
Modbury Neighbourhood Plan – Regulation 16 Consultation Responses 
 

Name/Organisation Comments 

Graham Bennett Issue: Contrary to significant local objection gathered through the 2016 Neighbourhood Plan process and other 
consultative mechanisms, SHDC has revised previously published plans to shift the development of dwellings 
from Pennpark to Old Train Field. This makes a mockery of the efforts by local residents over the years to 
shape the development of their town; which after all is the purpose of the lengthy Neighbourhood Plan 
process. That much of this decision process was conducted without herald or public announcement through 
widely read publications (such as the Modbury Messenger or Next Door Modbury) is shameful and smacks of a 
lack of transparency and an attempt to push through a knowingly unpopular decision unnoticed. The basis of 
the decision by SHDC to develop a popular green field site with poor road access and implications to flood 
water drainage over a brown field site with excellent road access, flat terrain and adjacent to the existing Palm 
Cross estate is questionable and will need to be fully explained to local residents prior to the final decision 
being made if the credibility of SHDC Planning organisation is to be maintained. 
 
Background: I was saddened to learn that the decision to develop the Penpark site to accommodate up to 80 
dwellings has been revised in favour of building 40 new homes in Old Train Field. The decision to develop 
Pennpark was supported by many of the 745 responses to the 2016 Neighbourhood Plan questionnaire and I 
suspect many residents, like me, accept the need to build more houses; especially starter homes as opposed to 
yet more executive houses. I recall the Aug 19 proposal being made and I, like many others, contributed to that 
consultative process. I understand that 167 responses were gathered (as opposed to the 745) and that it has 
been claimed that there was broad support for the shift to Old Train Field. I am keen for the exact data of the 
consultation be released so that strength of support on both sides of the argument can be judged by the 
community and to determine if it should outweigh the results of the 2016 Neighbourhood Plan questionnaire 
results. 
 
It is also regrettable that the decision to shift to Old Train Field has been conducted in relative obscurity - being 
made public via the Parish Council website in Feb 20 - just as the country was going into lockdown. Given the 
magnitude of the change surely it would have been appropriate for the decision and its rationale to be 
published in a more widely accessed forum. Whilst undoubtedly the furore may well have been greater, the 
final decision would have been much more credible and robust. 
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Whilst the process that has been followed leaves a bad taste it is the basis of the decision that is perhaps most 
questionable.  
 
You will be aware of the extensive case presented by ‘Stop the Swap’ leaflet that has been distributed to all 
Modbury residents. I do not wish to repeat all of those arguments but would state that the document makes a 
compelling case against the swap and I am very supportive of all of the points that have been made by the 
author. I am a resident of Tuckers Brook and will only be indirectly impacted by any decision to develop Old 
Train Field. So whilst it is not in my back yard my specific objections to the development of Old Train Field are: 
 
- Increased road traffic in Brownston Street, Silverwell and Ayleston Park. With up to 200 extra vehicle moves 
per day these roads (which already have constrained access and parking issues) will become bottlenecks 
leading to further traffic and car parking management problems through much of the town. The increased risk 
to pedestrians should be properly factored into the decision process. The junction arrangements at the top and 
bottom of Ayleston Park and Silverwell/Brownston Street will need to be adjusted. 
 
- Floodwater Management. As a local flood warden I have good knowledge of the flood risk presented to local 
homes by Ayleston Brook. It has required me to regularly check and on many occasions to clear the waterway 
during heavy rain to prevent it overflowing the banks. Whilst there has been much improvement since the 
damn was installed the flow rates are still high and come close to topping the grid in the bottom of Tuckers 
Brook. Noting that Old Train Field is part of the water catchment area for the brook, the prospect of increased 
run off from hard surfaces is a great concern - especially as that run off with fall to the townside of the damn. 
 
- Loss of Access to Old Train Field. This field with its public footpath links to other accessible rights of way is a 
tremendous boon for many residents and is used as their means of accessing the countryside on their door 
steps; especially those who live in the town centre. The removal of this amenity will particularly impact on 
those residents at the bottom of the town whose only other access to green space is the water meadow. The 
owners of the water meadow seem largely content for local residents to use the field but their owngoing 
consent is likely to be stretched with the increased use of their field that this development would bring. 
 
- Housing Density. Modbury town is already very densely populated and the development of Old Train Field 
would further increase this problem.  
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- Character of the town. Modbury residents seemingly like to live here and take a pride in their town, in its 
appearance and its character. These qualities are all at risk by the over development of the town centre with 
it’s pursuant traffic and parking problems, lack of access to open space and sense of ruralism. The Palm Cross 
development fits in well with the town and is an example of how developments on the outskirts can be 
successful integrated into the fabric of the community without ruin to the other valued aspects of the town. It 
is envisaged that Pennpark would be able to do the same. 
 
I do not have the wherewithal or technical knowledge to be able to challenge the basis of the decision to swap 
the development from Pennpark to Old Train Field. I do however hope that this e-mail is registered as a strong 
objection to the proposal. It is also requested that the full basis and justification of the final decision is widely 
published so that the whole community can judge its efficacy - and be able to hold elected officials to account 
if necessary. 
 

Tony Brown Please find below a list of points as to why we believe that the Penn Parks development should NOT be re-
directed to the east of Ayleston Park. 
 
(Please let me first note that no real explanation has been given in the recent communication as to why only 
30% of housing would be affordable at Penn Park and 50% at Ayleston Park and as to why the planning at Penn 
Park cannot be altered to cater for 50% affordable housing.) 
 
1. Pedestrian access from Penn Park to the town centre would be little more than the hardship of accessing it 
from the present new development. It would still only be a healthy walk of under a mile in these time when 
walking/ cycling are to be encouraged. Obviously the present new development was not considered too far, so 
why Pen Park? If footpaths and access are carefully thought out, the walk in should be thought of as healthy 
exorcise, not a chore.  
 
2. 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 Penn Park will provide better access 
to the A379 for this. It will avoid excess traffic in Brownston Street (already hazardous) and excess traffic 
passing the school (another serious hazard) during peak traffic times. 
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3. The new leaky dam has so far been untested since its construction, even with present developments. Luckily 
we have so far been spared the extreme rainfall elsewhere in the UK. Flooding to Tucker's Brook and then on 
to the town has been a reality in the past due to the brook breaking it's banks. A large new tarmacked/ 
concrete area at the Ayleston location would create a large extra run off into the area of the brook during 
torrential conditions and with these conditions becoming a regular occurrence, there could be real cause to 
regret any extra building here. 
 
4.' In town parking' will become even more of a problem.There are never enough parking spaces provided in 
new developments and the result will be more choked roads in Modbury, particularly in Ayleston Park, 
Silverwell Park and Brownston Street. 
 
5. As the 'housing sprawl' in Devon continues over the coming decades, it is probably safe to assume that 
development will happen at Penn Park anyway! 
 
6. An enjoyable country footpath (presently closed) will be rerouted or directed through a housing estate.  
The appearance of Modbury on entering along the A379 from the Yealmpton side has already changed forever, 
from an ancient market town (as signed) to a modern development, so more modern housing will make no 
difference! 
The fame of the house at the entrance to Modbury with the false 'comedy chimney pot' has spread far and 
wide! 
 
Thank you for allowing residents to voice their opinions. To me these things seem common sense but others 
may think differently. 
 
Personally, I cannot understand why these large developments are underway in rural areas. At a time when we 
are being discouraged from driving for the sake of our suffering environment, probably almost every working 
resident will commute by car. Very few will work in the new units and probably people will drive to Modbury 
to work in the units! 
 
Our health centre and chemist are already struggling even with the present population, the 'small community' 
feel is being lost and a higher population always means a higher crime rate. Also we are building new homes 
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when there are many buildings in Modbury which are second homes and only occupied for around three 
months of the year, particularly in the Ayleston Park/ Tucker's brook area. 
 
It is a shame that there would not be the financial benefit to those taking part in this planning and 
construction, if we were to plant areas of trees instead of building new homes. I think we should have a serious 
think about which is the most important. 
 
Thank you for your time, I will drop a hard copy and the feedback form into the office. 
 

Michael Walsh I wish to register my objection to the proposed swap of housing development site from Pennpark to Old Traine 
Field. The proposed swap appears ludicrous - to change from an agreed site which will have a lesser effect on 
the environment and history of Modbury to a site previously rejected on so many reasonable grounds smacks 
of incompetence at least and may raise other suspicions. I live in Browston Street and I do not relish the 
prospect of increased traffic in an already conjested area.  
 
Please register my objection. 
 

Brian Mercer I write with objection to the proposed site development at Old Traine Field (Modbury Neighbourhood Plan 
Policy MNP 3 Proposed site swap from Pennpark) . 
 
Pennpark represents a better, more viable, cost effective and safer proposal for the town. Its proximity to the 
Plymouth side of Modbury would also alleviate additional traffic volumes in the town.  
 
The potential development of Old Traine would : 
 

 Be detrimental to the safety of the nearby residents and those in Brownston street due to increasing 
volumes of traffic.  

 Be detrimental to the wellbeing of the town due to the destruction of a Greenfield site in AONB  

 Provide a housing density which is out of keeping with the adjoining residential homes.  
 
For the record I wasn’t aware of the reconsultation paper from MPC relating to a potential swap of sites  
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J O V Carlyle-Lyon I object to the above plan on the following grounds. 
 
1. The increase in traffic through Brownston Street and Silverwell Park with an extra 72,000 movements plus 
traffic along Dartmouth Road, Barracks Road and Dark Lane which have very little pavement, must be 
dangerous and wrong. 
 
2. The plan to build 40 new homes on a site where to build 25 new homes had previously been rejected, must 
bear witness to a hidden agenda and is silly. 
 
3. The proposal if agreed would represent a density in conflict with the adopted JLP Policy DEV20 and 
unforgivable. 
 
4. The lack of any off street parking for the proposed 20 apartments is reckless. 
 
Please take these comments into consideration. 
 

Graham Meaden Please find attached my letter in which I have set out my objections to the substitution proposal contained 
within the Plan. This suggests the substitution of the Pennpark site by Old Traine Field. 
 
I hope that when evaluating the considerable amount of material that is being provided to you, you will 
conclude that the substitution should not be allowed and that the Pennpark site should remain in the Joint 
Local Plan., and that the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan be amended accordingly.  
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I am writing as a member of the local community of Modbury to object to the attempted substitution of the 
development site at Pennpark with Old Traine field and I would like to take this opportunity to set out my 
objections. I am not a technical expert in planning matters, but as a local resident, I do have a  detailed 
knowledge of Modbury and its local issues and how the substitution proposals will impact on the town. 
Although my address is Ayleston Park, I do not live close or adjacent to the proposed development of Old 
Traine Field so have no conflict of interest, but I do have my  own views on the attempted substitution. 
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To set the matters in context, Modbury is required to build a further 40 houses ( dwellings) and the point of 
contention is whether Pennpark or Old Traine field is the most suitable site for development. The following 
points and evidence are made in support of Pennpark and against development of Old Traine Field. 
 

a. South Hams DC assessments of sites. 

 
In 2017 a number of sites in and around Modbury were put forward for development and South Hams 
DC undertook an assessment of all sites and concluded, with regard to the Ayleston site( Old Traine 
field), 
“ The access roads leading to the site are narrow with poor alignment, and junctions which are 
unsuitable for any increase in traffic generated form the development. The site has a poor relationship 
to the town. The provision of pedestrian links would be difficult in terms of distance and Highway 
safety. The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely limit the 
development potential of this land. The Ayleston site ( Old Traine Field) has a poor relationship to the 
town, covers a large area and the development of the site would represent significant growth of the 
town. The site does not form a natural extension to the town. The site extends away from the existing 
settlement boundary and increases in elevation, it is visually prominent within the wider landscape” 

b. Joint Local Plan assessment 

 
The proposal from the Modbury Neighourhood Planning Group,( MNPG) at that time was to build 25 
houses on the Old Traine field site and was rejected by SHDC and subsequently by the Independent 
Government Inspectors. Pennpark , with 40 houses ,was approved in the Joint Local Plan with the 
comment that “ Pennpark was the most effective way of delivering the needs of Modbury and the 
wider area. “   SHDC approved the Pennpark site as part of the JLP.    

c. Traffic and Safety 

The Modbury Neighbourhood Plan states “ development shall not worsen traffic congestion or 
adversely affect highway safety”. But the evidence demonstrates conclusively that development of Old 
Traine field will worsen the situation. Devon Highways have confirmed that development of the Old 
Traine field site will lead to 72000 extra movements on Brownston St per year. Currently, Brownston St 
already has a serious parking problem and two way traffic to pass is not possible due to the 
narrowness of the road and the parking. In addition, the sharp narrow corner where it joins the A379 is 
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a major difficulty to traffic particularly heavy goods and  vans. There is safety issue of emergency 
vehicles accessing or passing through Brownston St, which an additional 72000 movements can only 
make worse.   The alternative route via Dark Lane and Barracks Rd has long sections with no 
pavements or footpaths, significantly adding to the safety concerns of pedestrians, particularly for 
parents and children walking to and from school. 
The most likely scenario is that due to the economic reality, parents are likely to be working and will 
drive and drop off, and pick up children from school on their way to work and back, hence increasing 
traffic and safety issues. From Pennpark, of course, the short walk to the school is the most convenient 
way of reaching the school and would not result in additional traffic movements through Ayleston 
Park, Silverwell,  Brownston St,  Dark Lane and Barracks Rd. 
 

d. Protection of the natural environment and open spaces. 

The Modbury Neighbourhood Plan acknowledges that” Modbury lacks sufficient public and open and 
green space and that development shall not harm but protect and enhance, the town’s unique natural 
environment”.  The Pennpark site is a level “brownfield” site with easy access to the A379, assessed as 
low visual and landscape value , edged on three sides by 20th century development and further 
development is unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on the wider landscape. In contrast, Old 
Traine field is a steeply sloping greenfield site visible from, and in the setting of, the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. It is one of Modbury’s most popular open spaces with footpath and 
unique far reaching views. It provides a broken irregular field edge to the context of Modbury, with 
hedge banks, public right of way, and is adjacent to and provides the setting for, a group of historic 
listed buildings at Old Traine. 
The footpath is much used by residents and walkers, an important “green lung” for residents, visitors 
and wildlife. With few other publicly accessible open spaces, this area is considered as high value to 
the community.  
Pennpark remains an approved development site and is likely also to receive planning approval for an  
additional 40 homes. If the Old Traine Field site were approved, Modbury would then have lost a 
valuable publicly open space to 40 dwellings as well as 40 homes at Pennpark. 
 
 

e. Development in relation to Amenities in Modbury 
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Pennpark is on the west of the town and closer, more convenient and has safer walking to local 
amenities. The school is located at Palm Cross, the Memorial Hall is close to the school on the west of 
the town, the Champernowne Play Area is on the west of the town.  To access these amenities from 
Old Traine Field will likely result in additional car journeys. The churches are located on the west of the 
town, the QE2 recreation field and MARS building is located on the North west of the town.  The Old 
Business Park and the New Business parks are located on the west of the town and there are bus stops 
in both directions located at Palm Cross on the west of the town. 
 
The Old Traine field is only marginally closer to the Post Office, (currently up for sale) and Medical 
Centre.     Most GP appointments are and will be in the future undertaken by phone or Skype/Zoom) 
The Old Traine Field site may be marginally closer to the shops at the lower end of town, but the 
change from High St to online shopping with the huge increase in delivery van movements makes 
worse the traffic problems that would arise from  developing the site. 
 

f.  Density of houses and engineering. 

Accommodating 40 dwellings made up of 20 houses and 20 mainly 1 bedroom apartments, on a 
development area of approx. 1 hectare represents a density far higher than the surrounding area. This 
would be to the detriment of the character and appearance of the town and in conflict with adopted 
JLP policy. 
The mix of homes proposed is driven by the necessity to meet equivalence with the Pennpark site 
rather than what is feasible for the site or meeting Modbury needs. Despite numerous requests, at the 
time of writing within the period of consultation, no response or information has been provided by 
SHDC or Parish Council to evidence that there is a need within Modbury for an additional 8 one 
bedroom dwellings over and above the 12  affordable homes already designated at Pennpark. 
The 2016 Neighbourhood Plan consultation identified the top two priorities as 1 & 2 bedroom houses 
and sheltered accommodation for older or disabled people, not apartments as being proposed. 
Upstairs flats , accessible only by stairs, will not be suitable for anyone with a disability or limited 
mobility. 
In order to achieve the density of 40 dwellings on the Old Traine Field site, due to the steep slope 
(1:12) considerable ground work would be required. Long access roads and extensive use of unsightly 
retaining structures greater than 4 m would be necessary. There would be no room for any reasonable 
public space. 
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Inevitably such works come with an additional cost. There would be higher than average infrastructure 
costs for the site due to the topography, access issues and drainage. It is not uncommon for developers 
to start with specific plans but when encountering additional cost items, apply to have the plans 
changed to make the development economic.   
The proposed plans for the development are also in conflict with the Neighbourhood Plan commitment 
to ensure sufficient off street parking. To achieve the density of dwellings, the apartments have no 
parking spaces allocated which will result in on street parking restricting both the development and 
the main approach road.  
In order to make the proposal viable the land and build cost has to be as cheap as possible and one 
architect consulted by SHDC has suggested “ modular building methods” and “ pre fabrication”, such as 
refurbished shipping containers. This is low quality housing development and falls into the category of 
non standard construction for which there is reluctance for many financial institutions, including 
potential insurers, to provide funds.  
 

g. Water and drainage. 

 
Modbury has a history of flooding. Despite some extensive flood prevention works, there is still a 
major risk of flooding because the run off from the proposed site at Old Traine Field will enter the 
water system downstream from the earthworks.   Further flooding has only been prevented due to the 
intervention of local residents in keeping the grill and culvert free of obstructions. All waste water and 
sewage would have to go through the antiquated piping that runs under the town. Existing culverts 
and channels are at the limit of their capacity and the additional roofing and road run off could well 
overwhelm the system. 
Pennpark does not contribute to the town flood risk as it does not drain through the town. 
 
The JLP policy is quite clear about selection criteria, “sites less prone to flooding should be used if 
available.” 

 
h.  Modbury Village Design Statement. 

The 2003 statement highlighted the unique position of the town as follows “The surrounding area 
consists mainly of open fields that can be clearly seen from many points throughout the town and 
consequently form an important feature of the setting of Modbury and one that is highly valued by 
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residents.  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.” 
The MNPG, the Parish Council and SHDC seem to have put aside these considerations and have even 
proposed the changing of the boundary to accommodate the proposed swap. 

           i. Consultation with the community. 
 

In August 2016 there was a Neighbourhood Plan questionnaire completed by 745 residents                    
of Modbury. This consultation was open and transparent and validated and showed that the consensus 
of residents views showed a preference for any future development to be to the north and west of the 
town. As a result the Pennpark site was identified within the Neighbourhood Plan and supported  by 
SHDC for development. It is noted that an alternative option was put forward from the MNPG to 
develop 25 houses at Old Traine Field.  
 
In the consultation for the Joint Local Plan, evidence was submitted to the Government appointed, 
independent Inspectors to support the development of Pennpark and not Old Traine field. This was 
evaluated by the Inspectors whose conclusion was that Pennpark was to become the designated site 
within the JLP. Pennpark was also the preferred site of SHDC and approved by SHDC as part of the Joint 
Local Plan. 
It therefore came as a shock to the community that the MNPG had proposed, in a meeting of the 
Parish council which was closed to the public, that Pennpark be substituted and Old Traine Field be 
developed instead. Unrevealed meetings had already been held with the landowner, a representative 
of MNPG,  the Parish Council, SHDC  and the developer.  The loophole that allowed any substitution to 
take place was that it needed to be an equivalent number of Houses, ( now  called dwellings), so the 
proposed development of Old Traine Field was increased from 25 to 40.  
In August 2019 a re consultation was instigated by the Parish Council because it was a requirement 
before the revised plan could go forward. This consultation was an attempt to get public backing for 
the substitution, but it was fatally flawed.  It was a yes or no vote, with nothing to identify if the 
response was from a resident, nothing to stop multiple votes, no audit trail, some votes were deemed 
not allowable, some were destroyed by MNPG as deemed duplicates. Then the votes were collected, 
counted and analysed by a consultant retained by MNPG, there was no external scrutiny allowed and 
residents who asked for the process and analysis to be made public and transparent were refused and 
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advised that they were being vexatious. In addition, an article published in the Modbury Messenger 
which was critical of the Old Traine Field proposal was severely censored by the Directors of the 
publication, all of whom were current or previous members of the MNPG and/or  Parish Council. The 
writer had no prior knowledge that his article had been changed. 
 
