population health, bio diversity, and 
climate change. The SEA assessors consider the 
supporting evidence of the MNP and reasonable 
alternatives to all the sites proposed (including 
Pennpark). 

  Other assessments being undertaken include 
Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) and 
Highways assessment. 
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 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

B. AFFORDABILITY 
i. Can 50% affordability be 
guaranteed? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 A key feature of this consultative 

document is the remarkable claim that 

50% of the new homes will not only be 

affordable, but available at a reduced 

price for local people. If fact you confirm 

in this official document that 

“negotiations have resulted in a figure of 

50%, so that the site is assured to deliver 

20 affordable homes”. The problem here 

is that this is not a claim that you can 

make, and by doing so you have made a 

false and dishonest statement which 

could lead members of the Council into 

difficulty, unless action is taken 

immediately. They should perhaps be 

made aware of this. Why? No-one can 

“assure” the provision of 20 affordable 

homes; it is possible that a Planning 

Approval might have the provision built 

in, but a) that is unlikely and possibly 

unprecedented, and b) no such assurance 

could be given even by the Planning 

Authority until approval and Section 106 

matters have been completed, whatever 

the aspirations of the landowner and 

developer and maybe South Hams District 

Council.  One thing is certain, and that this 

is not an “assurance” that you can 

honestly give, and to suggest this in an 

official document is a grave matter. 

 The aspirations of the community for 
affordable housing in perpetuity is not 
something new and was supported by those 
responding to the household questionnaire.  
There is a government initiative the 
“Community Housing Fund”. This Fund aims 
to support an increase in housing supply in 
England by increasing the number of 
additional homes delivered by the 
community-led housing sector; to provide 
housing that is affordable at local income 
levels and remains so in perpetuity. SHDC 
are working with communities and willing 
landowners to realise community-led 
housing in perpetuity. 

 

 If, after a formal referendum the MNP is 
adopted with East of Ayleston Park site as a 
development site, then the assurances 
regarding the 50% affordable housing in 
perpetuity will be enshrined within the plan. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



9 
 

 
 

 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

B. AFFORDABILITY 
ii. Why not 50% affordable at 
Pennpark? 

 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS 

 No real explanation has been given in 
the recent communication as to why 
only 30% of housing would be 
affordable at Pennpark and 50% at 
Ayleston Park and as to why the 
planning at Pennpark cannot be 
altered to cater for 50% affordable 
housing.  

 

 The decision regarding the Community 
Housing Fund depends upon a willing 
landowner coming forward. 

B. AFFORDABILITY 
iii. The demand for affordable 
housing has not been 
demonstrated 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 So far as I am aware, no Housing 
Needs Survey has been carried out, so 
the actual demand for affordable 
housing for local people is not firmly 
established.  

 

 A report on local housing market and 
affordability has been compiled looking at recent 
statistics which establish that: 

a) “The South Hams has higher house prices than 
the averages for Devon, the region and nationally 
with a median figure of £280,000 and a lower 
quartile figure of £212,500 in 2017. 

b) Modbury has even higher house prices with an 
average based on the last 5 years sales of over 
£349,000 and an entry level of around £171,000. 

c) The South Hams suffers from lower income levels 
– 2017 median income levels are £5,500 less than 
the national average and lowest quartile rates 
are over £2,000 less than the national average. 

d) The house price to income ratios are extremely 
challenging for local first-time buyers – 11.91 at 
median and 11.44 at lowest quartile levels in 
2017 – well above national averages.  

e) The South Hams is ranked 281 out of 348 local 
authority areas for affordability in 2017.” 
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 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

C. LOGISTICS 
i.  Relative size and topography 
of the two sites 
 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS 

 The proposal of 40 dwellings on the 
Ayleston Park site is overdevelopment 
of this site within the rural location. 
Although the land is proposed to be 
included within the settlement policy 
boundary, and therefore the land will 
not be in the 'policy' countryside, it 
will in fact be adjacent to the 'policy' 
countryside on three of its boundaries 
and should therefore reflect the rural 
housing densities. The site at 
Pennpark is a larger site which allows 
for a lower density of housing, which 
is more desirable in this location. 

 
 

 In order to be in conformity with the JLP, 40 
dwellings is the number required on the 
proposed East of Ayleston Park, in addition 
to the 40 being built on Palm Cross phase 2 
site.  

 It is to be noted that these are 40 dwellings. 
Options such as apartments which meet the 
needs of the community and make best use 
of space are under consideration. 

 The steep topography of East of Ayleston 
site is noted. 

 The rural location of the site is 
acknowledged. Protecting the Landscape is 
important to the people of Modbury and the 
MNP includes policy which specifies: 

“Development shall not harm but conserve and 
enhance the landscape by:  
a) complying with national and local strategic 
policies for the AONB, including the South Devon 
AONB Management Plan, b) protecting important 
views, ensuring sensitive development that would 
not adversely affect the countryside, c) safeguarding 
and enhancing local features that make a positive 
contribution to the landscape, particularly areas of 
green space and woods, and d) incorporating high 
quality landscape design which retains existing 
features, reinforces local landscape character, 
restores degraded landscapes, retains significant 
local heritage trees and groups of trees and provides 
mitigation from harm.” 
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 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

C. LOGISTICS 
ii. Road layout and access 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS 

 Ayleston Park leads off Silverwell Park 
which itself is a cul-de-sac of 21 
dwellings.  Access to 108 dwellings at 
this point will generate an 
unacceptable amount of traffic 
feeding to and from Brownston Street 
and obstruction could impede access 
by emergency vehicles and service 
vehicles e.g. refuse collection for 
which no alternative is available.  
 

 DCC Highways Dept. have been consulted. 

 Highways assessments have been 
undertaken and address these issues in 
detail. 

C. LOGISTICS 
Advantages of Pennpark site 
 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 

 Pennpark is dismissed as a 

development because it is on the 

westerly edge but would actually 

provide a link between Palm Cross 

and with other houses further west.  

There is already an old footpath that 

would link it to Palm Cross, the school 

and town.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The MNPG looked at the balance of 
attributes of the respective development 
sites including Pennpark and East of 
Ayleston Park and the ways in which these 
sites met the aspirations of Modbury 
residents. The East of Ayleston Park site 
supports factors that are important to the 
community including;   developments spread 
across the town to facilitate integration of 
the community and encourage social 
contact; relatively easy pedestrian access to 
the town centre and health centre to 
encourage active lifestyles, reduce the 
reliance on cars and sustain local shops and 
businesses.  

 The Strategic Environmental Assessment will 
consider in detail, all reasonable alternatives 
to the sites. 
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C. LOGISTICS 
Alternative suggestion 
 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 

 Has consideration been given to 
developing instead the field 
immediately to the north of the 
proposed site? This is also closer to 
the centre than Pennpark It doesn't 
take away from public-access green 
space. All of the site fits within an arc 
drawn from the current east-most 
developments limits of the Dartmouth 
Road and Galpin Street so there is no 
extension of the Modbury footprint. It 
is a flatter site for ease of construction 
and use 

 The Strategic Environmental Assessment will 
consider in detail, all reasonable alternatives 
to the sites in the proposed MNP. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

D. EFFECT ON THE LOCAL AREA 

 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 

 I believe that the development as 

proposed would through its siting and 

scale, harm the setting of the listed 

buildings to the north of the site the 

old Traine complex. 

 I am not sure the strategy of infilling 

green space close to the village centre 

is the best one. Eliminating the field to 

the East of Ayleston Park takes away a 

valuable space. Views of the field are 

shared by many neighbours and 

people walking through the 

Millennium Meadow 

 The Modbury Conservation area is 

well defined and includes Brownston 

St. By subjecting this road to 

additional traffic, not just resident's 

cars but delivery trucks and vans, 

there could be significant 

 The concerns regarding visual impact are 
understood, and landscaping to mitigate this 
impact would be a requirement of the 
development. The MNPG are consulting with 
Natural England and other organisations 
whose remit would be effected by any 
development.  
The MNP proposes that: 
“Development shall not harm but conserve 
and enhance the landscape by:  
a) complying with national and local 
strategic policies for the AONB, including the 
South Devon AONB Management Plan, b) 
protecting important views, ensuring 
sensitive development that would not 
adversely affect the countryside, c) 
safeguarding and enhancing local features 
that make a positive contribution to the 
landscape, particularly areas of green space 
and woods, and d) incorporating high quality 
landscape design which retains existing 
features, reinforces local landscape 



13 
 

environmental damage to the listed 

buildings and structures. 