The re consultation took place in August 2019 but the results were not published until February 2020. 
From a population of 1600, there were only 167 responses.  The MNPG reported that there were 98  
votes in favour of “broad support” for the plan. However, some of these were non residents, others 
were corporate bodies and not located in Modbury.  
 
Without an audit trail, the potential abuse, and a complete lack of transparency, this re consultation 
has no value to the decision making process and the Parish Council and SHDC have no evidence to 
suggest there is community support for the substitution plan. 
 
 

i. So why is the substitution being proposed ? 

Given all the factors that have been outlined regarding the problems with the Old Traine site 
compared with Pennpark, there is a question as to why it is being proposed. 
From the landowner perspective, land that had been previously been considered not suitable for 
development is now deemed to be suitable. Even at a discounted price, it would still be more valuable 
than as an agricultural field. 
 
From SHDC perspective, there is a potential increase in affordable /social homes allowing them to 
meet and exceed government targets resulting in more funds flowing into the District Council. When 
asked if any feasibility or comparative study of the two sites had been undertaken by SHDC, the 
response was that no comparative study had been undertaken.  They did not do the work or evaluate 
the evidence even though Pennpark remains the preferred site in the JLP.  They concluded that Old 
Traine Field would be supported but without a comparative feasibility and cost study, that is a 
dereliction of their duty. 
From the developer perspective, it is an opportunity to develop a 40 dwelling site, 20 of which would 
be affordable/social housing, 20 being open market. Presumably, there is sufficient profit in 20 open 
market houses, as long as the costs of affordable/social houses are kept to the absolute minimum. This 
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means a high density , low quality development and In the background is always the possibility of the 
developer seeking to vary the planning consent for a different mix of houses.  
 
From the perspective of the Modbury community, there is considerable unease about the proposal, 
given the lack of information and evidence to justify the substitution. That unease extends to the 
process that has been followed, eg the unaudited re consultation, to achieve a change from the JLP 
Plan as approved by the original Inspectors. The MNPG and the Parish Council have lost the respect 
and support of large sections of the Modbury community in putting forward these substitution 
proposals. 
 
 
k. Summary and conclusion. 
 
The proposal fails to meet the criteria for substitutions : 
 
1. Because it is a much smaller site, only by squeezing in a high density , low quality development can 

the substitution of Pennpark with Old Traine field meet the criteria of providing an equal number 

of houses( dwellings). It is clear that a substitution of 20 houses and 20 poor quality apartments at 

Old Traine Field , although an equal number of” dwellings”, is not equivalent to 40 houses at 

Pennpark  

 
2. There is no fully evidenced reasoning for the removal of the Pennpark site, and since it  remains as 

an approved development site for 40 houses. 

 
3. There is no fully evidenced reasoning regarding the technical and highway feasibility of the Old 

Traine Field proposal for the number of dwellings (40), given local traffic concerns about an 

additional 72000 vehicle movements in Brownston St. 

 
4. There is no fully evidenced reasoning that the Old Traine Field site can meet 

planning/environmental and landscape requirements, given the loss of a valuable public open 

space. 
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In 2018, the Independent Inspectors concluded;  
“Pennpark is the most effective way of delivering the needs of Modbury and the wider area”  
Given all the reasons outlined above, there is no evidence to support the Joint Local Plan being changed and if 
changed, it would be to the detriment of the town. The Examiner is urged to uphold the original Inspectors 
decision in the JLP and maintain Pennpark as the development site. 
 

Richard and Sue Hawker We wish to object to the proposal to develop/build on Old Traine Field. A setting of AONB in a prominent 
position above the town. This area with its public footpath is widely used and loved and any proposal to 
concrete over this valued amenity is nothing short of scandalous. 
 

Roger Price 
 

We live on the Palm Cross development and would like to object to any proposed development on Pennpark. 
The allocated development at Old Traine meets with our approval as it will allow better access to the town for 
the owner and also provides much needed social housing. 
 

Margaret Middleton I would like to congratulate the formation of the Plan and fully support the proposals for the future of our 
town. 
 
Furthermore I support the amendment for the site East of Ayleston Park for the following reasons: 

 This is far more suitable expansion of the town rather than to increase the sprawl along the A379 
 allows a greater amount of affordable housing for our young families,  
 addresses the need for 'downsizing' older residents to remain in Modbury by the provision of 

flats/apartments with level easy access to the local shops and facilities 

Phil Bluett I wish to register my objection to the proposal to develop the site east of Aylestone Park in Modbury. 
 
I believe that for many reasons the more suitable site is Pennpark as previously proposed. The reasons I am 
against the Aylestone Park site include: 
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Increased traffic on Brownston Street 
 
It will destroy a field with lovely views over the town with a footpath running through it 
 
The Pennpark site has less of an environmental impact and much better road access 
 

Highways England Thank you for providing Highways England with the opportunity to comment on the submission draft of the 
Modbury Neighbourhood Plan. As you are aware, we are responsible for operating, maintaining and improving 
the strategic road network (SRN) which in this instance consists of the A38 to the north of the plan area. We 
previously provided comments on the pre-submission draft in August 2019. 
 
Following the adoption of the Plymouth and South West Devon Joint Local Plan (JLP) the Modbury 
Neighbourhood Plan proposes an alternative housing site (40 dwellings) to one contained within the JLP, based 
upon consultation responses to the Neighbourhood Plan. This involves the deletion of a housing site for 40 
homes at Pennpark to be replaced by a housing site for 40 homes east of Ayleston Park. We understand that as 
these sites do not constitute a strategic proposal, the substitution is in compliance with the JLP.  
 
In our response to the pre-submission draft of the Neighbourhood Plan, we confirmed that the proposed plan 
policies are unlikely to result in development which will impact on the SRN and had no further comments to 
make. Following a review of the submission draft we remain satisfied that our previous response remains 
appropriate.  
 
This does not however prejudice any future responses Highways England may make on site specific 
applications as they come forward through the planning process, and which will be considered by us on their 
merits under the prevailing policy at the time. 
 

Kate Duckering I am writing to object to the proposal to swap the Pennpark Development site to Old Traine Field site on the 
Modbury Neighbourhood Plan for two reasons: 
 
1. The Pennpark site is a better use of land as it is a brownfield site on the edge of town whilst the Old Traine 
Field is a valued green lung for residents and dog walkers. 
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2. The Pennpark site is also less problematical in view of the increased traffic that will come from residents on 
the new estate looking to access the local road network, principally the A379. Residents wanting to access their 
homes at the Old Traine Field site would cause further problems to already heavy traffic on Brownstown Street 
which is difficult to drive up and down already - causing further unwanted congestion and pollution. 
 

Robin Duckering I am writing to object to this swap on the grounds that much of the traffic from the Old Traine Field will want 
to access the A379, which undoubtedly will be via Brownston Street, which is already a congested road. 
Brownston Street only has a singular vehicle width access to the A379, which is in the heart of the town. So 
often causing congestion to both roads, which with the added traffic will make it worse. This will add to the car 
pollution in Modbury.  
 
The Pennpark site is preferable in having direct access to the A379. 
 

Howard Simons I have a property at 4 Poundwell house , modbury, Ivybridge PL21 0XY and I officially object to this policy map 
3 as 

 We are proud of our green heritage 
 The plan for development must belong to Modbury not SHDC 
 We need to maintain our green spaces 
 We need to reduce not increase traffic congestion 

Alex Hammerstein I have read the official notice regarding the above consultation. 
 
"Having considered this advice South Hams Council, following discussions with Modbury Parish Council, have 
decided to proceed with this consultation. In order to take account of the restrictions the Parish Council will 
make hard copies of the Plan available, for those without access to the web, if requested subject to necessary 
Covid19 precautions being adhered to.“ 
 
This policy would appear to be somewhat discriminatory against people with internet access but with limited 
vision and other medical conditions that make prolonged periods on a screen unadvisable or those people with 
Internet access but no printer. I have tried to raised this matter with the Parish Council who initially stated that 
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the reason for the restriction was cost, but have subsequently said that this is Government policy and is a 
matter for South Hams District Council as it is your consultation.  
 
I have to ask if it has been government policy to distribute important information on line, why was the re-
consultation document issued last year in hard copy?  
 
This consultation document is an important document for the residents of Modbury and I would imagine that 
one focus for you and the Parish Council would be on getting as many of the residents to respond as possible. 
This will not be achieved by effectively forcing the residents to either download and printout 38 pages plus any 
associated documents in the evidence base; or alternatively for those without a printer, study these 
documents on a computer screen, tablet or worse, mobile phone screen. Additionally, whilst the download 
from your website is secure, the Modbury Parish Council website is flagged by every browser application as 
being insecure, and with people naturally going to the Parish Council web address to download the document, 
many may well be put off downloading the document and thus responding. 
 
Additionally in Appendix 5 of the Consultation Statement, the links provided by the Neighbourhood Planning 
Group are to pages that either do not exist or have links which do not work. It will be difficult to assess the 
information on these pages. 
 
I find the whole situation totally unsatisfactory, and would welcome your comments on the above 
 
I would also point as that as at this moment, clicking on the Modbury Image link on YOUR current consultation 
page takes the user to the Kingswear consultation rather than the Modbury one. 
 

Georgiaa Snell As a fellow Modbury citizen I am concerned for the POLICY MNP 3 Act against Modbury. I am a mother of 2 
and I take my dogs for walks through these fields we as a community are proud of our green heritage. Often 
we go to the fields and look at the sunset with the beautiful green view. Building on this beautiful land will take 
away the nature of Modbury with our fields.  
 
#stoptheswap  
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Elaine Gosling I would like to register my objection to the proposed housing development on the site east of Ayleston Park 
(Old Traine Field). I wholeheartedly endorse all the grounds for objecting to such a development - Traffic, 
Environment, Historic, etc - set out in the “stoptheswap.co.uk” web page.  
 
The traffic congestion, which is already a major problem here, will be disastrous for our town, bringing so many 
more cars out on to the bottle neck which is Brownston Street firstly, and then either down to the town or 
around Barrack Road where there are no pavements for the safety of pedestrians and children walking to 
school, seems ludicrous and ill thought. We must not kid ourselves that the residents of the proposed 40 
houses will walk into Modbury to shop and hardly ever use their cars. Many households have 2 cars so there 
will be a huge number of short, regular journeys in and out, apparently an estimated 70,000+ extra car 
movements per year. They will drive to supermarkets like so many others do, driven by convenience and price.  
 
The green space we have within this site must not be lost and concreted over for ever. This beautiful field 
within the setting of an area of outstanding natural beauty must not be lost. It really is a stunning part of the 
various footpath walks here and is much used, loved and walked. 
 
We already have a large development near the other proposed site (Pennpark) which is much nearer the main 
road and these proposed houses would sit perfectly within that site on the very edge of a recent and ongoing 
development. Those who state residents of the Bloor Homes development don’t feel they are part of Modbury 
are really very wrong. The people I know who have chosen to live there, spending significant money to 
purchase there, feel very much part of Modbury. They saw, they viewed, they liked, they bought there. 
 

Ollie Reid I want to object to the Policy MNP 3, the swapping of Pennpark development site to a site East of Ayleston 
Park (Old Traine Field) 
 
There are two obvious problems with selecting Old Traine Field over Pennpark. 
 
The first relates to Traffic and safety. If the Olde Traine site is developed the extra volume of traffic would 
cause a major impact. Brownston Street has already been identified as having a traffic problem and one way 
systems to alleviate that have been explored highlighting the problem. See Policy MNP7 (Modbury DraftNP) 
 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/7ORqCJyyxFG6wYCVsywC?domain=stoptheswap.co.uk
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There is no logic adding more traffic to what is already an overloaded network. A one way system is not ideal 
but may well have alleviated the current issues, however adding an extra 200 vehicular commutes a day is 
totally unacceptable when the vast majority of traffic will need to go around the Dark Lane Barracks Road 
junction which has already been identified as a dangerous junction. Large sections of Dark Lane and Barracks 
Road have no pavements and therefore the walk to Modbury Primary School for those using that route will 
inevitably become more dangerous.  
 
These issues would all be alleviated by developing the Pennpark site. 
 
2. Flooding. 
 
We have a responsibility to protect the shops and houses in bottom of Modbury that have been flooded twice 
in the last 10 years. Any development within the same rainfall catchment of Modbury centre will add to the 
run off speed. We need to avoid adding to this issue, building on the Old Traine Field will make matters worse, 
building at Pennpark will not as it is not in the Modbury Centre catchment area. 
 
There are many more considerations which make the Pennpark site more acceptable but these two alone are 
enough to make the right decision. 
 

David Bush I object in the strongest of terms to the proposed development in the Modbury Neighbourhood plan, the only 
new development if indeed needed should be the Penn Park site as originally approved by the Joint Local Plan. 
 

Martin Ranwell I object to the proposal to develop Old Traine Field instead of Pennpark, Modbury on the following grounds : 
 
1. The proposed higher density of housing is inconsistent with the rest of Modbury. 
2. There is no evidence that there is a market demand for 20 new flats in the town. 
3. The terrain of the site is less suitable, and therefore higher cost to develop than Pennpark. 
4. Old Traine Field is a "greenfield" site, whereas Pennpark is a "brownfield" site. 
5. There would be a loss of valuable green space and a recreational facility close to the town centre. 
6. The increased volume of traffic on Brownston Street and the Church Street / Poundwell Street crossroads 
would exacerbate the significant problems already experienced. 
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7. Access to the A 379, A38, Ivybridge and the Plymouth area is much easier from Pennpark than Old Traine 
Field. 
8. There has been no research regarding the actual occupation and habits of new residents on the Palm Cross 
Green development - where have the new residents come from, how many cars do they have, where do they 
work, and where do they shop ? This is critically important data in planning any new development in the town. 
9. Any job opportunities in the immediate Modbury area are going to be near Pennpark, not Old Traine Field - 
at New Mills Business Park or the Palm Cross Green business units. 
10. The intended adoption of Old Traine Field as opposed to Pennpark appears to be driven by SHDC funding 
considerations, rather than the needs and desires of the people of the Modbury area. This is anti- democratic. 
 
I urge you to revert to the original plans based on Pennpark. 
 

Simon Garry As a local resident, I would like to express my objection and concerns with MNP 3 and the site change from 
Pennpark to Old Traine Field, off of Ayleston Park, Modbury. 
 
Ignoring the way this seems to have been handled/changed and the poor communication (which smells of 
wrong-doing somewhere), the change itself, to using a previously discounted green-field site, seems 
completely irrational. The Old Traine Field site, apart from being one of the few greenspaces left close to the 
town which includes a public footpath across it, has previously been rejected for 25 dwellings, but is now being 
put forwards to accommodate 40? I am not sure of the reasons for the original rejection, presumably it was 
because of the steepness which will mean building artificial banks and making supports which are outside of 
the NP's agreed conditions ie it won't fit in with the historical nature of the town and its architecture. The site 
also has poor access off what is an already overly busy Brownston Street and then a narrow approach road off 
of Aylestone Park, where parking and restricted views make these both dangerous junctions and as I 
understand it, in addition to it being unsuitable/steep/previously rejected, 20 of these properties will have no 
allocated parking or indeed enough for all dwellings. 40 dwellings will account for approximately 80 additional 
vehicles - many of which will have to be parked on Ayleston Park, Brownston St (which is already full and cars 
already then park on Dark Lane), further adding to congestion and danger and I worry how emergency services 
will be able to access both the town and the new development - this is already the case in the new 
development near Palm Cross (which has also flaunted the local agreed conditions with the modern red brick 
wall that have been allowed). 
 



Name/Organisation Comments 

Flooding is another issue and despite the town's best attempts, there were still problems for local businesses 
and homes last winter and further development this side of town will surely exacerbate the situation and 
cause further flooding and problems for many? 
 
I don't see how this change in site will meet the NP and 'enhance the historic sites and their settings' but only 
harm and destroy it? 
 
I don't understand why Pennpark the originally 'agreed' site is now 2nd and will presumably then still be built 
upon later, which will then cause additional capacity problems (which I understand aren't part of the NP, but 
this is if the plan is to be ignored and changed without full investigation, consultation and appropriate 
reasoning. 
 
I therefore object to this change in development and would suggest it be re-considered, the original objections 
for the site reviewed and the site switched back to the already approved Pennpark site. Whilst I feel for the 
residents close by to there, surely the access is much better and a safer option for the reasons stated? 
 

William MacLeod On reviewing your proposals, I find that there are several areas of concern that I do not believe have been 
adequately considered and register my objection to this for the following reasons. 

1. The proposed site is located behind Aylestone Park with access via Brownstone Street and Silverwell 
Park, which provides access to the residential areas of Aylestone Park and Tuckers Brook, concerns have 
already been raised by local residents with regards to the current level of traffic on Brownstone Street 
along with the parking concerns. Your proposal highlights that 40 new homes will be built in this location 
and allowing that the average household has two cars this will increase the number of vehicles using 
Brownstone Street, Barrack Road and Dark Lane thus adding to the environmental impact of the local 
area as well as to the safety of the pupils on Barrack Road. This has indeed been confirmed by Devon 
Highways who have advised that this development were it to proceed would create an additional 72,000 
vehicle movements per year on Brownstone Street. Brownstone Street is not designed for this increase 
in traffic, in addition this would also lead to an increase in traffic on Dark Lane, Barracks Road and 
Dartmouth Road where there are very few footpaths thus increasing the risk to pedestrians.  

2. The increase in traffic will also have a knock-on effect for the Main High Street in Modbury which daily 
is brought to a standstill with the number of vehicles travelling between Kingsbridge and Plymouth. Until 
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such time as the Council provide a solution on how to keep traffic moving freely it is unwise to add more 
vehicles to what a major problem is already. I fully believe that the council should aim to create a safe, 
healthy and pleasant environment, particularly in respect to air quality, by promoting measures, which 
seek to minimise the impact of traffic on the environment. This proposal does not fulfil this requirement. 
In addition I also believe that prior to any such application being considered that Modbury would need 
to incorporate a clean air strategy and the back of such a strategy incorporate an air quality action plan. 

3. There is a public right of way across the proposed site and I have seen no mention as to what plans are 
in place to ensure that this remains, in addition the land in questions at one stage belonged to the Old 
Traine complex and as such I believe that there may well be restrictive covenants in place that would 
restrict such a development. Prior to any agreement I believe that the council should publish any such 
restrictive covenants where they exist prior to any agreement moving forward. 

4. I believe that the development as prosed would through its siting and scale, harm the setting of the listed 
buildings to the north of the site the old Traine complex. In addition, I believe that the development by 
reason of its scale and intensify would fail to make a positive contribution to the quality of the 
environment. In fact an independent planning review of the proposed sight stated “Accommodating 40 
dwellings on a developable area of approximately 1 hectare represents a density far higher than the 
surrounding area which would be to the detriment of its character and appearance and conflicts with 
adopted JLP Policy DEV20” In addition to this it is proposed that this site also includes 20 flats, this is 
contrary to the results from the 2016 NP questionnaire in which the local residents highlighted the top 
two priorities were 1 & 2 bedroom houses and sheltered accommodation. The proposal for 20 flats does 
not meet either of these requirements.  
 

5. My understanding is that in determining applications; “local planning authorities should require any 
applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made 
by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than 
is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance”. I have seen no 
such description in relation to said proposal. 
 

6. The re-consultation that took place in August 2019 was flawed, residents received no notification of this 
process and even as recently as July 2020 there were still many residents who were unaware of the 
proposed changes to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan. The results were subject to abuse with only 167 
responses some of which were duplicated and of those 167 response 98 were in favour of the proposal 
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including corporate and no residents. Modbury has approximately 1600 residents this means only 
10.44% of residents voted with only 6.13% in favour. The reason for this seems quite clear, the re-
consultation was timed to coincide with many residents summer holidays and in addition households 
were not notified, indeed I only knew of this after a conversation with someone in the town and I believe 
the residents of Modbury were denied a voice on this due to the secrecy surrounding the proposal.  

In summary in order to force this proposal through both Modbury Parish Council along with SHDC are 
ignoring the survey conducted in July 2019 which noted the high landscape, historic and community value 
of the setting, in addition they are also now ignoring the 2003 Modbury Village Design statement and the 
2017 assessment by SHDC which concluded the following: 

“The access roads leading to the site are narrow with poor alignment, and junctions which are unsuitable for 
any increase I traffic generated from the development. The site has poor relationship to the town. The 
provision of pedestrian links would be difficult in terms of distance and highway safety. The poor vehicular 
access, mature landscape and steep topography severely limit the development potential of this land. The 
Aylestone site has poor relationship to the town. The site does not form a natural extension to the town. The 
site extends away from the existing settlement boundary and increases in elevation. It is visually prominent 
within the wider landscape.” 

I would ask if this site was not suitable in 2017 to SHDC then what has made this suitable in 2020 when those 
finding in the SHDC 2017 assessment remain the same today. 

 

Nathan Brown I live at 8 Higher Green Park, Modbury and having read through to material on this proposed development I 
object to the land swap on the grounds of suitability for purpose primarily, but more importantly on a day to 
day basis the pressure the development will put on the road infrastructure of this small town  
 
I wish to register my objection to the land swap. 
 

Ruth Winter I would like noted my objection to this proposed development. These are my reasons. 
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Firstly, the site of the proposed development is totally unsuitable, mainly because of the enormous traffic 
issues that it would create. Modbury currently has major traffic and parking issues which cause a danger to 
everyone using its highways and byways, pedestrians, horse riders, dog walkers and children trying to get to 
school. I myself have come very close to being hit by cars when out walking my dog. The road infrastructure is 
already inadequate for the current volume of traffic. Devon Highways have already advised that a 
development at Old Traine field would push another 72,000 vehicle movements out onto Brownstone Street 
per year. The only access road is through an existing housing estate that leads out onto Browstone Street. This 
street is already creaking under the volume of parked cars and traffic, adding to this is ludicrous and would 
push so much traffic down the hill and out onto Church Street at the crazy, dangerous junction at the bottom 
of the hill. The increase of traffic from the proposed site would need to be mitigated before such a proposal 
could ever be considered. And given the local road layout, this is not something that would be possible.  
 
Secondly, the proposed scale of the development would have to be crammed onto this field which is in an area 
of outstanding natural beauty and surrounded at the one end by historic buildings. It would show no respect to 
these buildings to build so many modern houses and flats at such close proximity to them! Why chose a site 
that would destroy the integrity of such an historic area?? There is a public footpath that currently goes across 
the centre of the field, it is in constant use and leads over the field and down to Millennium Fields. I can’t find 
any mention of what will happen to it within this proposed plan? 
 
Thirdly, the re-consultation that took place last summer was hugely flawed. Residents had no notification of 
this process and even up until a week ago, it was news to many people! The voting forms that were sent out 
last year, were sent out during the summer holidays, so many people didn’t vote and on top of that, the forms 
were open to abuse. 
 
If the Parish Council and SHDC looked at a satellite map of a Modbury, it is very plain to see why the Penn Park 
site was originally chosen for this development. It is on the same side of Modbury to the school, it would push 
a large amount of its traffic away from Modbury instead of through the town. It has already got modern 
houses being built next to it so wouldn’t destroy the historic integrity of Modbury. In 2017 SHDC assessed this 
idea and they stated that ...”the access roads leading to the proposed site were narrow with poor alignment 
and junctions are unsuitable for any increase in traffic generated from the development. The site has poor 
relationship to the town. The provision of predestination links would be difficult in terms of distance and 
highway safety. The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and steep topography severely limit the 
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development potential of this land. The Ayleston site has poor relationship to the town. The site does not form 
a natural extension to the town.The site extends away from the existing settlement boundary and increases in 
elavation. It is visually prominent within the wider landscape.” 
 
If this site was not suitable back in 2017, how come it is being proposed three years later? 
 

Sarah Walker Today I received information regarding the plan to swap the Pennpark development for Old Traine Field in 
Modbury. I do not support this proposal and would like to register my objection.  
 
As a Modbury resident for the past 7 years I appreciate the green spaces we have surrounding the town. We 
moved to the area from another part of the South Hams to bring up our family. We often walk in the field and 
enjoy the views. Also I have a real concern about the impact on congestion within the town and the safety of 
walking my children to school should the site be moved.  
 
Please can you reconsider the proposal. 
 

Jack Hendy I am writing to you today to inform you of my objection to the proposed development at Old Traine Field. 
 
I believe that the Pannpark development represents the lowest impact to day-to-day life in Modbury and is the 
obvious choice due to its proximity to the A379. 
 

Jean Carlyle-Lyon I write to strongly object to the change of plan to put houses and flats at Old Traine Field. 
 
Modbury does not need flats.  1-2 bedroom houses is what is needed. 
 
This is not the right place to put this development.  We already have a flooding problem 
 
This is a medieval enclosure and should not be used. 
 
Please stop destroying our beautiful small town.  The development at the top of the hill that is being finished 
at present has not got a single tree.  Why is this allowed to happen. 
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Margaret Moulding I would like to register my objection to development on Old Traine Field, Modbury 
This is a beautiful open space with views that should be kept as such 
 

Roy Jackman What a daft plan ! Pennparks is the only place 
 

Janette Bluett I would like to record my opposition to the proposed swap of Pennpark development site to a site east of 
Ayleston Park. 
 
I think the Pennpark site is much more suitable for the development. The swap would result in an increase in 
traffic for an already busy Brownston Street and Dark Lane. The Pennpark site has much better road access. I 
am also keen to preserve the lovely field to the east of Ayleston Park. This provides access for walkers and 
wildlife. Also, due to past flooding issues, a new development would be using water piping which runs under 
the town, these are already at capacity. Pennpark would not be adding to this risk as it does not drain under 
the town. Pennpark is also closer to the school and therefore traffic through the centre and side streets of 
Modbury would not be increased. 
 

Martin Doswell I have lived in Modbury all my life (60yrs) and have seen it spoilt to the point of no return. The use of 
greenfield sites is a blow to the wildlife & countryside not to mention pollution. We do not want to see urban 
sprawl here or we will end up like Ivybridge - totally ruined. 
 

Alex Gostwick I am writing to express my sincere opposition to the proposed swap of the Pennpark development site to a Old 
traine field. My opposition to the proposal is based on the fact that the proposal to ‘swap sites’ is actually a 
SHDC Community Housing plan to build 40 dwellings on a site previously rejected for 25 houses. The site is a 
greenfield site, which is treasured by many as a green place, footpath and link to the outer reaches of 
Modbury. As a resident of Brownston street, an already busy road, I am deeply concerned by the potential of 
up to 70,000 traffic movements a year down our road.  
 
I strongly urge SHDC to reconsider this proposed swap in light of the above. 
 

Vikki Orr Could my concerns over the proposed Old Traine site in Modbury be passed on.  
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As someone who works with a high percentage of the elderly people within this community, I am shocked to 
discover that roads and inadequate traffic infrastructure will be further compromised.  
The community are already experiencing higher than average levels of traffic and many of the residents are 
now scared to drive around the town. They are not using motorised scooters as they should be, and hate 
walking around a once quiet town. Many of our roads lack pavement putting residents and vehicles on the 
same path.  
 
I am shocked that any sensible planner would look at the proposed site and entrance and deem it safe to 
increase its traffic level.  
 
The fact that the apartments have been allocated no parking is beyond ridiculous. I work with several elderly 
people who have already lost their on street parking to new residents and commuters. They sometimes park 
and move their cars first thing in the morning, setting alarms to do so, in the hope that they will be able to 
reach their car during the day.  
 
The nature of this town, and its hills, mean many older residents have to drive to access medical care and 
supplies.  
 
We are blessed to have such a high level of experience and age within this community. These people should be 
being respected and acknowledged. Not put to one side for that sake of financial gain.  
 

Barry Lee I wish to register my objection to this proposal. 
 
In the event that this site is developed it will further add to the traffic problems that Modbury  
currently experiences not only with through traffic on the A379 but particularly with regard to Brownston Str. 
Dark Lane, Barracks rd. 
 
The original and sensible plan was that the Penn Park site enabled Plymouth bound traffic generated by the 
site direct access to the A379 therefore avoiding Modbury. Pedestrian traffic would be directed through the 
new Palm Cross Green development to the school and town centre. 
 
It would appear that plans are made with total disregard to the wishes of the local population 
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and without regard to the infrastructure upgrades to support the growing population. 
 
Modbury is a small town with to many cars, inadequate roads, lack of parking, and if this site is developed 
removing a valuable open space enjoyed by many. 

 

Carol Holgate Opponents of the development of Old Traine Field have highlighted further risk of flooding as one of the 
concerns about the proposed development of this site.  
Despite the building of new flood defences in Modbury, flooding appears still to be a concern to the 
authorities. 
 
On the morning of the 14th August following a night of heavy rain I saw a man removing debris from the brook 
in the vicinity of the culvert adjacent to the Tuckers Brook development.  A few minutes later two men 
appeared in vehicles marked with the SHDC logo to inspect the entrance to the culvert, one of whom was 
carrying a fork.  I assume there continues to be a risk of flooding after heavy rain. 
 
I am concerned that the proposed development will add to this ongoing risk.   
 

Brenda Lee I am very concerned about the proposal for high density housing at Old Traine field in Modbury. I was unaware 
that this was still a proposal as when the neighbourhood plan came out last year as to future development for 
Modbury most residents voted for land at Pennpark to be developed and NOT old traine field. This field is a 
lovely site and used regularly by many local residents walking to the meadow and on into the town and 
further. It is steeply sloping  with beautiful views across the town and to the church.  
 
Why oh why build high density housing here as opposed to Pennpark?  
 
With 40 houses brings at least 80 people, possibley 40 -60 children going to school or catching the school bus. 
To do this they will either walk to the town, or through it and up the high street to get to the primary school, or 
walk up Ayleston Park , Silverwell Park , Dark Lane and Long Park where you have to walk in the busy road for a 
large part of your journey. And then there are the cars..because of the distance to the school for the younger 
children many will be driven in causing yet more parking problems when children are dropped off or picked up 
at the end of the day.  



Name/Organisation Comments 

 
Modbury has enough traffic problems as it is without creating more. 
 
As to the development there would be mass traffic problems created in its development with all the 
construction vehicles going up Brownston St, into Ayleston Park on a daily basis. 
 
The place for development is at PENNPARK as originally intended and NOT sneakily trying to get this swapped 
for the very difficult and beautiful site at Old Traine field., a green site used by the locals and enjoyed open 
space for the locals. 
 

Peter Cattermole I am writing to object to the proposed housing development on the site east of Ayleston Park (Old Traine 
Field). I wholeheartedly endorse all the grounds for objecting to such a development - Traffic, Environment, 
Historic, etc - set out in the “stoptheswap.co.uk” web page.  
 
As a resident of Old Traine, I wish to add a further objection. At present the footpath from Old Traine Field 
through Old Traine and on up to the Dartmouth Road is used by many dog walkers and others and, dog mess 
aside, causes the residents of Old Traine no problems. The right of way passing through Old Traine which these 
walkers traverse borders on, I believe, six freehold boundaries, none of which is marked or fenced. However, I 
anticipate that should the development proceed the traffic along the footpath will increase very substantially. 
This traffic - adults, children, teenagers, dogs and possibly two wheeled vehicles - will impact very adversely on 
Old Traine residents and their freehold property. There may well be tension and confrontation, and eventually 
I expect the Old Traine residents will find it necessary to erect fencing along their various boundaries to protect 
their cars, rubbish bins, flowerbeds and buildings from litter, damage and intrusion. Such fencing would be a 
considerable expense and would also detrimentally alter the visual aspect of this historic and listed site. 
 
I conclude with the obvious but often ignored point that once these sites of beauty and cultural history are 
destroyed, they are gone for ever. 
 

South West Water Thank you for providing details of the above document the content of which is noted and upon which South 
West Water has no comment. 
 

Anne Edmonds Dear Sirs 
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I strongly object to the undesirable and unwanted "swap" of development sites in Modbury which the SHDC 
has unilaterally proposed, directly against the wishes of Modbury residents. 
 
The wishes of Modbury residents were clearly stated, and validated,  in August 2016 by 745 residents, and 
showed a clear preference for development to be to the north and west of town, ie Penn Park. 
 
SHDC's overriding of residents' wishes is undemocratic and SHDC's proposal to develop Old Traine Field to the 
East of Modbury also: 
 
1. Provides no parking for the proposed 20 flats, which will result in even more on-street parked cars 
2.  Modbury does not need 20 flats;  the 2016 survey identified the top priorities as 1 and 2-bed houses and 
sheltered accommodation for older people. 
3.  The proposed site will provide LESS! affordable housing that the Penn Park site.  This is a disgrace. 
4.  The proposed site will have little room for the "promised" public spaces. 
5.  The independent planning review stated that 40 dwellings on the Old Traine field represents a density far 
higher than the surrounding area, to the detriment of its character and appearance, and in conflict with the 
adopted JLP Policy DEV20. 
6.  Old Traine field is much used by residents and has a long-established footpath across it.  It is a major local 
green space amenity, of which there are very few in Modbury. 
7.  Modbury has a history of flooding, and existing drains are at capacity.  Penn Park does not load any more 
onto Modbury's drainage infrastructure.  An Old Traine Field development would. 
8.  Old Traine Field is much further from the Primary School, and likely to result in parents driving children, 
further exacerbating the already difficult traffic and parking conditions. 
 
There are more objections I could list, and with so many of them flying in the face of previous research and 
planning, it is clear that SHDC has some hidden agenda in attempting to force a development swap onto 
Modbury.   
It should not be allowed. 
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Paul Bower 
 

Dear Sir 
 
I would like to object to the development of the Old Traine Field site proposed in Modbury's neighbourhood 
plan for the following reasons 
 
1) It is a greenfield site in the setting of an area of outstanding natural beauty as opposed to Penn Park which is 
partly developed. 
 
2) It is too small to accommodate the 40 houses approved for Modbury. The SHDC would like to cram in 20 
houses and 20 flats which Modbury does not want or need. Penn Park has been approved for 40 homes by 
Government Inspectors and included in the Plymouth and South Devon Joint Local Plan. 
 
3) If houses were built on the Old Traine site, drainage issues (run-off and sewage)  would impact the town  
 
4) It would generate, according to a traffic report by Miles White, 73000 vehicular trips through 
residential  Modbury each year adding hugely to the already congested areas as well as to the pollution . Also, 
the 20 proposed flats have no parking spaces and where will they park as most houses, 2 bed flats have 2 cars 
each nowadays? Obviously in Ayleston Park, Silverwell and Tuckers Brook 
 
5) Penn Park is adjacent to A379 and there would be no traffic problem. 
 
6) People bought houses in Ayleston Park, Silverwell, Tuckers Brook to live in Modbury in a peaceful 
environment in the country .The construction lorries would have to motor up and down and through Modbury 
causing huge disruption and pollution for months. No such problem at Penn Park. 
 
7) This swap seems to be engineered for SHDC's benefit so that they can develop it to their benefit. I personally 
was not aware of this proposed swap until recently. To me it makes no sense at all and would be detrimental 
to our village. 
 
I passionately hope that this development will not go ahead. 
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Yours sincerely 
 

Kate Ashbrook 
General Secretary 
The Open Spaces Society 
25a Bell Street 
Henley-on-Thames RG9 2BA (please 

note the office is closed at present) 
tel 07771 655694 (which doesn’t work 

from home, so please email rather than 

phone) 
email: hq@oss.org.uk 
website www.oss.org.uk 
The Open Spaces Society is a registered 

charity (no 1144840) and a company 

limited by guarantee, registered in 

England & Wales (no 7846516). 

Dear Examiner 
 
We understand that you are considering the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan policy MNP3, the proposed swap 
of the Pennpark site for a site east of Ayleston Park known as Old Traine Field. 
 
Old Traine Field is crossed by a public footpath with fine views over the South Devon countryside, part of which 
is in the South Devon Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  This footpath runs to the east of Modbury and 
enables walkers to avoid the town.  The Open Spaces Society would deeply regret the loss of this valuable path 
and the splendid views therefrom. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

Mary McClarey 
 

Dear Inspector 
I am a Modbury resident and wish to object to the recent proposal by Modbury Parish Council to ‘swap’ the 
approved Penn Park site for the earlier (2018) rejected ‘ Old Traine Field’ site. This item in the Modbury 
Neighbourhood Plan is referred to as MP3 
The following are the key issues I will to focus on. 

1. Lack of information and flawed ‘reconsultation’ regarding a change from Penn Park to Old Traine Field. 

Following wide consultation and numerous public meetings in Modbury, in 2018, there had been final 
decision by JLP inspector to develop the Penn Park site, on the west side of Modbury. This had been 
communicated to the Modbury Community and it was considered a final agreement. 
The Modbury community were not informed that there had been a change of mind by the Modbury Parish 
Council to consider developing  Old Traine Field in lieu of Penn Park until the Modbury Messenger, in July 
last year (2019) announced, in a small article in the middle of the newsletter, that there was an 
opportunity to vote on whether the Old Traine Field  or the Penn Park site was preferable.  Many people 
missed this, it was the middle of the holiday season and as there was a general assumption across the 

mailto:hq@oss.org.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/DHAGCq77nHq4A3SXHqFL?domain=oss.org.uk/
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town that the earlier decision was final it was given scant regard. No effort was made to draw this voting 
opportunity to the attention of the townspeople. The response to the query as to why there was not, a 
query recently posed on the Modbury Commmunity Website, was that the information had been available 
on the parish council website and that no further communication or distribution had been  deemed 
necessary.  
The 'reconsultation' took the form of a tear-off slip and was anonymous. The form did not have any code 
or traceable validation, and could easily have been duplicated or completed by people who were non-
resident. When I drew this to the attention of the parish councillor in the parish office the day following 
the Messenger’s publication he refuted that suggestion. It was predictable therefore that when the results 
were collated we were informed (again via the Messenger) that several were apparently deemed 
inadmissable due to duplication.  I understand it was the same individuals who drew up the Modbury 
Neighbourhood Plan who received and analysed the responses. I suggest that represents a conflict of 
interest. There was no audit, no external body to oversee the results and the numbers were so low as not 
to be significant or generalisable  ( 167 in total responded, how many were duplicates was not revealed). 
The results announced 98 responses in favour of supporting the swap, no detail of whether these were 
from residents, corporate bodies or people outside the town. 
2.MP3 does not support the stated aims of the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan. 
Although overall the MNP is commendable, reads well and had been developed through community 
engagement, the sudden change of tack and substitution of sites without consultation contradicts its 
collaborative stated intent. For example ' Maintain and enhance the historic character of Modbury through 
listed building and conservation areas policies, the preservation of historic sites and buildings and 
appropriately scaled phased and sympathetic development.'  The forty dwellings planned for the Old 
Traine Field abut and surround a cluster of grade two listed buildings of significant historic interest, known 
as Old Traine. As well as houses the planned dwellings include 20 two-storey flats, 16 of which are one-
bedroomed and have no parking spaces. These cannot be described as appropriately scaled and 
sympathetic to the historic character of Modbury.  
The town is proud of its reputation as ‘the worlds first plastic bag free zone’ and boasts of its commitment 
to reducing damage to the environment. This option is  environmentally damaging. The increase in traffic, 
the loss of the open green space (some refer to it as Modbury's green lung) and the high density nature of 
the proposed building site in a setting of AONB is indefensible. 