 

character, restores degraded landscapes, 
retains significant local heritage trees and 
groups of trees and provides mitigation from 
harm” 

 Concerns regarding the impact on heritage 
assets are understood and Historical England 
and DCC Historic environment office have 
been consulted. Preserving the heritage of 
Modbury into the future is clear objective of 
the MNP.  
 
 

 

 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

E. FLOOD RISK IN AYLESTON 

PARK SITE 

 The recent flood 

prevention work may 

not be effective 

 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 

 Why would it be appropriate to start a 

new housing development in the site 

East of Ayleston Park, an area 

designated as Flood Risk Zone 3, when 

alternative sites are less prone to 

flooding?  The re-consultation does 

not appear to have sought advice 

from the appropriate authorities or 

addressed Modbury’s well known 

flooding and sewerage issues.  The 

recently constructed flood alleviation 

scheme to the East of Modbury is 

designed for Modbury’s current 

infrastructure, is unproven and is 

unlikely to be resilient to the effects of 

climate change, let alone further 

housing development.  

 

 MNPG has consulted with the DCC Flood 
and Coastal Risk Manager who confirms 
that the development site in question was 
included in the design run off calculations 
for the flood storage volumes. With a 
suitably designed Sustainable Drainage 
System (SuDS) for the new development, 
mimicking the greenfield runoff rates, this 
will not have any negative impact on the 
flood defences. It is therefore understood 
that the development will not compromise 
the new flood improvements. 

 

 South West Water have also been consulted 
and suggest that “the alternative housing 
site at Ayleston Park has better access to 
our infrastructure and would from our point 
of view be preferred to Pennpark.” 
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F. INCREASED TRAFFIC AND 

PARKING PROBLEMS IN TOWN 

 Increase in vehicle 

numbers and traffic 

congestion 

 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 
 

 The Ayleston Park development will 

create too many homes from a single 

pinch point (Brownston 

Street/Silverwell Park). Any 

obstruction will prevent access for 

emergency, refuse and other services. 

The additional traffic generated will 

also have a detrimental impact upon 

other properties in this cul-de-sac, 

Silverwell Park and Brownston Street. 

Brownston Street, a distributor road, 

is already severely congested. Further 

development that creates more traffic 

movements and further congestion 

will be unacceptable.  

 Brownston Street and Church Street 

are already heavily congested. One 

way traffic is the only option to these 

roads. Alternatively, traffic will have 

to flow around Dark Lane and 

Barracks Road, which would then 

require road widening and a footpath 

to help keep pedestrians safe. These 

are the only routes, which will enable 

residents from the East of Modbury to 

access the School, Church, Memorial 

Hall (Village Hall), Champernowne 

Play Park and Sports Pavilion.   

 

 Noted. The concerns regarding road safety 
around the school and to recreation ground 
are a high priority for the people of Modbury 
and are highlighted in the MNP and 
accompanying Community Action Plan. 
There are no easy solutions.  

 In response to the March 2018 draft Plan 
consultation, in which a possible one-way 
system in Brownston Street was proposed,   
the NPG received comments against such a 
proposal from both residents and DCC 
Highways Department.  (continued) 
(traffic problems continued) 
 In modifications to the MNP, it is now 
proposed that studies to be undertaken to 
inform ways in which to improve pedestrian 
safety and traffic flow throughout Modbury.  

 The MNP also emphasises, in its proposals 
and policies, that pedestrian and road safety 
are fundamental to sustaining safe, active 
community life. When looking at the  
financial contributions by developers to 
community infrastructure  in the future, 
consideration needs to be given to projects 
that address these road safety  issues  

 
 
 

 

F. INCREASED TRAFFIC AND 

PARKING PROBLEMS IN TOWN 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 

 Pennpark has easy access to the A379, 

whereas the site east of Ayleston Park 

will add to the traffic using Brownston 

 Noted. Pennpark does have easier access to A 
379 for commuting.  
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 Advantages of 

Pennpark site 

 

Street with its inherent parking and 

congestion problems.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The MNPG looked at the balance of attributes of 
the respective development sites including   
Pennpark and East of Ayleston Park and the ways 
in which these sites met the aspirations of 
Modbury residents. The East of Ayleston Park 
site supports factors that are important to the 
community including;   developments spread 
across the town to facilitate integration of the 
community and encourage social contact; 
relatively easy pedestrian access to the town 
centre and health centre to encourage active 
lifestyles, reduce reliance on cars and sustain  
local shops and businesses. 