3.Congestion through the town and safety to pedestrains.  
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If the Old Traine Field site is developed ,traffic leaving or entering the site will have to traverse across the 
top of Ayleston Park, through Silverwell Drive,  and use either Dark Lane , Barracks Road or Brownston 
Street to access the town and amenities. All are well established residential areas.  
The top of  Aylestone Park is very steep, can become impassable in icy conditions and the council does not 
treat the road for gritting etc. There is a narrow exit /entrance to Ayleston Park , a traffic calming 
measure,which only has space for one vehicle at a time. Brownston Street is extremely heavily congested, 
with traffic only able to traverse one way most of the time due to parking on both sides of the road. The 
junction from Brownston Street onto the A379 is difficult to negotiate due to only one vehicle at a time 
having room to turn. This will cause particular difficulty for ambulances and fire engines. Devon highways 
have confirmed that there will be in excess of 72,000 vehicle movements per year generated by traffic 
from Old Traine Field site travelling down Brownston Street, which in itself is a conservation area. 
Along Dark Lane the pavement peters out after around 50 yards and thereafter pedestrians share the road 
with vehicles. This situation then continues onto Barracks Road i.e. no pavement. If residents travel to 
school or work from the Old Traine Field site by car they will add a significant burden to this already 
congested route. If they travel to school or work from Penn Park site these issues will be non-existent for 
the school journeys (path from site facilitating pedestrian access) and cars will have direct access from the 
Penn Park site onto the A379 for all other journeys, whether in the direction of Kingsbridge or Plymouth.  
There is already a safety issue for pedestrians along Dark Lane, which currently has to be negotiated very 
carefully due to oncoming traffic, blind corners and no pavement. Barrack Road and the approach to the 
primary school from the east side of the town is a straight road but also without any pavement. With the 
increase in traffic along Dark Lane the safety issue becomes grave,accidents will certainly occur, probably 
involving small children as this is the route to school. I couldn’t support the Old Traine Site knowing that to 
do so will be to endanger the lives of Modbury  children and I am astounded that anyone would.  Only time 
will tell, but such tragedy is highly predictable.  Of course, accessibility for emergency vehicles to 
Brownston Street and Ayleston Park will also be severely compromised by the increase in traffic and the 
inevitable increase in on-street parking generated by the development coming from the Old Traine Site. 
None of these issues applies and the town will be a safer place to live if the development is situated at 
Penn Park, which is on the west of the town.   
 

4.Flood Risk. 
Building forty homes at Old Traine Field, which is suited at the lower end of the town, where flooding 
occurs due to the gradient of the area, will generate runoff down roads and paved areas which will enter 
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an already at capacity water system. This will probably give rise to flooding and  is another contradiction to 
the MNP stated intention to 'Ensure all new development... takes into account environmental factors such 
as landscape, flood risk,' 
 A bund, at taxpayers expense, has recently been completed in an attempt to reduce or eliminate the 
flooding which Modbury has suffered in the past few years. The runoff from the forty dwellings is likely to 
be downstream of the bund which wasn't built to take additional capacity. Traders have been impacted 
and closed for many weeks due to flooding and one must anticipate that this will be exacerbated with the 
establishment of 40 more dwellings replacing the absorbent pastureland as well as additional sewage 
requirements. There is no identified flood risk from the Penn Park site, water runs away from the town, 
not into it. 
5. The needs of the population. 

There has not been any research undertaken which  demonstrated the need for one or two-bedroom flats, 
without parking spaces, in a town whose demographic is young families or older people. Public 
consultation which took place before the plan did not identify the need for this type of accommodation, 
houses or bungalows where the identified need. 
 I refer again to the MNP , it states' It ( Modbury) will be  a place where development is in keeping with the 
existing built form and surrounding landscape and managed to meet the needs of residents and visitors.' 
6. No rationale for an exchange of site. 

As the Modbury Parish Council has been unable to provide any logical or timely explanation given to the 
people of Modbury as to why there has been a sudden change of plan, one must draw the conclusion that 
the Old Traine Field has been proposed by someone with a vested interest in its sale and no concern for 
the wellbeing of the community.  Clearly, there are no benefits to Modbury for its being swapped with the 
Penn Park site, which is already approved.  
One must ask why Modbury Parish Council have been disingenuous in their descriptions of what is being 
proposed (they promote it as being sheltered accommodation for the elderly, having parking spaces for all 
etc.). Why have they been less than transparent in their communication with the townspeople and only 
informed the town of the proposed swap after SHDC had been engaged in the proposal? We have recently 
learned that SHDC has spent hundreds of thousands of pounds on assessing the site, and this all before the 
community were informed about the proposed swap.  I sincerely believe that Modbury Parish Council has 
lost the trust of the community is not acting in our best interests. 
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It is disappointing that many people in Modbury expect that our views will not be taken seriously. As an 
independent inspector I hope you will take our concerns seriously and maintain Penn Park as the preferred 
site for development.  
I am writing this in good faith, as a responsible citizen and I look forward to hearing from you. 
Yours Sincerely 
Mary McClarey 

 

Sara Wormald 
 

Dear Sirs, 
 
I write to you regarding the proposed erection of forty dwellings on The Old Traine Field site, east of Ayleston 
Park - policy 3 of the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan - replacing the previously approved site at Penn Park. 
 
Although cognisant of the need for more housing, I query the suitability of the Old Traine Field site for this 
number of homes.  Further traffic congestion anywhere in Modbury is not to be applauded and in a residential 
area where the roads are already used for on street parking it will simply cause further congestion, especially 
in Brownston Street and Dark Lane.  I also query the adequacy of drainage, as development of a greenfield site 
in this area will surely increase the flood risk ? 
 
A development of fewer dwellings on The Old Traine Field site, each property to have adequate parking for two 
vehicles as a minimum, would seem a far better option, as I am convinced that the original brown field site at 
Penn Park will also be develop in the near future. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 

Russ Martin  To whom it may concern, 
 
I absolutely agree with the proposed affordable housing site at East Ayleston Park, Modbury. The stop the 
swap campaign has clearly been derived from those who reside at Ayleston Park and is simply a ‘not in my back 
yard’ argument. I am utterly disgusted with the misleading information they have sent out to residents of 
Modbury. I wish I saw who put it through my letterbox - I’d sure give them a earful. To be blunt, they do not 
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want new neighbours living in two bedroom flats next to their 5 bedroom detached American-style homes. 
Modbury needs AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR LOCAL PEOPLE.  
 
I commend the Parish Council for providing such a clear ‘fact checking’ information sheet and I hope the 
residents of Modbury can see past the farcical nonsense that has been distributed by the Stop the Swap 
campaign.  
 
Kindest regards, 
 
A concerned Modbury Resident.  
 

Robert Wormald 

 
Dear Sirs, 
 
I understand that SHDC’s public consultation on Modbury’s Neighbourhood Plan (MNP) has now commenced 
and will run until 14 Sep 20.  While there is much in the MNP to commend it, as a Modbury resident I am 
unable to support Policy 3 of the Plan, which replaces the previously approved Pennpark Development Site 
with a site to the East of Ayleston Park (Old Traine Field). I therefore oppose the MNP as currently presented. 
 
I believe the change of development site to be wrong for Modbury for the following reasons: 
 
1. Previously approved for development in the Joint Local Plan (JLP), Pennpark is a level brownfield site 
already surrounded on three sides by 20th Century development.  It was previously assessed as having low 
visual and landscape value, so further development will have negligible adverse impact on the town’s wider 
landscape.  By contrast, Old Traine Field is a visually prominent steeply sloping open greenfield site, which has 
a footpath with far reaching views, making it one of the town’s most popular open spaces.  By proposing the 
building of 40 homes at Old Traine Field, the MNP is failing in its aims to promote sympathetic development 
and protect Modbury’s landscape and unique historic and natural environment. 
 
2. Old Traine Field is significantly smaller than the Pennpark site and is unsuitable for up to 40 new 
homes.  An independent planning review previously advised that accommodating 40 dwellings on the Old 
Traine Field site would represent a housing density far higher than the surrounding area, which would be 
detrimental to its character and appearance, and in conflict with adopted JLP policy DEV20.  Furthermore, I fail 
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to understand how the car parking needs of 40 homes (in all probability at least 80 vehicles) can 
be accommodated in the limited space available at Old Traine Field without spilling over into the surrounding 
streets (Tuckers Brook, Ayleston Park, Silverwell Park and Brownston Street), which are already exploited fully 
for on-road parking by the residents of the town.  
 
3. Modbury has a history of flooding in times of high rainfall and is particularly vulnerable to surface 
water flow from the catchment to the East of the town.  Despite recent flood alleviation works, the town’s 
flooding and drainage problems can only be exacerbated by development of the Old Traine Field site, whereas 
Pennpark poses no such threat.  It follows that by replacing the Pennpark site with Old Traine Field, the MNP is 
failing to observe JLP policy, which requires development sites less prone to flooding to be used if available. 
 
4. The MNP states in its Policy for Safe Movement and Transport that development shall not worsen 
traffic congestion or adversely affect highway safety.  The Pennpark site could readily be provided with direct 
access on to the A379 and would therefore have relatively low impact in terms of traffic congestion, road 
safety and air pollution in the town.  Conversely, road access to Old Traine Field is poor and is likely to lead to 
approximately 70,000 additional vehicle journeys per year along Ayleston Park, Silverwell Park, Dark Lane and 
the already heavily congested Brownston Street.  In 2017 SHDC concluded that the Old Traine Field site was 
unsuitable for development because of its poor relationship to the town, access roads with poor alignment, 
poor vehicular access, its mature landscape and steep topography.  
 
5. While Old Traine Field is closer to some of Modbury’s shops than Pennpark, several other amenities 
(e.g. the primary school, churches, Memorial Hall, Business Parks and bus stops) are closer to Pennpark.  It is of 
particular note and of environmental significance that pedestrian access to the primary school from Pennpark 
via the existing lane/footpath is safer and easier than the route from Old Traine Field via Dark Lane (which has 
no footpath and is poorly lit).  
 
Fundamentally, it defies all logic to squeeze 40 new dwellings into a beautiful green field when there is a more 
suitable brownfield site available upon which development would create significantly less adverse impact in 
terms of the visible landscape, flood risk and traffic congestion.  In conclusion, I believe the site to the East of 
Ayleston Park to be unsuitable for the development of 40 homes, and that the late change to MNP Policy 3 
should be reversed to favour the previously approved and far more suitable site at Pennpark.  I would be 
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grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of this email and request that my comments be considered by SHDC 
and its independent examiner as part of the consultation exercise.  
      
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
 

 

Ruth Westwood  I want to add my support to the inclusion in the above plan of genuinely affordable homes at the East of 
Ayleston Park site. These properties will help local young people stay in and support the community. 
I also want to object to any proposed bypass of the town. Funding and other resources should instead by 
directed towards reducing the overall levels of traffic in the South Hams through increased provision of public 
transport. Support should also be given to innovative solutions such as cooperation between shops and 
suppliers on deliveries to reduce commercial traffic together with effective enforcement of vehicle size and 
weight restrictions on our roads. 
Regards, Ruth Westwood  
 
Sent from my iPad 
 

S. C. Ambury 

 
To Pannning SHDC 
 
I have become aware of the proposal to swop sites MNP Policy 3 - Development Site Proposal. 
 
I strongly object to this proposal to swop a sloping greenfied site for a level brownfield site. 
 
The Old Traine Field is a peaceful open space with well used footpath, and would turn Silverwell Park 
into a congested busy road, apart from creating further mayhem for traffic in Brownston Street. 
 
I doubt Modbury needs or can cope with any more housing than the Bloor development.  But if there has to be 
more then the obvious option is the one already approved at Pennpark - brownfield, access to A379 
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Yours 
 

Michael Walsh Dear planning department  
 
As a Modbury resident I have received a letter from the parish council putting forward an argument to change 
a proposed building site from Pennpark to a site east of Aylestone Park.  
 
While the tone of the letter is slightly hysterical, I understand that there is a genuine case to be made.  
 
However, I feel the Parish Council's case is unconvincing and would prefer the change to be reversed and the 
Pennpark site to be developed instead. I hope as a resident that I will be able to vote before a final decision is 
made and ask that you let me know if that is not correct.  
 
Regards 
 
 
 
Sent from my Sony Xperia™ smartphone 
 

Annabel Turner 
 

Please see below my comments on the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The Modbury Neighbourhood Plan (MNP) accurately reflects my concerns and hopes for the future of 

Modbury particularly regarding the issues of sustainable development and the protection of green spaces. I 

have engaged in multiple MNP consultations and feel that the results of these have been compiled in a careful 

and meticulous way.  

I am in my mid-twenties, a university graduate with a professional job but I cannot hope to buy a house in 

Modbury or the surrounding area with prices as they currently are. The provisions made in the MNP will 

ensure that the needs of young people such as myself are considered in future developments. This will provide 
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us with the opportunity to continue to live in the village that we love (without having to live indefinitely with 

our parents).  

 
Best wishes, 
 
 

Phil Smith 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I wish to comment on Modbury’s draft Neighbourhood Plan which is currently with South Hams DC for its final 
consultation. 
 
As a long-standing Modbury resident (35 years) I have a deep interest in seeing the town thrive through its 
sustainable development. For me, sustainability has four dimensions: 
 

 Environmental - protecting and enhancing the natural environment and addressing climate change. 
 Social - maintaining a balanced and caring community supported by the provision of quality 

community facilities. 
 Economic - supporting a vibrant local economy and local employment. 
 Historical and cultural - protecting the town’s unique built and natural heritage. 

 
I consider the draft plan to address these issue admirably and wish to record my support not only for the plan 
but also for its proposal to substitute a development site at Ayleston Park for the one at Penn Parks.  
 
My reason for supporting this particular proposal is that the alternative site better supports the goal of 
sustainable development and, crucially, will provide a higher proportion of genuinely affordable homes for 
local people. 
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I am aware that some people oppose this aspect of the Plan and have seen the literature from the ‘Stop the 
Swap’ campaign. Not only is this campaign anonymous (and therefore the motives of those sponsoring it 
cannot be challenged) it also contains false assertions and information which is clearly intended to mislead.    
 
I hope the District Council will see this campaign for what it is - a NIMBY reaction from a small section of the 
community - and that it will accept the Plan unamended so that it can proceed to referendum. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 

Judith and Robert Owens 
 

FAO Independent Examiner 
Neighbourhood Planning 
South Hams District Council 
 
We are residents of 58 Brownston Street, Modbury 
We wish to object to the Proposed Development Site at the East of Ayleston Park (Old Traine Field). 
 
Our reasons are… 

1. Old Traine Field is an area of outstanding natural beauty. There is a footpath running from Broad Street 
through the Millennium Meadow to Old Traine Field which as magnificent view of unspoilt 
countryside. The loss of this picturesque footpath with its views would be detrimental to the health 
and well-being of Modbury residents. 
The alternative sit at Penpark is a brown field site and loss of natural amenity is negligible 

2. The traffic congestion in Brownston Street is already a problem. The addition of 40 new homes, 20 of 
which will not have parking lots, will lead to additional congestion in Brownston Street. There will be 
additional demand for on street parking which is needed by many residence such as ours in Brownston 
Street which do have any parking facility. 
Penpark sit has easy access to the A379 and being situated west of Modbury would mean that traffic to 
Plymouth would not pass through the centre of Modbury. 

3. It would seem by just common sense, that the Penpark site is much better than Old Traine for 
development. But the Modbury Parish Council’s decision to back the development on Old Traine Field 
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would suggest that their other factors influencing their decision and that some monetary 
considerations are involved.  

Yours sincerely 
 

Mr Jamie Wright 
 

Good morning, 
 
I am a resident of Modbury residing at 94 Champernowne. I would like to object to the current plan to develop 
Ayleston Park for the following reasons: 
 
- Traffic down Barack road is already dangerous and I have literally had to swipe my 5 year old son away from 
speeding vehicles. Further traffic would only increase the danger and the road is only suitable for 1 car as it is. 
There is no suitable walking route to access the recreational ground other than this road. Any additional traffic 
needs to feed straight into the main vein out of Modbury. 
 
- I was not part of the initial vote and find it incredible difficult to believe that a 54% of Modbury requested 
social and shared housing, especially given that there had just been a build of about 100 houses and at least 
30% of those would have supplemented much of the demand. Whatever survey was completed did not 
accurately represent the community and I was never informed of the 'secret vote'. 
 
- There should have been a new survey after judging the impact of the last development. The current survey 
used by the parish council is out of touch with residents feelings. 
 
- The architects have not planned parking in for the new residents of apartments.  
 
- The roads in the proposed area are not suitable for extra traffic. 
 
- Information about the development has been misleading. 
 
- Modbury has already seen a huge expansion in houses recently, why are surrounding villages and towns not 
matching the expansion plans? The Palm cross development has already increased Modbury by a third. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
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Holly Findlay-Wright 
 

Good morning, 
 
I am a resident of Modbury residing at 94 Champernowne. I have been living here since 2016 with my husband 
and young child (age 5) who currently attends Modbury Primary School.  
 
Recent communications have been provided that have highlighted the plans for development on the site east 
of Ayleston Park. Our house seems to have been missed from a number of communications that the parish 
council seems to have published and the neighbourhood planning website consistently not working, however, I 
understand that these are available on their website. This lack of information was supported by the incredibly 
low response to the public re-consultation in August 2019. Having now taken the time to review the plans, I 
wish to raise significant concerns regarding the want to build on this particular location. I have outlined these 
below: 
 
Traffic safety and road structure 
 
The roads in Modbury are not built to sustain any further increase in the levels of traffic. Whilst some of the 
details provided state that people will use public transport or walk into the town, this is highly unlikely. Due to 
the terrain of Modbury, it has already been proven that those living at the top of Modbury will drive into the 
town. The type of housing being proposed will also likely result in more working households that require a car 
to get to and from work (the bus is one hourly and either to Kingsbridge or Plymouth not allowing for shift 
workers, other locations etc). Furthermore, the plans indicate a low level of parking for the flats/apartments 
proposed. I can advise that again, due to the location of Modbury, most residents have at least one car with 
the majority possessing two regardless of living in a flat/apartment or house. I am deeply concerned as to 
where these people with park, considering there is already limited parking.  
Roads are already at their tolerance and parking issues are already prevalent. This means that access around 
Modbury is restricted to one lane at most times and causes congestion as well as significant safety issues. Safe 
passage for children around the town must exist (it currently doesn't) there is no pedestrian pathways on many 
of the streets that lead children to and from the school. Whilst an effort has been made to look at the time it 
takes to get children to the school and back, it doesn't provide safe passage from this location. One of the 
pathways that will be used (as residents will use the shortest route) is on Barrak Road. Many, many residents 
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have written to the council in relation to this road and how unsafe it is (myself included) but no action has 
been taken to address these concerns. By building in this location, you are increasing the likely hood that injury 
and/or death would occur based on the number of near misses on this road. As someone that works at a 
school and has had to recently deal with a number of near-misses due to an increase in building traffic to a 
local site, this resulted in no movement of lorries/contractors at particular times to allow for the safe passage. 
This, however, was in a location that could tolerate the waiting traffic, Modbury is not one of these areas.  
Should the Penn Park site be chosen, I believe this will alleviate the traffic and safety concerns by allowing 
direct access to and from the A379. There can be the addition of a pathway that joins the one already located 
in the Palm Cross development which will take children safely to and from school. This site is larger and can 
accommodate more parking arrangements.  
 
Location 
 
The addition of the Palm Cross development already increased the size of Modbury by a third. Palm Cross was 
chosen as this provided the most suitable location for the reasons outlined above, as well as many others. 
Penn Park is located next to this development and should be used as residents will also be able to benefit from 
the facilities this larger site provided as well as giving residents access directly to the main road to be able to 
get to work etc with ease. Whist a previous survey indicated that a number of residents didn't want all the 
housing in one area, it did show they did favour sites further away.  I strongly believe that residents should be 
re-surveyed on the matter based on the current locations being proposed.  
 
I hope that you will take the time to consider my views on the matter. Please do feel free to contact me on 
07834706783. 
 
Kind regards 
 
 

Katherine Milthorp 
 

I would like to express my concerns over the development of Old Traine Field Modbury.  I do not live 
particularly close to the site but like many others in Modbury will be adversely affected by the proposed 
development. 
I wish to make a few simple points 
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 Modbury has a worsening traffic/parking problem. I try not to drive along Brownston St. It usually 
involves several reverses and angry motorists. Dark Lane is an accident waiting to happen; walking 
children along this road is a fraught experience. Traffic speeds along, visibility is poor and the 
Sheepham rat run is being used more and more by delivery men and commuters. Likewise Barracks 
road needs some sort of traffic calming. Do we have to wait for an accident before addressing these 
issues? What about a 20 mph limit with speed bumps or pavements and chicanes. The extra traffic 
resulting from the Traine development will only make these problems worse 

 The Traine site may be close to the town centre but 2 walks a day to the school and preschool will not 
be easy pushing a pram or pushchair. There is no route that does not involve steep hills or 
treachorourus traffic. Parents will take the easy way out and use their cars. The Penn Parks site could 
have easy access to school if a footpath was made along the Green Lane 

 The Traine site is too small for 40 dwellings if there is to be proper space for parking, gardens and 
communal space. Who is going to live in the first floor appartments with no gardens? Surely lockdown 
has taught us something 

 It would be hard to find people in Modbury who do not support affordable housing for local people. 
Why is it that this cannot be achieved on the Penn Parks site where access to the main road is much 
easier? 

 The Neighbourhood planning team have worked very had to produce good ideas for Modbury’s future. 
The Plan is in danger of being voted against in a referendum purely on this one issue.  

I sincerely hope the planners will listen to the genuine concerns of all Modbury folk and do all they can to 
address our concerns. 
 
 
 

Dan Turner 
 

OFFICIAL 
 
Firstly, I would like to place on record my appreciation for all of the work undertaken by the Modbury 
Neighbourhood Plan Group (MNPG) over the past five years. There has clearly been a huge amount of work put into 
the plan and thousands of hours of voluntary time to enable the people of Modbury to make their voices heard. The 
MNPG have delivered a clear and transparent piece of work and I feel that I, and the residents of Modbury have had 
numerous opportunities to voice our opinion. In particular, I support the fact that a consultation on sites (switching to 
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East Ayleston Park) was undertaken, even though it was not a legal requirement. This illustrates the transparency and 
fairness of the process throughout. The number of consultations, public information, events and publications was 
impressive over a prolonged period. I was particularly pleased to see how well recorded the meetings and 
consultations were with a clear database of information, which I have reviewed prior to this consultation response.  
 
I fully support the broadness of the plan, which I feel encapsulates the key areas of concern for Modbury residents. I 
was particularly encouraged to see a section dedicated to improved sustainability both in terms of design, materials 
and efficiency and the associated infrastructure. Having reviewed other similar plans I feel this was an exemplary 
example within the parameters of the JLP and national planning policy. I would strongly support the plan in saying 
that future developments must deliver energy efficient housing, renewable energy and promote active mobility such 
as walking and cycling.  
 
Having reviewed the sustainability appraisal, transport surveys, ecological surveys and plans for affordable 
community housing I strongly support development at the site East of Ayleston Park. This site delivers on the 
promises in the plan and clearly aligns with the responses provided by residents in the two consultations. Perhaps 
most notably the fact that 89% of residents do not support one large site and that the majority support more 
affordable housing. The Pennpark site would directly conflict these statements from the community. 
 
I understand traffic is an emotive subject in Modbury and there are concerns over its increase if either site were to be 
developed. From reading the evidence provided I feel that while Pennpark has better access to the A379 it would 
actually be more detrimental to traffic. By designing a housing site around the private car you immediately encourage 
its use. In many cases this will be to drive out of Modbury, causing reduced benefit to the local economy. Designing a 
site based more on active mobility instead of the private car is much more sustainable and actually brings 
greater benefits to the town in terms of economy, air quality and people's health. This was identified in the 
sustainability appraisal as the East of Ayleston site is nearer to the local shops and amenities with existing 
public footpaths. The average car is only used 3% of the time and if we could increase car utilisation through 
ideas such as car clubs in it will reduce the number of vehicles owned and directly reduce parking pressures. 
Alongside the MNPG’s Community Action Plan I believe that the proposed site is better suited to active 
mobility. This is in direct support of the JLP and supplementary planning documents policies to encourage 
active mobility and encourage site designs to reduce car use. It is also clearly in support of the climate 
emergency agenda and the need to cut carbon emissions. 
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I would have serious reservations about the Pennpark site due to the A379 being an extremely busy and 
dangerous road to walk on with no existing footpath in that area. The possible site entrance is also in a 60mph 
zone. This all encourages private car use, even for short journeys into the town centre.  
 
 
Another reason I support the East of Ayleston Park site is that ribbon development or urban sprawl are 
incredibly bad for the environment. The Pennpark site would be just that. It is how commuter towns are built 
and is ultimately designed to make it easy to drive out of the town. Therefore, the benefits to the town are 
again minimal in terms of boosting business and the local economy. It is certainly not in character for Modbury, 
which historically has had more integrated development. The NP clearly states that the majority of people 
(89%) did not want one large development. Building Pennpark would, in effect, deliver exactly what people did 
not want.  
I approve of the Neighbourhood Plan’s description of Modbury’s character and importance placed on retaining 
it. Modbury has been developed in a valley in a compact style as an historic market town. Developing the East 
of Ayleston Park site is more in keeping with this character as it is within the existing town boundaries, 
encourages use of the local shops due to its close proximity and walkability and the fact it is slightly sloped is 
very typical for Modbury (Ayleston Park, Brownston Street, Galpin Street, Church Street are all similarly 
developed on slopes).  
 
In contrast, Pennpark would be out of keeping with Modbury’s character as it effectively elongates the town by 
building outside of the existing boundary creating urban sprawl and ribbon development. I’d be concerned that 
this would also encourage larger developments as it sets a precedent for building outside of the town 
boundary on the main road. 
 
I strongly support the Neighbourhood Plan’s commitment to delivering more affordable housing in Modbury. The 
East of Ayleston Park site allows for a higher percentage of affordable homes (50% vs 30%). The type of homes 
Modbury is lacking as it is currently one of the more expensive places  to live in the JLP area. The fact that there is an 
opportunity for more community ownership and/or input gives the people of Modbury more control over the 
development of the East of Ayleston Park site than a development on Pennpark.  
 
There have been concerns with developers not delivering what they promised so this will allow people in Modbury to 
ensure the developer (which could be the community) delivers what is required. The ownership could be in the form 
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of a community land trust and helps to ensure the houses are for local people, remain affordable and are delivered to 
a high standard. There are local examples of this happening with a current proposal by South Dartmoor Community 
Energy, Harbertonford CLT and PEC Homes (Plymouth). This is only achievable with a willing landowner such as that 
at East Ayleston. I cannot overstate how important the community housing and more affordable housing is and this is 
clearly a view shared across the community. This alone is enough reason to support the proposed plan with the site 
at Easy of Ayleston Park. I am an individual on a good professional salary but unable to afford the current housing 
prices in Modbury. To retain local talent in the area and to ensure a balanced population, affordable housing is key. 
 
There is clear support in the consultations from DCC Flood and Coastal Risk Manager and South West Water for the 
site East of Ayleston Park. South West Water even state that it is their preferred site due to it being nearer to their 
infrastructure. Therefore I am content the site proposes no additional flooding risks following the flood alleviation 
works that were undertaken in 2018. 
 
I would also like to acknowledge the numerous positive policies in the plan that are not directly related to the 
proposed site or the site at Pennpark. I strongly support the desire to improve biodiversity and to provide 
community energy projects. I have seen the benefits that these bring to both the environment and to the local 
community. They are often used to tackle fuel poverty, educate, fund community projects and provide 
ownership to local people. 
 
The safe movement and transport policies are admirable and I would like to see improved access along 
Barracks Road towards the recreation field. I do feel that the Pennpark site would not be safe for pedestrians 
in comparison with East of Ayleston Park due to the busy main road.  
 
I would like to point out that I currently live on Brownston Street, which in theory would be impacted more by 
the proposed development East of Ayleston Park. I do, however, still support the site proposed in the Plan as I 
believe that it is the best site for Modbury and the key policies outlined in the Plan will minimise negative 
impact and in many instances promote a better place to live. 
 
Again I would like to express my thanks to the MNPG for all of their efforts over the past five years and I fully 
support the proposed plan. 

B J Taylor 
 

Modbury Neighbourhood Plan 
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A lot of hard work has gone into producing the Modbury neighbourhood plan only to be let down by the 
proposal to substitute a site which is pre-dominantly a brown field site ( Penn Parks) for a green field meadow 
to the east of Ayleston Park which I OBJECT to on several points.  

(1) The site is very steep and undoubtedly will cause a flooding issue for the dwellings at the bottom of 
the slopes. 

(2) The increase in the volume of traffic on Brownston street and Dark Lane will cause traffic chaos 
especially on Dark Lane where there is no pavements and several children use the route to walk to 
school. The vehicle movements will all most certainly be 100 + vehicle movements per day. 

(3) East of Ayleston Park is one of the only green spaces left accessible to the public vie the foot path 
and is widely used, this footpath links the Millennium Meadow and the town. 

(4)  
For these reasons I object strongly to the proposals in the plan. 
 

Burda Gage    
 

I  whole heartedly support the NHP for Modbury . 
I totally support the development East of Brownston Street for social housing and affordable housing.   The 
need is huge to enable  people who cannot afford to purchase or rent property within their incomes.   With the 
Thatcher  legislation  Modbury lost most of its social housing which has never been replaced.  Many truly local 
families find they have nowhere to live which they can afford, rent or buy. 
I was on Modbury PC when Tuckers Brook was built and the same reaction as now, was given by the residents 
of Alyston Park.   This development has won several major awards, it is a fine example of mixed housing 
including flats, following closely to the Village Design Statement  which the Modbury  Soc. and PC had just 
completed.   This document is still valid.  
The developer worked very closely with the group using the Design Statement for guidance and built a well 
designed estate. 
Every effort  should be made to carry forward the project east of Brownston st.  
 

Mandy Hyde 
Brownston Street 
Modbury 
PL21 0RG 
 

To whom this may concern 
 
I am writing to express my whole hearted support for local and affordable housing to be built in the original 
Ayleston Park area, as was decided in the Modbury Neighbourhood plan.  This is what the local people of 
Modbury wish for and what is best for their much loved town.  
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It is of paramount importance that this is the site to be built on and not Pennpark, for the following reasons; 
 

 Pennpark will only attract more cars to Modbury instead of pedestrians. It will be dangerous for 
children to walk to school from this site, thus attracting more cars to drive.  

 89% of local residents stated they did not want all the new housing to be in one part of town. The Penn 
Park estate will be adjacent to the Palm Cross sites, thus providing more housing and road access 
pressure in one area. 

 Modbury residents can have a say in the development of the overall site at Ayleston whereas this will 
not be the case for Pennpark 

 
It is unforgivable the ‘Stop the Swop campaign’ a minority group which are misleading local residents with 
propaganda and lies regarding the Ayleston developments.  
 
Pls I urge you to listen to the majority of local people to keep Modbury protected from 3rd Party developers 
and fast cash house builders. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
 

 Mjmerritt   Having seen and read many articles on the  above mentioned plan In as few words as possible Pennparks  
should be the area to be developed please record this as my wish  
 
 

Neil Turner   
 

I write as a long-term resident of Modbury who has closely followed the Neighbourhood planning process from 
its inception in 2015. In my view the process has been conscientiously and painstakingly undertaken by a 
committed group of local residents who have voluntarily given their time and expertise to working with the 
community, and in liaison with Parish and District Councils, to prepare a Plan in the best interests of the parish, 
town and community of Modbury.    
   
Based on community consultations over the past 5 years the Plan gives a clear description of its vision and 
objectives with 14 policies and a total of 61 proposals covering 9 key areas. The process has been transparent 
throughout with public consultations at key stages, stalls at the May fairs, questionnaires, public exhibitions, 
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discussions with health centre and primary school, articles in the local Modbury Messenger magazine and 
published reports to the Parish Council. Unsurprisingly, given that the planning process was wholly focussed on 
reflecting the consensus views of the community, I believe that the Plan has been generally well received over 
its full range of policies and proposals, but with the following exception:    
  
Modbury’s obligation to meet its allocation of new homes, and the issue of where these homes should be 
sited, has raised strong feelings among those opposed to a development to the East of Ayleston Park. A core 
group core of anonymous dissenters, who had presumably shown little interest or desire to be involved in the 
planning process previously, have drawn unsound conclusions, founded on what might reasonably be assumed 
to be undeclared self-interest, and engaged in a campaign of disinformation which threatens to discredit the 
whole process. While some have expressed opposition to the proposed development with reasoned argument 
others, regrettably, have not, causing many residents to rue the loss of the good community spirit which had 
been thought to characterise the town. The tactics of those opposed to the development have not been 
innocuous, with a factually inaccurate leaflet delivered to houses in the town, headed “Modbury 
Neighbourhood Plan” (misleading people to think it came officially from the Neighbourhood Plan Group), 
which focussed solely on the issue of denouncing the East of Ayleston Park site; an associated “Stop the Swap” 
website, riddled with misinformation, also focussed on the one issue; specious posts on social media, including 
insinuations that councillors and neighbourhood planners were seeking financial gain, accusations of financial 
irregularities and threats of legal action. The Parish Council had a clear duty to inform its parishioners of the 
factual inaccuracies propounded by the “concerned residents” who chose not to declare their interest. It 
therefore distributed a “Fact checker” leaflet and a letter to residents which have been subjected to 
insinuations of the Council wasting taxpayers’ money. Sadly, I cannot foresee any de-escalation of this issue 
before the forthcoming referendum.    
   
In conclusion, I believe that the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Group has worked diligently through the 
successive stages of the Neighbourhood Planning process in full collaboration with the residents of Modbury, 
an independent Planning and Regeneration Consultant, Modbury Parish Council and officers of the SHDC. It 
has accumulated a comprehensive and substantial evidence base in support of its policies and proposals and I 
commend the completed Plan as submitted.   
 

Roger Tickle 
 

Dear Sirs 
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I am a regular visitor to Modbury and always enjoy the area very much and would like to register my strong 
objection to the proposal to build 40 additional dwellings with the planning application for  the proposal to 
swap the Pennpark Development site to a site east of Ayleston Park known as Old Traine Field site in Modbury 
for  the reasons outlined below:  
 
1) The proposal will very much destroy the appearance of this lovely area of Modbury. 
Particularly the closing of the footpath in this beautifully scenic area, which I believe is part of the AONB  that 
should be protected. 
 
2) The site proposed is very much inaccessible for motor vehicles in every respect, particularly with the steep 
and narrow  Brownstone Street already being a significant bottleneck, so this proposal will increase the 
problems that exist today, 
 
3) The proposed building area already has a significant flood risk and the proposed  buildings with make 
matters far more at flood risk in this area 
 
4) The topography of the area is steep and surely must make any development very difficult. 
 
5) There are already substantial increases with building developments being carried out in Modbury so are we 
sure that 40 more dwellings are required in Modbury at this  time. 
 
For the obvious reasons outlined above I find the proposal very poorly considered and therefor must be 
rejected , since the propped site is totally unsuitable when compared to the obvious original sit for 
development of Pennpark 
 
Regards 
 

NATURAL ENGLAND 
Victoria Kirkham  
 

 
 Dear Mr Smith  
Modbury Neighbourhood Plan – Regulation 16  
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 24 July 2020.  
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Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural 
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby 
contributing to sustainable development.  
Natural England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on draft 
neighbourhood development plans by the Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where they 
consider our interests would be affected by the proposals made.  
Natural England does not have any specific comments on the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan.  
For any further consultations on your plan, please contact: consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.  
Yours sincerely  
Victoria Kirkham  
Consultations Team 

Angela Spatz 
 

I write to confirm that I support the building of genuinely affordable Homes in Modbury on a site east of 
Ayleston Park, as favoured by the survey undertaken in 2016. 
 
Regards 
 

Clive Holgate  New properties are frequently occupied by young families with small children. Access to playgrounds is 
important for the social, physical and emotional wellbeing of children. There is no plan to build a play area on 
the Old Traine field site, presumably because the site is very cramped with a plan for high density housing. The 
nearest playground from Old Traine field is at Champernowne. This is accessed by ascending Ayleston Park, 
walking along Silverwell Park, Brownston Street, Dark Lane and Barracks Road. The distance is between 800 
and 900m and with a small child would take at least 20 minutes. In addition, the walk is hazardous as an 
appreciable part is without footpath on the busy roads of Dark Lane and Barracks Road. Photograph showing 
Dark Lane. Note the warning sign for adults with children and the narrowness of the road. For those children in 
affordable and social housing fortunate enough to have access to transport it should be noted that there is 
little free space for parking at Champernowne because of the requirements of residents for parking space. 
Photograph of Champernowne showing limited parking for use of the playground because of on street 
residential parking and the entrances to driveways. In contrast, a playground is currently under construction at 
the Palm Cross development which is easily accessible by foot from Pennpark. Photograph showing children’s 
playground at the Palm Cross development under construction. As an alternative, there is also a playground 
behind the Community Hall next to the school which is within easy walking distance of Pennpark but not Old 
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Traine field. An upgrade to this facility is currently being planned. In conclusion, Pennpark is much better 
located than Old Traine field for access to playgrounds. 

Christine Heaney(long 
term Modbury 
resident) 
 

Dear Sir, 
I am writing to express my opposition to the  new proposed site for 40 houses at Ayleston Park instead of the 
original Pennpark site. 
The Pennpark development would be far more appropriate for many reasons;--- far safer and closer for 
children accessing the local school whereas the shortest access route from Ayleston Park is longer and involves 
Dark Lane which in parts has no pavement;---better parking and traffic flow,which in Brownston Street is 
already a well-known daily hazard;---construction development at Pennpark would have minimal impact on the 
town as it's well out of the main thoroughfare whereas at Ayleston Park there would be maximum impact 
because the access roads are busy and in constant use by local traffic;---larger site for more public spaces and 
children play areas at Pennpark;---already approved in the Joint Local Plan/SHDC;----in the 2016 
Neighbourhood Plan Questionnaire peoples' top priorities were for 1/2 bedroomed houses not flats so 40 
houses rather than 20 would fulfill that criteria;-----the houses built at Palm Cross are well established and 
accepted by Modbury residents as they've had little impact on the main character of the town,extending the 
site to be a larger estate would continue to have an already established minimum impact on the town whereas 
building at Ayleston Park would not only cause a huge disruption by being built so close to local streets and 
houses,but would visually alter the intrinsic nature of the town as parts of it will be clearly visible. 
There are many other reasons I could list but these are the main ones that concern me,so I strongly 
request  that you reconsider your proposal to building the new houses at Aylesbury Park.I (and many others) 
definitely oppose it. 
 
 

Henley Davis I wish to strongly object to the proposes swap of the housing development from Pennpark to Old Traine Field. 
Old Traine field is a valuable green area for residents and visitors alike  and is very well used by many people 
each day to walk or exercise dogs. 
As a keen rambler I have used the field over a number of years as part of a longer walk in the area. 
It is areas like this that makes Modbury and the South Hams such a lovely area to live  and visit. 
 