 
 

 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

F. INCREASED TRAFFIC AND 

PARKING PROBLEMS IN TOWN 

 Safety issues 

 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 If this development were to proceed I 

believe that this would result unsafe 

conditions on the roads. Traffic would 

not move freely along the surrounding 

roads. If there were not enough 

parking spaces on the proposed 

development then cars could park 

along the road causing traffic 

congestion and make it difficult for 

emergency services to access the 

area.  

 Safety issues of creating an estate of 

over 100 houses with only one 

entrance and exit onto a congested 

road (Brownston St) or busy road 

without footpath (Dark Lane).  Real 

concerns for access by fire or 

ambulance. 

 

 Noted. The  concerns regarding  road safety 
around the school and to recreation ground  
are a high priority in for the people of 
Modbury and are highlighted in the MNP 
and accompanying Community Action Plan.  

 In response to the March 2018 draft Plan 
consultation in which a possible one-way 
system in Brownston Street was proposed, 
the NPG received comments against such a 
proposal from both residents and DCC 
Highways Department.  In modifications to 
the MNP, it is now proposed that studies to 
be undertaken to inform ways in which to 
improve pedestrian safety and traffic flow 
throughout Modbury.  

 The MNP also emphasises, in its proposals 
and policies, that pedestrian and road safety 
are fundamental to sustaining safe, active 
community life. When looking at the  
financial contributions by developer’s to 
community infrastructure  in the future, 



16 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 consideration needs to be given to projects 
that address these road safety  issues 

 Highways assessments have been 
undertaken. 

 
 
 
 

 

 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

G. PEDESTRIAN SAFETY AND 

ACCESS TO TOWN CENTRE 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 

 Additional traffic will increase the 
danger to pedestrians in Dark Lane. I 
would put a condition on the 
developer if Ayleston Park is agreed, 
that they provide a footpath on Dark 
Lane and Barracks Road where a 
Section 30 agreement is in place with 
Cromwell Park residents and DCC. 
 

 The East of Ayleston Park site is  nearer the 
town centre and it would be hoped would 
encourage less reliance on cars and carparks 
for local shopping, visits to the Health 
Centre etc. 

 The MNP also emphasises, in its proposals 
and policies, that pedestrian and road safety 
are fundamental to sustaining safe, active 
community life. When looking at the  
financial contributions by developers to 
community infrastructure  in the future, 
consideration needs to be given to projects 
that address these road safety  issues 
 

H. COMMUTING FROM 

PENNPARK WOULD KEEP 

TRAFFIC AWAY FROM TOWN 

CENTRE 

 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 

 We can basically assume that these 
homes will be commuter homes with, 
say, 90%+ of working residents 
jumping into cars to drive to Plymouth 
or to access the A38 etc. The site at 
Pennpark will provide better access to 
the A379 for this. It will avoid excess 

 Choice of sites are a balance of a 
number of factors. 

 The choice of the East of Ayleston 
Park is supporting integration of the 
community, encouraging social 
contact, active life-styles and 
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traffic in Brownston Street (already 
hazardous) and excess traffic passing 
the school (another serious hazard) 
during peak traffic times. 
 

sustaining the shops and businesses 
in the town centre. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

I. ACCESS TO TOWN CENTRE 

FACILITIES 

 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 

 Although the site east of Ayleston 
Park is closer to the shops it is further 
from other amenities in the town such 
as the school, St George’s and St 
Monica’s churches, the Memorial Hall 
and Champernowne Play Area. 

 Pennpark is much closer to Modbury 
Primary School and it will be easier for 
parents (the most likely occupants of 
the affordable housing) to walk their 
children to school.  From Ayleston 
Park, with the steep hills to climb or 
lack of footpaths via Dark Lane and 
Barracks Road, it is far more likely 
parents will drive their children to 
school. 
 