Yours faithfully,   

Mr and Mrs Pitt 
 

My husband and I object to the proposed swap of Pennpark development site to a site east of Ayleston 
Park(old Traine field) There will be far more additional traffic in the centre of Modbury and not enough 



Name/Organisation Comments 

parking. It is very likely that parents with small children will drive them to school, particularly in the winter 
months. There is very little parking outside the school and it is dangerous for pupils already.  
The Penpark site seems far better suited to development. 
From 
 

Pauline Deschamps Dear Sirs 
 
POLICY MNP3 PROPOSED SWAP OF PENNPARK DEVELOPMENT  
SITE TO OLD TRAINE FIELD 
 
I am writing to register my objection to the proposed development in Old Traine Field.  This is one of 
Modbury’s most popular open spaces with plenty of opportunity for young and old to enjoy walking and 
relaxing in a town with few green spaces so close to the high street.   
 
The fact that access will be via Brownston Street which has a high density of houses with little parking means 
that there will be lorries and HGV traffic whilst the proposed development is underway and then cars for the 
40 houses, in a road already heavily congested.   
 
Surely it makes more sense to develop the brownfield site at Pennpark, which has good access to the A379 
than to develop a greenfield site in the AONB. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 

Mandy Fletcher 
 

To whom it may concern 
 
I wish to object strongly to the 'swap' from Penn Park to Ayleston- Old Traine on the grounds of - 
 
 Primarily it will take away a scenic footpath route from one side of Modbury to the other & spoil an area of 
outstanding beauty. 
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Secondly to build on the Ayleston site will cause additional unnecessary congestion in Brownston Street & 
Ayleston Close. 
 
A number of walking groups use the path (as part of a longer walk) & local residents , particularly senior 
citizens, as part of their daily exercise  - more so since the stiles have been replaced by gates. 
 
Yours Faithfully, 
 
 

Katie Keith 

 
Hello 
 
I live in Modbury, and am writing to feed back on the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan as part of the consultation 
process which ends on 14th September.  
 
Most of the plan is excellent and should be adopted. However, Modbury Parish Council have been trying to 
manipulate local residents into agreeing to remove the proposed 'Pennpark' site for housing development, and 
replace it with an alternative 'Old Traine Field' site east of Ayleston Park. They have presented one-sided 
evidence and conducted a widely disputed consultation process. 
 
The current Neighbourhood Plan states: "South Hams District Council has advised that the housing site 
proposal for 40 homes at Pennpark is not a strategic proposal. The Neighbourhood Plan can therefore 
substitute an alternative site, providing there is clear evidence and support for the change". Unfortunately 
there is not "clear evidence and support for the change", therefore it is not acceptable to switch the sites.  
 
Clear evidence for the change 
I have produced a table outlining the pros and cons of each site 
- https://docs.google.com/document/d/1zmfI9yZw89aXpUlmwxb7s7mcR8nVmJaecr5ZaPpHvCM/edit. As you 
can see, there is overwhelming evidence in favour of the Pennpark site, and very little evidence to support the 
change to the Traine/Ayleston site.  
 
I think the Parish Council are very excited about the idea of having 50% affordable homes, which is an option if 
the change goes ahead. However, this is outweighed by the fact that the Old Traine site simply isn't a 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/PK_XCVAAjUG3B5sGfL1d?domain=docs.google.com
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suitable site for development due to the other reasons listed in the above link. Pennpark meets the 
requirement of 30% affordable homes - and these will be proper houses rather than flats, which is what local 
people want.  
 
Clear support for the change 
An unusually brief consultation took place in August 2019, in which 59% of the 167 respondents preferred the 
Ayleston site. This does NOT show "clear support for the change" because:  

 Less than 10% of Modbury's population responded. Many local residents are now stating that they 
never received the consultation paperwork, and therefore didn't have a chance to comment.  

 The consultation response form was a tear-off slip at the bottom of a one-sided letter which explained 
the advantages of the change, without mentioning any of the disadvantages. This encouraged local 
residents to vote without providing balanced information, so they were not making an 
informed decision.   

 In August 2020, Peter Watts, Chairman of Modbury Parish Council, distributed an emotionally worded 
and highly biased letter asking local residents to support the change (you can read it here - it's 
disgraceful!). This included a tear-off slip with a tick box "I support genuinely affordable homes for 
Modbury people now and for future generations". I suspect that the Parish Council are intending to use 
the responses as evidence to support the change, when it's nothing of the sort. If the Council try to do 
this, please ignore them! Everyone supports genuinely affordable homes, but not many people support 
the change - they are not the same thing. 

 This issue has been widely debated in Modbury social media in recent weeks. Apart from Parish 
Councillors, very few people have spoken in support of the change. Here's a link to screenshots of 
some of the debates from social media - these clearly show the level of concern and the fact that there 
is not "clear support for the change".  

Given the above, no one could possibly argue that there is "clear evidence and support for the change", 
therefore SDHC would not be justified in approving the change. As a result, I strongly suggest that SDHC ask 
Modbury Parish Council to revert to the original Pennpark site in the Neighbourhood Plan, instead of approving 
this highly controversial swap. If SDHC are seriously considering the swap, then further consultation with local 
residents is definitely needed.  
 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/qMNGCWLL0SJO3PCxcxlW?domain=modburynpg.co.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/d8iNCXLLlSw2AqsD9958?domain=dropbox.com
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Thank you for listening.  
 
 

Sir Brian Pearse 
 

Dear Sir, 
 
I am writing to express my concern with regard to the proposed new development of 40 dwellings at the East 
of Aylestone Site. 
 
As an elderly resident of Modbury with some mobility issues I have no choice but to drive to the shops and 
local area. Negotiating Brownston Street with all the parked cars is proving increasingly difficult such that I now 
avoid it if at all possible. It is proving easier for me to drive elsewhere (e.g. California Cross) to shop.  
The new development would mean a total of approximately 110 dwellings using the junction out of Silverwell 
Park with the traffic going either round Dark lane or down Brownston Street. It is also important to bear in 
mind that we already have an extra 130 houses on the other side of Modbury - also contributing to congestion 
through Modbury. There are  clear risks as an elderly pedestrian with the increased traffic and lack of 
pavement in some areas.  
I recently was returning home from Kingsbridge and found myself queueing through Modbury, unable to turn 
right up Brownston Street because of cars trying to turn out and then also unable to turn into Barracks Road at 
the top of Church Street for the same reason. As a result I turned into the Palm Cross Green estate in order to 
turn round and come back in order to get home. I suspect that this will now be my preferred route.  
 
In summary, on the basis of the impact on congestion in a town with poor road infrastructure and extremely 
limited public transports links,  I am objecting to the proposed new development at the site East of Aylestone 
Park (Policy MNP 3).  
 
Yours Faithfully 

Shelagh Tearle 
 

MNP 3 – SITE SWAP – OBJECTIONS FOR   INDEPENDENT EXAMINER 
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The following is a list of observations, and objections concerning the site swap that features as a major part of 
the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan (MNP). The Plan itself has many laudable aspirations. For the Parish Council 
this has now been focused on whether residents are for or against “affordable” housing. There is no problem 
with social housing – it just needs to be in the right place with the best cost benefit for the taxpayer, and no 
hidden agendas. 
 
PROCEDURAL ISSUES 
 
The Joint Local Plan, assessed all the potential development sites (after the completion of the Palm Cross 
development). Eventually the site at Penn Park was confirmed by the Independent Examiners in 2018 and 
finalized in March 2019. SHDC fully approved the site in its submission to the JLP. 
 
However, in early 2017 SHDC announced its Community Housing Scheme based on a Government grant, 
awarded at the end of 2016. Whilst continuing to support the JLP and the Penn Park housing scheme, it started 
work on a development project on a site “east of Ayleston Park”. This site had been assessed by the JLP 
examiners but rejected for a number of significant reasons, steep topography, uncertain ground conditions, 
poor access, traffic and congestion, and concerns over flood risk. 
 
Despite this SHDC progressed this plan by “embedding” in the emerging Modbury Plan – a cuckoo in the nest. 
 
This idea met with acceptance from the MNP steering group who worked closely with SHDC to bring this plan 
to fruition, but the true nature scheme was not revealed to the public, who rightly assumed that the MNPG 
were working on a local plan for local people. 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
In 2016 a major survey was carried out by the MNPG to establish the opinion of local residents on issues 
relevant to a Local Plan. In the case of housing development the majority were in favour of development in the 
north and west of the town, and for the housing mix to include 1 and 2 bedroom houses (not flats) for young 
people and the elderly. 
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This result did not suit SHDC and its community housing scheme, now dubbed  the “Ayleston Development 
Project” and a re-consultation exercise was hastily cobbled together in July 2019, during the peak holiday 
period, to confirm a site swap removing the confirmed JLP development site at Penn Parks with the SHDC 
scheme - although this aspect continued to be a secret. 
 
From this point the MNPG web-site was largely unavailable with “technical” problems. The result of the re-
consultation was not revealed until February 2020. No data has been made available and this re-consultation is 
unreliable at the very least. 
 
The MNPG continued to work with SHDC and after much revision submitted its final Neighbourhood Plan to 
SHDC in May 2020. Only once this had been done did the MNPG web-site become available and with it the 
evidence base supporting the Plan. 
 
It now became possible to dig into this Evidence Base, and it became clear to those with some IT skills that the 
MNP included a SHDC Community Housing scheme that did not reflect in any way a local plan for local people. 
 
So, despite the claims of MPC neither the reconsultation of 2019 nor the subsequent vote was generally 
known, as was evidenced by the poor (approximately 10%) voter turnout. Presumably “those in the know” 
were following their own agenda in not ensuring that the wider population was informed. Consequently the 
majority of residents were effectively dis-enfranchised. The voting itself was open to abuse due to the lack of 
any audit trail. Therefore any conclusions from the vote are invalid. 
 
 
OBJECTION 
The propose site swap is illegitimate, and was embedded in a Parish Neighbourhood plan, in a flawed and 
duplicitous process. It is not a local plan reflecting local requirements, and therefore breaches the Basic 
Conditions required of the Plan. 
 
Because this process has been kept secret this swap proposal has not been accepted by Modbury residents. It 
is a requirement of the Neighbourhood Planning legislation that contentious issues such housing development 
are consulted on and resolved prior to the Plan submission. This is clearly not the case. 
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THE PROPOSED SITE SWAP 
 
 
OBJECTION: 
The proposed switch to the Old Traine field uses a site that has been rejected, and therefore has not 
undergone proper assessment, and there is no evidence that it could be delivered in a practical and cost 
efficient manner. 
 
OBJECTION 
The proposal will cause increased traffic congestion –(an additional 72,000 movements a year), especially in 
Brownston Street,  it has very poor access through Silverwell Park and Ayleston Park and will worsen parking 
problems and pollution. 
 
Development of the site east of Ayleston Park would result in 4 cul-de-sac roads exiting via the narrow 
Ayleston Park and the one Silverwell Park exit onto the already congested Brownston Street. This is a major 
safety issue for all traffic and in particular the access for emergency vehicles may be compromised. It is difficult 
to see how the council could condone 105 dwellings being only accessible by one vehicular entrance. 
 
MPC has suggested that traffic calming measures and a ban on commercial vehicles in Brownston Street is “an 
ambition” and would mitigate the problem. Ambitions do not always come to fruition and in any case these 
particular measures would not solve the problem of increased traffic movements. They do not address the 
problem of the narrow junction with the A379 which is often the cause of traffic jams. Traffic calming would 
have no measurable impact as it is currently impossible to navigate Brownston Street at anything other than 
low speed. Commercial vehicles would still require accesst o dwellings on Brownston Street. 
 
The problem might be alleviated by stopping on road parking in Brownston Street, but then other suitable off 
road parking (close by and free) would have to be provided for residents. A one way system has been mooted 
by the council but this again is unworkable as it would immediately result in excess traffic in Dark Lane and 
Barracks Road and ultimately past the school. Stretches of these roads are narrow and without footpaths with 
the consequent risks to traffic and pedestrians, particularly around the school. 
 
OBJECTION 
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The proposal is on a greenfield site, which includes an important footpath. National policy requires footpaths 
to be supported. This would be major loss of amenity for future generations. The site is very steep, unsuitable 
for the elderly or infirm or for the use of mobility scooters, and as a result would be dangerous in ice or snow.  
 
OBJECTION 
The proposal is in the Modbury Critical Drainage area and its catchment feeds directly into the antiquated 
town culvert for surface water and sewerage. It is not protected by the Modbury Flood Relief project. This very 
expensive scheme was constructed with the aim of preventing flooding in the lower part of the town. To 
develop a site in the catchment area draining infront of the dam is clearly a nonsense. Development of the 
Penn Park site offers no such drainage problem. 
 
National planning policy requires that housing development must be directed to areas of lowest flood risk, i.e 
Penn Park which has had flood risk approval, and is available and deliverable. 
 
OBJECTION 
The proposal would encourage families with children to either use the level route to the school and sports 
facilities, with poorly lit and inadequate/ missing footpaths. They are more likely to drive. 
 
 
 
THE PROPOSED SHDC DEVELOPMENT ON OLD TRAINE FIELD - OBJECTIONS 
 
 
OBJECTION 
The proposal is much smaller that the approved site, and has had 40 houses forced into it to suit the flawed 
switch, and as such is totally over-developed. There is no room for green or play space. To accommodate the 
requirement of 40 dwellings with 50% affordable on such a small site the affordable element of the 
development is to be 1 bedroom flats rather than the 1 and 2 bedroom houses allocated to the development 
plan for Penn Park. This is just not sensible. Covid 19 has taught us that keeping people penned up without 
access to usable open space leads to all sorts of mental health and well-being issues. Penn Park provides more 
usable space and better designed homes. 
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OBJECTION 
The proposed access into the site is critically dangerous. In addition to the access problems via Silverwell Park 
and Ayleston Park the access off Ayleston Park is itself dangerous. It is compromised by the narrowness of the 
one-way system, sight lines and the height of the retaining walls. Along the single carriageway part of the 
access traffic approaching from one direction will not be able to see traffic coming towards it, as visibility will 
be obscured by the bend and the height of the retaining walls (4.3m – a London double decker bus is 4.38m!) 
In addition any large or long-wheel-based vehicle will have difficulty negotiating the bend. Traffic travelling 
down Ayleston Park, will have to come a stop at the turn in to the development (waiting for the traffic lights 
which would be necessary  to avoid collisions in the one-way system) This would prevent on-street parking, 
putting more pressure on Brownston Street,  Silverwell Park, Tuckers Brook and Dark Lane, already heavily 
congested. It is proposed that this new road drains into Ayleston Park, whose drains already overflow in heavy 
rain. 
 
 
 
OBJECTION 
The proposal has no evidence to support the housing need or housing mix, in particular the inclusion of 20 
flats, for which there is no apparent local demand. The conclusion might be that SHDC, being promoter, 
developer and adjudicator in this site, would find it necessary to designate this type of affordable housing for 
people from outside the local area, which was not the stated aim of MNPG or the local population. There is 
also insufficient parking allocation in the plan for 40 dwellings. 
 
 
OBJECTION 
The development will  require a Sustainable Drainage system, which is not identified, nor is there space, other 
than a deep hard piped system, now considered to be poor practice, and which would be very expensive. 
 
OBJECTION 
The site has many abnormalities that would make this development very expensive, far exceeding any 
apparent savings on the site acquisition cost. No viability statement has been included to identify the true 
build cost and long term benefit to the taxpayer, particularly in relation to the amenity loss, which would not 
occur with the approved allocation site. 
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It is impossible to understand the reasoning that a green field site which has been turned down for the 
development of 25 homes on grounds of difficult topography, poor access, and drainage problems, should 
suddenly become acceptable for the development of 40 dwellings, particularly when there is a viable, 
sustainable, deliverable and agreed (part of the JLP) plan already in place. 
 
 
 

Rob and Kathy Macklin 
 

Dear Examiner, 
 
We are regular visitors to Modbury and always walk the footpath across the Old Traine field, admiring the 
beautiful views of the town and church in their glorious rural setting.  
 
We are astonished and appalled to learn of the proposal to develop such an important and priceless amenity, 
whose peaceful green space, wildlife and outstanding views are precious beyond words to the local 
community. 
 
Not only is it unconscionable to destroy this unique and invaluable landscape, which is part of the AONB and 
therefore should be protected without question, but it is patently obvious that the site could not possibly be 
more unsuitable for a housing development! It should not be necessary to spell this out but the main reasons 
for this are: 
 
1) the steeply and unevenly sloping topography, which would make development difficult, dangerous and 
expensive 
 
2) the flood risk, which has so often proved to be a serious threat to the town, and which would clearly be 
exacerbated by development on the very site of a recent flood-alleviation scheme 
 
3) the inaccessibility of the site for traffic, which is already a significant problem for the town, with steep and 
narrow Brownston Street being a serious bottleneck to traffic movement, even at the best of times.  
 
This proposal is sheer madness! It is absurd and impractical on so many levels, while there is an obviously far 
more suitable alternative available at Pennpark, which does not suffer from any of the issues that render Old 
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Traine field completely inappropriate for development.  
 
We object in the strongest possible terms to this outrageous proposal to destroy Modbury by building over 
one of its most precious green spaces. This must not be allowed to happen, and would constitute a serious 
breach of planning regulations, which stipulate that a greenfield site must not be used if a brownfield site is 
available. Further, that precedence must be given to sites with the lowest flood risk.  
 
Traffic congestion will become intolerable - again in direct contravention of the Neighbourhood Plan. Road 
safety, particularly for children walking to and from school, will become much more hazardous.  
 
This crazy proposal would ruin Modbury to an extent that would deter prospective residents from moving to 
the town, likely rendering the crammed-in and difficult-to-access new homes unsaleable.  
 
Please consign it to the dustbin of ideas that should not survive to see the light of day, where it belongs. 
 
Yours sincerely,   
 
 

Robyn Stephenson 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
As an enthusiastic rambler and dog walker I am appalled at the proposal in the Neighbourhood Plan to swap 
development sites. Old Traine field is a readily accessible popular green space with wonderful views of 
Modbury and surrounding hills. Our beautiful open spaces have become ever more precious this year and 
reminded us all of the health and wellbeing benefits, as well as the need to protect and enhance areas such as 
this. The Neighbourhood Plan recognises the importance of conserving and enhancing the landscape but then 
for some unfathomable reason recommends the development of a popular area of green space rather than a 
previously selected brownfield site that is already partially developed and is easily accessible from the A379.  
 
It appears that the decision to create 40 homes on the site is being driven by a South Hams Council 
requirement rather than what Modbury needs or what is in scale or character for the town. The plan says a 
development will cause no adverse impact on important views and skylines, local amenity, traffic and parking 
or safety but the swap will drastically effect all of these matters.  The development will be on rising ground 
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with most of the houses at the top of the hill and will be easily visible from around the town and hillsides in the 
AONB. The creation of a housing development  will turn a country walk into a walk through houses. Modbury’s 
iconic Georgian skyline will be forever blotted with a modern housing estate. In addition to obscuring the 
views, the access through residential estates and onto an already congested Brownston Street will have a 
major impact on traffic congestion and pedestrian safety. 
 
As a parent, I know the dangers involved in walking along Dark Lane and Barracks Road and would be very 
worried about families walking to school on roads that lack pavements for large stretches, have numerous 
blind spots and will see a noticeable in crease in traffic. The choice of this site will undoubtedly increase the 
chance of a serious accident.  
 
I am also acutely aware of the frustration of Modbury’s traffic congestion, particularly in Brownston Street and 
the centre of the town.  It has gradually got worse over recent years and it is unbelievable that the plan is 
suggesting a site on the East of the town that feeds directly into this road rather than the selected site which 
has easy access onto the A379.  Maybe the JLP planners knew what they were doing in selecting Pennpark as 
the best solution for Modbury. 
 
Overall it appears that the proposal to swap sites has not been well thought through, offers little mitigation for 
the problems it creates and is being driven by ulterior motives rather than responding to the wishes of the 
people.  It is also of concern that so little information has been presented about the development and it is only 
recently that I have been able to find out what is being planned, which has helped me make a more informed 
assessment.  The proposal should be removed from the Neighbourhood Plan as it is out of keeping with the 
rest of the document and the desire to protect Modbury’s unique character.  
 
Yours faithfully  
 

David Terry 
 

I am a retired chartered architect and have been requested by Modbury residents to forward to yourselves a 
few observations with regard to the proposed development adjacent to Ayleston Park. 
 
Having had sight of the proposed site layout for 40 dwellings car parking provisions are totally inadequate to 
accommodate a minimum of 2 cars per dwelling. 
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Parking the overspill requirements off site are not available and will cause chaos and unrest with all the 
existing residents. 
 
This new development  will be at a higher altitude than Ayleston Park . All the traffic fumes which are heavier 
tha air will choke the people in there properties and asthma sufferers in particular. 
 
The existing turning head to the road will be the only access to the site and will require a visibity splay which 
will mean aquiring land infrastructure from some of the existing properties. 
 

Ian Orr. 
 

Dear Neighbourhood planning team, 
 
As a regular visitor to Modbury where my mother is a resident I am appalled at the prospect of 'The Old Traine 
Field' site being developed. 
 
It seems bonkers, illogical and irrational to build on a 'greenfield site that will cause a significant increase in 
congestion and spoil a much valued open space. 
 
Whilst I support the need to a cohesive local and a National building / planning focus, it seems wrong from an 
outsider's perspective to switch from a site that has been approved by the JLP to one that has previously been 
rejected and was deemed unsuitable and will damage the beautiful Devon environment. Even more so when I 
understand that 'flats' are to be included that don't seem to meet the local demand. 
 
It is my strong wish that the proposed switch is overturned and the Pennpark site is re-selected. 
 
Kind regards, 
 

David Terry 
 

I am a retired chartered architect and have been requested by Modbury residents to forward to yourselves a 
few observations with regard to the proposed development adjacent to Ayleston Park. 
 
Having had sight of the proposed site layout for 40 dwellings car parking provisions are totally inadequate to 
accommodate a minimum of 2 cars per dwelling. 
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Parking the overspill requirements off site are not available and will cause chaos and unrest with all the 
existing residents. 
 
This new development  will be at a higher altitude than Ayleston Park . All the traffic fumes which are heavier 
tha air will choke the people in there properties and asthma sufferers in particular. 
 
The existing turning head to the road will be the only access to the site and will require a visibity splay which 
will mean aquiring land infrastructure from some of the existing properties. 
 
 

Michael Barter  
 

To: South Hams District Council 

COMMENT ON THE MODBURY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2015-2034 BY A REGULAR VISITOR FOR THE LAST 14 
YEARS WHO HAS ENJOYED MODBURY’S UNIQUE CHARACTER 

It is obvious, even to a casual observer, that a tremendous amount of detailed effort has gone into producing a 
vision statement for the future of Modbury.  Consequently, there are many worthy aspirations that will require 
significant investment for them to be delivered.  However, the MNP 3 proposal (initially an additional site for 
25 dwellings) has become the basis for a LPA low cost community housing project and, by definition, is unlikely 
to generate funds.  Therefore, it will be challenging to fulfil many of the objectives detailed in the Plan.  It is 
also difficult to see why anyone would want to lose such a beautiful greenfield site to a housing development 
when there is a viable alternative. 

It is apparent from the lack of underpinning evidence that many of the issues have not been fully examined 
and serious questions remain about the site’s viability due to the steep topography development costs.  In my 
professional view, the challenging viability will be further exacerbated by the need to install extensive water 
attenuation systems.  In considering the original proposal in the JLP for 25 dwellings, SHDC noted ‘the poor 
vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely limit the development potential of this 
land’.  However, for some reason they now feel, without presenting evidence or explanation, that the same 
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site is suitable for 40 units - a figure based on the strategic requirements of policy TTV24 in the JLP rather than 
the capacity of the site.  

The proposal to swap the JLP agreed Pennpark development site with a site East of Ayleston Park contradicts 
the Neighbourhood Plan’s policies and, by discarding a previously developed brownfield site for a greenfield 
development, does not conform with the JLP or the national policy of brownfield first.  It may also undermine 
wider confidence in the JLP plan-led system to provide certainty over other development in the 3 LPAs and in 
the allocation of the land at Pennpark.  It could also lead to over development in that Pennpark, having proved 
suitable for development, could still be brought forward as an additional site. 

As I know only too well, Modbury has a long history of traffic congestion and the Neighbourhood Plan correctly 
recognises in MNP7 that ‘development shall not worsen traffic congestion or adversely affect highway safety, 
traffic flow and/or parking conditions, particularly or the congested parts of the network highlighted on the 
Proposals Map.’  It also acknowledges that ‘improvements to pedestrian safety and convenience will be 
required as part of new developments’.  However, without a detailed evidence-based approach, it rejects a site 
that would satisfy these objectives.  Pennpark is conveniently located adjacent to the A379, will reduce further 
traffic congestion within the town and also has the potential for a safe pedestrian environment with the 
reinstatement of a footpath– all points conveniently ignored in the proposal.  In selecting a site to the east of 
the town, neither the plan nor the Parish Council (PC) offer any practical solutions, they simply state ‘support 
will be given to a study to identify how traffic flow and road safety might be improved’.  Instead, the PC 
supports a change of development sites to one recognised by the JLP to ‘have poor vehicular access’ even for 
25 dwellings and its location is suboptimal for the A379 and will generate a significant number of daily 
movements into Brownston Street - one of Modbury’s most congested roads!  I note that recently the PC felt 
that ‘the key problem for Brownston Street was heavy commercial traffic and the PC intends to lobby DCC for 
restrictions to be placed on these and to look at other measures for traffic calming and pedestrian access 
around the town’.  Worryingly, the PC appears oblivious to potential road safety hazards that such restrictions 
would create for both vehicles and pedestrians on Barracks Road and Dark Lane.  The implications caused by 
the proposed MNP3 would be contrary to both NP and JLP policies on highway safety. 

I have followed with interest the way in which the proposed substitution has been presented to the 
community.  The July 2019 consultation made no mention of: the SHDC project; the surveys and assessments 
that SHDC had completed; the issues associated with developing a difficult site or the likely impact on the town 
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– in particular traffic congestion and pedestrian safety.  The associated voting process, without having to 
declare your identity, certainly appeared equivocal. 

The heated debate this summer has highlighted how little information has been openly presented and the lack 
of meaningful dialogue over the proposal.  Apart from the ambiguous 2019 consultation, people are expected 
to trawl a vast amount of information on the local website.  Given the importance, and presumed merits, of 
the proposal and its associated impact on the town, it is noteworthy that it has been given such a low profile. 

Overall, it is apparent that, unlike Pennpark which has been proven suitable for development in the JLP 
process, there are a number of major concerns associated in substituting sites.  There are also doubts over the 
suitability, viability and deliverability of the proposed site due to the paucity of well-reasoned detailed 
evidence.  It is obvious why SHDC are keen to pursue the change of sites but it is clearly not in Modbury’s best 
interests to lose a unique site and create significant issues for the town.  This could be avoided if MNP3 was 
amended in line with the original JLP allocation. 

  

 Heather Ellis 
 

Reference POLICY MNP 3 – PROPOSED SWAP OF PENNPARK DEVELOPMENT SITE  
TO A SITE EAST OF AYLESTON PARK (OLD TRAINE FIELD) 
  
I feel I need to write a letter relating to the proposed development outlined above in Modbury. 
  
I am an early retiree ,  presently living  the north of the county. I care for my 92 year old mother who has 
recently shown interest in moving back to her childhood area of South Hams. Modbury seemed the ideal 
market town to suit both our needs. Upon researching the area I found out that there is currently 
considerable  confusion regarding the future development of the town amongst local  residents, including local 
estate agents, who all seem to be largely uninformed of any detail regarding the currently  proposed 
Community Housing Scheme which is obviously  of potential considerable interest to me and after having 
naturally assumed that the inclusion of the word 'Community' meant that the proposals were accessible and 
transparent to all. I was therefore hoping to find that Modbury was a town with an eye to both the present as 
well as the future, giving consideration to all, but perhaps not. 
  
I have been looking for a suitable new build property for both my mother and I which led me to seek more 
detail on the above scheme. My mother has mobility issues, using a mobility scooter to maintain her 
independence so I was very surprised to see that the proposed Old Traine field site has very poor accessibility 
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to the town, with the main route from the town being regularly severely restricted by parked cars and, once 
the additional future traffic  movements have taken into account, I can see that this would become a very 
dangerous prospect for my mother. I am also somewhat perplexed as to why a  green field site  now  seems to 
be taking precedent over what appears  a far more suitable brownfield site and  one which would actually be 
my preferred location.   I understood a decision to approve had already been agreed on the Pennpark site 
which is also a much more level site with far better accessibility to the town for all members of the community. 
  
Why is the proposed development at Old Traine field taking priority?  
  
I believe Old Traine is totally unsuitable for the following reasons:- 
  
It will not be inclusive, my disabled mother would be excluded on a number of levels. 
  
The site is on a hillside, making pedestrian access much more difficult and would incur significantly higher build 
and infrastructure costs. 
  
Higher infrastructure costs means less money available for the quality of the actual housing as valuable funds 
will not be needed for retaining walls, pumping systems etc. 
  
All surface water will need to be mechanically removed from the site adding considerably to costs, not only  at 
the build stage but more significantly adding to future costs Who will pay for the ongoing maintenance of 
pumps, dams, tanks etc? 
  
The immediate access to the site for the number of dwellings proposed  clearly seems inadequate. The road 
routes through a small residential area and then down a very heavily congested road (Brownston Street) 
leading to the main Modbury High Street. This in turn will cause additional queues during peak times on the 
main A379 by traffic turning in and out of Brownston Street, a road already badly restricted  due to parked cars 
on both sides of the street.  Coupled with the extra car users from the Old Traine development trying to access 
the A379 (60-70,000 traffic movements a year has been quoted )......what a nightmare. 
  
This situation will increase the pollution in the town at peak times, creating a less desirable place to shop, and 
certainly a less safe place to shop especially for parents with pushchairs and disabled members of the 
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community. In time this will lead to a lower footfall in the town which will change the whole character of 
Modbury. Why does Modbury seem to be so out of step with so many towns who are actively trying to plan 
out traffic issues? 
  
The town of Modbury has experienced heavy flooding recently, so where will all  the additional run-off  from 
Old Traine eventually go? Shopkeepers have told me that the town regularly floods - and several shops were 
flooded again as recently as a couple of weeks ago, despite a so-called ‘forever fix’ built at great expense just a 
few years ago. The increased water flow from this site at times of flooding would be potentially dangerous and 
put the residents at risk, especially when the water needs to be pumped up the hill to then flow back down via 
the obviously fallible flood prevention scheme. Why put extra load on a flood prevention scheme which is 
obviously already under immense pressure just dealing with current needs despite having to deal with 
additional run-off when severe flooding will undoubtedly affect the town again. Climate change has 
demonstrated that the South West is getting more extreme rainfall so why add yet more load onto the present 
flood defence scheme with yet another development, by taking away a natural greenfield that acts as a huge 
sponge? 
  
The carbon footprint of this site seems to be at odds with the whole movement towards a more sustainable 
environment for our global community. 
  
The greenfield site was deemed unsuitable for development a few years ago so why the U turn? I cannot find 
any evidence for the reversed decision, it seems totally illogical when a far more suitable site already has 
planning and is within the local plan. 
  
Why isn't the brown field 'Pennpark' site taking priority? 
  
The following points underline why this brownfield site should be developed. 
  
This site is much more accessible for all end users and is much nearer to the town centre. 
  
It is lower and flatter allowing people with disabilities easier accessibility. 
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Being flatter the natural drainage flows into a different valley, reducing the risk of flooding to the town and 
taking pressure off the present flood prevention scheme. 
  
The building costs would be substantially lower, allowing better quality build for end users with specific needs. 
  
Access to Modbury is far better - and my mother would be more independent and far safer in her disability aid. 
  
Future ongoing maintenance costs of the site would be far lower, allowing funds to be freed up for other 
projects that would benefit the community. 
  
The government's recent focus on developing brownfield sites means there is only one possible outcome, 
Pennpark is the clear choice. 
  
  
Taking my findings into account I would be very interested in new properties on the Pennpark site which 
appeals to a far wider group of potential buyers so await with interest the decision of The Modbury Planning 
Group. I hope this group truly has the best interests of the town at heart as a wrong decision will have huge 
implications for Modbury further down the line.  
 
I look forward to finding out the details of the consultation period and public hearing so that I may eloquate 
my thoughts directly with The Modbury Planning Group and in turn SHDC. 
  

Paul Sanders 
 

Reference POLICY MNP 3 – PROPOSED SWAP OF PENNPARK DEVELOPMENT SITE  
TO A SITE EAST OF AYLESTON PARK (OLD TRAINE FIELD) 
  
I'm writing in regard to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan proposed swap of development sites for new 
housing. 
  
I am a business owner who has  for some while been considering moving both my home and my growing 
business to Modbury, but of late have become increasingly concerned as to what appears to be a muddled, 
and perhaps more surprisingly an almost secretive, process from which I have found it extremely difficult to 
ascertain all the facts that I need to make my  final  decision.    
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My research into a possible move to Modbury has been made  more difficult having found that even 
local  residents and estate agents appear to be mostly completely unaware of any real detail regarding 
the proposed Community Housing Scheme making fact finding and opinion gathering extremely difficult. 
  
As a result , and having already invested a lot of time and not inconsiderable sums of money in considering this 
move, I am now doubtful of proceeding as I'm not sure I can be confident of a future in Modbury. I was hoping 
to find that Modbury was a community-based town with an eye to both the present as well as the future, yet it 
now appears to be a town being ham-strung by the few rather than supported by the many. 
  
My business is largely done at arm's reach, so can be based anywhere, and is concerned with the design, 
planning and construction of commercial developments worldwide, so I thought I was quite adept at working 
my way through planning processes. The decision-making at Modbury on this latest development plan 
however has frankly befuddled me!  
  
 What is putting me off is best highlighted by the current  planning proposal where a greenfield site, and one 
which, in my business, I would put near the  bottom of my  'viable development sites'  list, appears to have 
already been chosen by the parish council as their preferred choice, over and above a brownfield site on which 
a decision to approve has already been indicated. Why would the local council therefore prefer instead to build 
on a very steep greenfield site, with the accompanying substantial increase in construction costs requiring 
retaining walls,  attenuation tanks etc. etc.? Developing the greenfield site will also 
involve considerable ongoing costs and maintenance through having to pump surface water back up hill, only 
for it to flow back downhill through an all-too-fallible flood relief scheme - a scheme which failed to prevent 
shops in the town from flooding yet again, just 2 or 3 weeks ago. Creating additional run-off from such a steep 
site is bound to exacerbate this problem. Have the true costs, and also the carbon footprint, of pumping all this 
water, in perpituity, back  uphill simply to be released back downhill again been considered? Why build in 
potential problems - and in this modern age of energy conservation wherever possible is this constant need to 
pump water uphill not a barking mad concept?   
 
By contrast, the brownfield site is not only much more accessible but is also lower and flatter and has infinitely 
better, natural drainage into a different valley thereby substantially reducing future flood risks - and cost - to 
the town. There must be many other future local projects that could benefit from using the funds saved by 
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avoiding the high ongoing maintenance and running costs of controlling future flood risks from the 
development of Old Traine field. 
  
From a traffic perspective Modbury can already  be a nightmare, and the road (Brownston Street) to the 
greenfield site usually seems, on every visit to the town that I make, to be the worst affected, frequently  with 
effectively single line traffic for most of its incline out of the town. Adding another 60 or 70,000 traffic 
movements a year up and down this narrow road seems foolhardy in the extreme, and traffic stalled on this 
street will tailback onto the main road causing substantial tailbacks and delays to through traffic using  the 
A379. Such congestion will make the main street shops much less pleasant, and less safe,  places to visit, and 
also slowly change the character of the town into one that I would not be very motivated to live in, especially 
as Modbury will never get a by-pass! 
  
My investigations  have further uncovered that within the last couple of years the greenfield site was deemed 
by SHDC as being 'unsuitable for development' - and my commercial head can see why that was the correct 
decision, so why has this decision suddenly been reversed to a suggestion that this greenfield site is now 
suitable for development? What new evidence has suddenly emerged to cause a U-turn on that very recent 
decision? Despite some considerable effort,  I have been unable to unearth  any evidence of  sound reasoning, 
or of the normal investigative processes that such a reversal in thinking would normally warrant. 
  
My personal concern though is more general. For me to move my business - and my home - to an area such as 
Modbury I need to see evidence of thoughtful, transparent, inclusive and consultative processes, and frankly 
I'm not seeing any evidence of that in the planning process in Modbury. This situation therefore isn't giving me 
sufficient confidence to make a long term commitment to the town because I can't risk ending up in a position 
where the future growth of my very successful business could suffer through such  parochially-minded and 
short-sighted strategic thinking.  
  
I  will therefore await, with interest, the outcome of this latest planning process, however I’m  not optimistic 
as  it seems as though the local council appears to have already made up it’s mind, long before any proper 
consultation or information sharing process even started. This lack of accurate information and open-minded 
opinion seeking, coupled with extremely limited evidence of reasoned thinking from The Modbury 
Planning  Group, means it has not been possible to make any informed or logical decision.  
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Furthermore, following the adoption of the JLP by SHDC in 2019, there was a legitimate expectation that 
Modbury’s development sites had been carefully scrutinised by LPAs and allocated to enable organisations to 
plan for the future. However, the uncertainty now created by the Neighbourhood Plan proposal to swap sites 
undermines the credibility of the JLP and has created uncertainty for developers, organisations and businesses 
alike. This conflicts with the underlying principles of the plan led approach and leaves businesses such as mine 
with little confidence in a LPA that in adopting the JLP is at the same time undermining its decision in 
proposing a swap of sites’.  
 
  
Sheer common sense, plus the government’s recently announced new focus on a preference towards 
developing brownfield sites, surely makes the Pennpark site the clear front-runner. 
  

Louise and Piers Cavendish 

 

To the Planning Officer/s for the proposed development of Modbury 
 
I am writing to you in relation  to  the proposed  "swap" from the Pennpark site to Old Traine Field (site east of 
Aylston Park) because I am vehemently against this swap taking place for various reasons. 
 
The brief consultation regarding this swap was NOT well advertised and I genuinely believe that the majority of 
residents missed the whole debate because it was slipped in in the middle of the summer school holiday 
period of 2019.  I  personally can't recall anything at all being advertised or asked of me, and I have consulted 
with many, many other residents who also claim not to have known about this proposal.  At the very least 
there should be a lot more consultation because people are getting very heated on both sides of the 
argument and I feel that more of us now actually understand the implications of what we're being asked to 
sign up to. SHDC or the Modbury  neighbourhood planning group should have actually been writing personally 
to the residents rather than inserting a loose leaflet into the Messenger Magazine which so many of us don't 
even recall reading at all. 
 
The Modbury Parish Council leaflet that we've all had distributed to our homes recently entitled in large 
bold letters DON'T BE MISLED is incredibly bullying and condescending in tone, with a strong underlying 
implication that we the residents of Modbury are somehow too stupid or misled to have our own opinions.  It 
is also a travesty of local injustice that something as momentous and permanent as what any of these 
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proposals actually mean to the residents and future residents of Modbury mean can be decided in a six week 
period yet a simple planning issue in one's own home can be prolonged and extended for months!! 
 
Pennpark  - more suitable for the following reasons - 
1. It is already a brown and greenfield site, and currently does not afford greenfield access to local residents.  It 
is not in my view (as I have heard suggested) causing further outward westerly linear development because it 
abuts the Bloor Homes development on one side and on the other there are three homes already in situ on the 
A379 further west than where the development is planned to take place, so it would just be infill with what 
already exists. 
 