 Site distribution is a balance of a number of 
factors. 

 The MNPG looked at the balance of 
attributes of the respective development 
sites including Pennpark and East of 
Ayleston Park and the ways in which these 
sites met the aspirations of Modbury 
residents. The East of Ayleston Park site 
supports factors that are important to the 
community including; developments spread 
across the town to facilitate integration of 
the community and encourage social 
contact; relatively easy pedestrian access to 
the town centre and health centre to 
encourage active life-styles, reduce reliance 
on cars and sustain local shops and 
businesses.  

 The most safe walking route that people 
would choose from East of Ayleston Park to 
the school would be via Brownston Street 
(pavements) and Back Street (access only 
limitation) avoiding Dark Lane and Barracks 
Road. 
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  The Strategic Environmental Assessment 
will consider, in detail, all reasonable 
alternatives to the sites. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

J. AYLESTON DEVELOPMENT 

NOT IN KEEPING WITH 

MODBURY'S CHARACTER 

 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 

 I feel the density and nature of this 
housing is totally unsuited to this site. 
It is unreasonable to force a housing 
proposal designed for an entirely 
different, larger, site onto a smaller 
one for which it is not suited. Such a 
development is not in keeping with 
the nature and character of the town. 

 The proposed Ayleston Park site is 
directly adjacent to the Modbury 
Conservation Area (CA) on the 
northern side. Within this location of 
the CA, there are 6 listed buildings in 
close proximity to each other which 
date back circa 500 years. The houses 
proposed on the Ayleston Park site 
will damage the setting of the 
heritage buildings/area. The site at 
(and surrounding) Pennpark does not 
have any particular heritage value and 
therefore the site is more appropriate 
for development. The proposed 
housing will dominate the heritage 

 Noted. In order conform to the JLP, 40 
dwellings is the number required, in addition 
to the 40 being built on Palm Cross phase 2 
site.  

 It is to be noted that these are 40 dwellings. 
Options such as apartments which meet the 
needs of the community and make best use 
of space are under consideration. 

 Houses on hillsides are characteristic of 
Modbury with views of rooftops with 
countryside beyond. 

 Historically Modbury has developed within 
the folds of surrounding hills. 

 The MNP proposes that: 
“Development shall not harm but conserve 
and enhance the landscape by:  
a) complying with national and local 

strategic policies for the AONB, including 
the South Devon AONB Management 
Plan, b) protecting important views, 
ensuring sensitive development that 
would not adversely affect the 
countryside, c) safeguarding and 
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asset(s) and its curtilage. Old Traine 
Barn with its sloped open garden will 
be particularly adversely affected. 
 
 

enhancing local features that make a 
positive contribution to the landscape, 
particularly areas of green space and 
woods, and d) incorporating high quality 
landscape design which retains existing 
features, reinforces local landscape 
character, restores degraded landscapes, 
retains significant local heritage trees 
and groups of trees and provides 
mitigation from harm.” 

 
 
 

 TOPIC  NAME   SELECTED SAMPLE  OF COMMENTS RESPONSE 

K. ENVIRONMENT, PUBLIC 

OPEN SPACE AND FOOTPATHS 

 

INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTS  
 

 Building on the fields to the east of 

Ayleston Park, which are clearly visible 

and accessible countermands the 

statement in the 2003 Modbury 

Village Design Statement that “Every 

attempt should be made to preserve 

and enhance the surrounding 

landscape and shape of the town and 

allow, whenever possible, actual and 

visible access to open countryside for 

the residents”. 

 Environmental and landscape 

requirements of developing a 

greenfield site that has been 

identified in previous plans as an 

attractive feature of the town, 

conspicuous from various locations 

and should remain undeveloped.   It 

 Landscape and planting to mitigate visual 
impact would be a MNP requirement of the 
development of this site. 

 Habitat Regulations Assessments HRA) are 
being undertaken. 

 Preserving and enhancing open spaces 
including public rights of way also underpins 
the MNP.  
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also provides vital water attenuation 

on the eastern side of the town. 

 Will the public footpath from Galpin 

Street to Brownston Street across the 

proposed site be retained, rerouted or 

abandoned? 

 

 

 