2. Access is far more favourable at this site as it goes straight out onto the A379, therefore not creating more 
congestion problems for the centre of Modbury. 
It is also far more convenient for access to the school with footpaths which is a very important point. 
Furthermore I don't agree that it is a longer route to the health centre, I would say both sites are pretty equal 
on that particular point. 
 
3.  It is a larger site therefore affording more room for parking and public spaces. 
 
Old Traine Field Less suitable for the following reasons - 
 
1. It is a greenfield site which has a public footpath running across it and is currently used by many local 
residents. Furthermore during the recent corona virus pandemic  which is still sad to say very much with us, it 
has been an invaluable lockdown loop for so many of us because it's so easily accessible, and I can't imagine 
how sad it would be to lose this beautiful green space. 
This field or potential site also abuts onto the conservation area as well as the curtilage of a number of 
incredibly beautiful  and important historic Listed Buildings. This is not the same at Pennpark. 
 
2. The access is abysmal. The road through Aylston Park is tiny anyway, and the increased traffic onto both 
Brownston Street and Dark Lane and Barracks Road would be hugely detrimental and significant. In addition 
the parking on Brownston Street is already under huge strain and this will massively exacerbate the current 
situation in my view.   
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There is another point I would like to raise on this particular subject - and that is the question of the relatively 
new insertion of the  double yellow lines just outside Silverwell Park.  The reason given for these was 
apparently down to Emergency Vehicle access which always seemed strange given that this is the widest part 
of Brownston Street, but I now feel it was a plan by stealth for a covert operation to develop Old Traine 
Field?!!! 
 
3.  It is a smaller site and doesn't appear to have much room for parking or other resident amenities 
furthermore the question of building flats or 'apartments' may not be such a desirable concept any longer in 
the era of pandemic viruses. 
 
I could go on and on but the main thing is that I strongly feel and make this request that nothing be decided or 
acted on without further comprehensive and transparent consultation with the Modbury residents because we 
are all very angry, worried and frustrated because it seems that the straw poll or polls so far have provided 
only a very small response and can't possibly truly reflect a fair majority opinion, I think many people feel 
misled and disenfranchised and would like to have another chance to address the points at issue regarding the 
future of Modbury and its development. 
 
Thank You 

Jeffrey and Diana Booth 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

We would like to comment on Modbury’s draft Neighbourhood Plan. 

Having lived in Modbury for over 40 years and raised a family here, my wife and I have seen the town grow and 
develop over time, and believe that the draft Neighbourhood Plan will ensure that Modbury continues to 
develop and thrive in line with the aspirations of the community as indicated by the numerous public 
consultations. We have a particular interest in protecting the environment through sustainable development 
and also in ensuring that the community is supported socially and economically whilst protecting Modbury’s  
historical heritage. 

Housing in the town has always been a difficult topic, but we believe Modbury needs to provide suitable 
affordable housing to ensure young people can afford to live and work in the community.  Every new 
development has been vigorously opposed by some, but Modbury needs to have a balanced housing stock of 
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homes suitable for all stages of life and size of families.  That is why we support the East of Aylestone Park site 
rather than the Penn Park site.  It fulfils the wishes of the community both in positioning of any new 
developments and provision of genuinely affordable homes for future generations within easy walking distance 
of the centre of town shops and facilities. 

We are saddened by the anonymous Stop the Swap campaign which has spread false information and pictures 
in a brazen attempt to sway opinion, including a pre-formatted misleading questionnaire and answer sheet. 
The public has been kept well-informed by the Parish Council at meetings, through the Modbury Messenger 
and public consultations and has had every chance to voice its opinion.  The campaign is financed and 
orchestrated by a small minority section of the community who, at this late stage, do not accept the 
democratic will of the majority and have ulterior or obvious NIMBY interests.   

We both hope the District Council will accept the Plan unamended 

Yours Faithfully 

Philip Burton 
 

I wish to register my objection to the proposed changes in the local plan insofar as they relate to the 
substitution of the PennPark for a site east of Ayleston Park. 
The area surrounding Ayleston Park is particularly ill suited for further development for a number of reasons as 
any close inspection of the site would confirm. 
The road through Ayleston Park is narrow and dog-legged causing problems for residents, delivery vehicles and 
emergency vehicles. Any further development would, inevitably lead to further problems and pollution. 
The proposed site is steep and situated in an area of outstanding natural beauty of some value to all residents 
of Modbury . Adjoining closely to Millennium Meadow, the footpath through the fields is a delightful adjunct 
to the area. 
It seems strange in the least to develop such a steep site with its associated run off problems when a 
brownfield site at Penn Park is available.The decision seems all the stranger when considering the original 
consultation and decision in favour of Penn Park. 
Dark Lane and Barracks Road are dangerous at the best of times with little or no footpath provision. At school 
times parents can often be seen struggling with young children walking to Modbury School and this situation 
can only be exacerbated with more housing in Ayleston. Conversely, the Penn Park site is ideally situated and 
would be safer in these circumstances. 
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Please register my objection. 
 

Claire Hosking 
 

FAO The Independent Examiner 
 
I write to object to the proposal in Modbury's Neighbourhood Plan to swap the development site at Pennpark 
and substitute the site East of Ayleston Park.  This is not a 'like for like' swap as the Pennpark proposal was for 
40 houses and the Ayleston site is for 40 dwellings, comprising 20 houses and 20 flats.   
 
The Ayleston site is greenfield and in the setting of an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty with a Public Right 
of Way running through it, and is adjacent to listed buildings.  Pennpark is a partial brownfield site edged on 
three sides by 20th century development. 
 
In 2016 745 Modbury residents responded to an extensive Neighbourhood Questionnaire.  The results were 
published in the Modbury Messenger for April 2017 showing the most preferred sites for additional 
development were F, G and I (F and G relate to Pennpark and I to Palm Cross).  Sites F and G generated mean 
preferences of PLUS 124 and PLUS 56 respectively.  The Ayleston Park site (Site C) produced a mean result of 
MINUS 13.  
 
The top two preferred housing types were for 1-2 bedroom houses and sheltered accommodation for older or 
disabled people. 
 
Within days of these results being published, the Minutes of the Modbury Parish Council meeting on 10 April 
2017 state there were minimal differences between the preferences for sites F, G C H & I (H & I being at Palm 
Cross) and proposed the development of sites C and B (Silverwell Park).  This vote was carried 4 to 3 with two 
abstentions but was clearly contrary to the preferences democratically expressed by the people of Modbury. 
 
In 2017 SHDC made an assessment of the Ayleston Park site and concluded it was unsuitable for 
development.  In 2018 Independent Government Inspectors agreed with this decision and deemed Pennpark 
the most effective way of delivering the needs of Modbury.  Pennpark was then included in the Joint Local Plan 
for the development of 40 houses. 
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In August 2019, totally out of the blue, a Rapid Re-consultation proposing the 'site swap' was held over just 
four weeks and generated only 169 responses.  Many residents have stated they did not receive voting papers 
and as no personal information was required there was no way of knowing who had voted and how many 
times!  The result of this 'Rapid' Re-consultation was, for some reason, not published until February 2020, and 
this re-consultation was then said to be 'Advisory not Obligatory'. 
 
The development of 40 dwellings on the Ayleston Park site would increase traffic congestion and emissions in 
the town and add to safety concerns for pedestrians.  Devon Highways has confirmed that 40 homes would 
generate in excess of an extra 70,000 vehicle movements each year through Ayleston Park, Silverwell Park and 
Brownston Street.  Brownston Street currently struggles to cope with present volumes of traffic. 
 
 If the Ayleston site should be adopted additional strain would be put on the town's antiquated drainage 
system, which already runs at capacity and the additional run off created would add to the flood risk. 
 
Recent Government announcements on Planning Policy state that Councils can block developments for a 
limited number of reasons: 
Traffic congestion 
Flood risk 
Noise pollution 
and that developments should be sensitive to the local vernacular. 
These reasons apply to the Ayleston Park site but are not applicable to the Pennpark site. 
 
Please acknowledge receipt of this submission, and advise me of the result of this examination. 
 

Simon Reid Ref NMP policy no 3 
As a irregular visitor to Modbury I object to the putting new houses on Old Traine  Field site  and think  the 
town would be far better served with the houses on Pennpark - a bigger and more convenient site fro the local 
populace Your faithfully  
 

Rachael Q Bower J.P. 
 

Dear  Sir 
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After a great deal of thought I have decided to write to you to place an objection to the plan to develop the Old 
Traine Field site in Modbury. 
 
1) Firstly, it is a greenfield site. 
 
2) In my opinion it will add to the existing problem we have here in the village -       i.e.parking 
 
3)The pollution from more vehicles owned by residents will be a problem. 
 
4) The site is very small and the houses will be crammed in. 
 
5 Penn Park has much better access to A379 
 
6) Houses on this site would add greatly to flood risk to the lower town 
 
I have lived in Modbury for many years. I moved here with a young family because it was a small town and 
every amenity was not overstretched. I accept that change must happen but to destroy an open space 
greenfield when another option is readily available is lamentable, 
 I hope my voice will be heard 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

Alisdair Luxmoore 
 

Dear Sirs 
  
I have 4 major concerns with proposed changes to the Modbury neighbourhood plan 
  
1. Footpath changes.  In the communication and reports it has not been made clear to residents clear that the 
community is losing this important access. Whilst it is true the legal route of the footpath will be unchanged 
the waymarks have taken walkers across the field for at least 30 years and this will be lost. This footpath is 
current only used for pleasure as it doesn’t link well to other routes at the north end so usage will dramatically 
reduce with consequent negative effects on the health and well-being of residents.  Residents will also lose 
spectacular views down the valley and of the church and there is no other publically accessible open land to 
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the north east of the town.  This needs to be properly represented and explained before residents can be 
asked to vote 
  
2. I have not been able read all the documentation produced but I do have significant concerns over the SEA 
report. In my view it has been written in a very biased way designed to promoted the Old Traine field site, 
rather than objective appraisal of all the sites.  As examples there is the footpath issue in point 1 above which 
is hardly mentioned. There is also the way the landscape issues are addressed where the “neutral” designation 
in summary table no way reflects the commentary.  This is illustrated by comparing that of the old Traine field 
with the site immediately to the north, which clearly have very different impacts yet are marked the 
same.  Another example is the manner in which the historical buildings are assessed where clearly this is much 
more dramatic for the old Traine site than the site to the north as it openly borders the sites and will disturb 
many views.  There are many other examples of the failings of the SEA report and it needs to redone or 
independently examined by an another professional organisation. 
  
3. I have a major concern is the issue of transparency of the process. No has been able to explain why this site 
is the only one suitable for affordable housing. Development professionals I have consulted have expressed 
opinions on the unsuitability of the site given the incline and poor foundations substrate. It is my opinion that 
the facts should be  shared with the community that prove this point.  
  
4. A related point to transparency is the way the parish council have been withholding information about the 
project or at least not clearly communicating the full story (for example the footpath issue) They have also 
been attacking campaign groups that oppose the changes in a highly inappropriate manner. As I see it their 
role is to bring the facts to residents so we can make our own minds up.  Sadly they have not done this to such 
an extent that I do not believe it is possible for residents to vote as they have not been given the facts.  Before 
the vote this needs to be addressed - a trusted party should present the assessment and then the democratic 
process (with campaigning groups on both sides if desired) allowed to run its course. 
  
I am completely committed to the development of Modbury as it needs to be a thriving, growing community 
but I am very worried that the poor way this plan has been represented and it will cause lasting damage both 
to the environment and the spirit in the town 
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I would be happy to commit time an effort to help get the best result for the community and do contact me if I 
can be of assistance 
  
All the best 
  

Susan Ingham  
Sent from my iPad 
 

Reference. MNP Policy 3 - Development Site Proposal 
 
As a regular visitor to Modbury over many years, I write to register my opposition to the proposal to build on 
Old Traine Field. 
This is a very special popular and beautiful space in the town. It is an area of enjoyment for people and dogs 
and well used. 
The loss of this area to housing when there is a more suitable and already excepted site would be of great 
damage to the community and environment. 
In addition the access to Old Traine Field is most unsuitable, cutting through residential quiet roads and thus 
causing congestion on main arteries in the town. 
It has already been agreed that Pennpark has easy access, is not of great beauty, is already adjoining more 
modern housing developments and it’s development would have little impact on the landscape, let alone have 
more room for the proposed number of houses - thus enhancing their profile. 
This new plan is not in accord with government direction and is contrary to one already agreed by local 
planning. 
Please register my strong SUPPORT FR OLD TRAINE FIELD and OPPOSITION to Pennpark. 
 

Kate Mackay  
 

I support genuinely affordable homes for Modbury people now and for future generations. 
 
 

Carol Holgate. 

 

Dear Sir, 
 
Regarding the plan for building on the site East of Ayleston.   
 
It has been suggested in connection with this plan that children attending Modbury School should walk to the 
School via Back Street that being the preferred route.   I for many years walked that route, firstly with a push 
chair which was most challenging negotiating the very steep hill both going up and coming down.  It was 
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especially difficult in wet and icy weather.  Adding into the equation traffic it became even more difficult 
especially with the absence of a footpath.  As traffic has increased significantly since that time I believe it to be 
an even greater problem.  Also walking that route with a young child, I would suggest, takes much longer than 
the 11 minutes stated, https://stoptheswap.co.uk/download/232/ , I believe at least 15 minutes given the 
steep hill. 
 
I therefore cannot understand why this would be preferable to a much easier and shorter walk from the Penn 
Parks site. 
 
Yours faithfully, 

Lynn Weeks 
Modbury 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
I would like to propose that the future development in MODBURY take place at PENN PARKS. 
 
Close proximity to the A379 for vehicular access, and possible pedestrian routes from there through the 
existing Bloor development, to town, school and other amenities, makes it a preferred location. 
It will lie alongside the developments already completed, causing less disruption to the rest of our delightful 
rural town, and open spaces that should be valued by all. 
It also negates the congestion in an already over used Brownston Street, Barracks Road and main town centre. 
 
Like many others I strongly OPPOSE ANY DEVELOPMENT in the proposed Aylestone Park site, as in the current 
Neighbourhood plan. 
 
 

Mr Sydenham Dear Sir/Madam 
 
As a resident of Modbury, I wish to object to the proposed swap of Pennpark Development Site to a site east of 
Ayleston Park (Old Traine Field). 
 
Levels of traffic through Modbury, including Brownston Street, already pose a significant risk to our children, 
and I cannot understand why a development site outside the main village with easy access to the A379 is now 
being replaced by a site right in the centre of the village accessible only via the congested and narrow 
Brownston Street. 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/CRbQCk88LtxAk4u2LvlU?domain=stoptheswap.co.uk/
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Modbury is already seeing more housing development than originally anticipated and I wish to object to the 
proposal to site this additional development in a place which will further snarl up the village, doing away with 
one of our most valuable greenfield spaces and putting our children at further risk (the Council's apparent 
unwillingness or inability to resolve the issues with pedestrian access to the Primary School is already putting 
our children at risk, so you have form here admittedly). 
 
Please ensure my objection is added to any others you receive. 
 
Thank you. 

Leo Simpson Sent from my iPad 
 

I think the plan for Ayleston park  development looks very well put together and will be a great place to live for 
are elderly and also younger  persons ofModbury. The Amount of affordable housing which we badly need in 
Modbury will help the younger persons be able to stay in the Town that they have grown up in  and being a 
short and reasonably flat walk to the shops for more elderly persons it’s got to be a winner I would like to 
thank all the persons that have helped to put such a great plan together yours sincerely  

Gill Watts 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 

I have lived in Modbury for nearly 52 years and have taken a great interest in local affairs, in particular the 
future aspirations for Modbury to grow and move forward.  The Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Group have 
worked hard to produce what the people of Modbury say they would like to see for the future of our beautiful 
town.   
 
Future planning issues of large scale development will always be a contentious issue as no one ever wants 
building on their door step.  The re- consultation last year to change the Penn Parks site in favour of land off 
Aylestone Park was in my view most sensible, especially if the 50% affordable homes can be delivered.  It is 
vital that we provide accommodation within the grasp of the younger generation.  In addition it is my belief 
that this site will be more central and integrated within the community.  I was always against the development 
at Palm Cross, not because I did not wish to see Modbury move forward, but because I firmly believe that now 
building has been permitted above the sky line Modbury will in the future spread even further to the west and 
not be contained within the heart of the community. 
 

Georgiaa Snell  Good afternoon  
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As a fellow modbury citizen I am concerned for the POLICY MNP 3 Act against Modbury. I am a mother of 2 and 
I take my dogs for walks through these fields we as a community are proud of our green heritage. Often we go 
to the fields and look at the sunset with the beautiful green view. Building on this beautiful land will take away 
the nature of modbury with our fields.  
 
#stoptheswap  
 
Sent from my iPhone 

Richard and Sue Hawker 
 

We wish to object to the proposal to develop/build on Old Traine Field.  A setting of AONB in a prominent 
position above the town.  This area with it's public footpath is widely used and loved and any proposal to 
concrete over this valued amenity is nothing short of scandalous  
Regards  
 

Graham Bennett 

 

Issue:  Contrary to significant local objection gathered through the 2016 Neighbourhood Plan process and 
other consultative mechanisms, SHDC has revised previously published plans to shift the development of 
dwellings from Pennpark to Old Train Field.  This makes a mockery of the efforts by local residents over the 
years to shape the development of their town; which after all is the purpose of the lengthy Neighbourhood 
Plan process.  That much of this decision process was conducted without herald or public announcement 
through widely read publications (such as the Modbury Messenger or Next Door Modbury) is shameful and 
smacks of a lack of transparency and an attempt to push through a  knowingly unpopular decision 
unnoticed.  The basis of the decision by SHDC to develop a popular green field site with poor road access and 
implications to flood water drainage over a brown field site with excellent road access, flat terrain and 
adjacent to the existing Palm Cross estate is questionable and will need to be fully explained to local 
residents prior to the final decision being made if the credibility of SHDC Planning organisation is to be 
maintained. 
 
Background:  I was saddened to learn that the decision to develop the Penpark site to accommodate up to 80 
dwellings has been revised in favour of building 40 new homes in Old Train Field.  The decision to develop 
Pennpark was supported by many of the 745 responses to the 2016 Neighbourhood Plan questionnaire and I 
suspect many residents, like me, accept the need to build more houses; especially starter homes as opposed to 
yet more executive houses.  I recall the Aug 19 proposal being made and I, like many others, contributed to 
that consultative process.  I understand that 167 responses were gathered (as opposed to the 745) and that it 
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has been claimed that there was broad support for the shift to Old Train Field.  I am keen for the exact data of 
the consultation be released so that strength of support on both sides of the argument can be judged by the 
community and to determine if it should out weigh the results of the 2016 Neighbourhood Plan questionnaire 
results. 
 
It is also regrettable that the decision to shift to Old Train Field has been conducted in relative obscurity - being 
made public via the Parish Council website in Feb 20 - just as the country was going into lockdown.  Given the 
magnitude of the change surely it would have been appropriate for the decision and its rationale to be 
published in a more widely accessed forum.  Whilst undoubtedly the furore may well have been greater, the 
final decision would have been much more credible and robust. 
 
Whilst the process that has been followed leaves a bad taste it is the basis of the decision that is perhaps most 
questionable.   
 
You will be aware of the extensive case presented by ‘Stop the Swap’ leaflet that has been distributed to all 
Modbury residents.  I do not wish to repeat all of those arguments but would state that the document makes a 
compelling case against the swap and I am very supportive of all of the points that have been made by the 
author.  I am a resident of Tuckers Brook and will only be indirectly impacted by any decision to develop Old 
Train Field.  So whilst it is not in my back yard my specific objections to the development of Old Train Field are: 
 
- Increased road traffic in Brownston Street, Silverwell and Ayleston Park.  With up to 200 extra vehicle 
moves per day these roads (which already have constrained access and parking issues) will become bottlenecks 
leading to further traffic and car parking management problems through much of the town.  The increased risk 
to pedestrians should be properly factored into the decision process.  The junction arrangements at the top 
and bottom of Ayleston Park and Silverwell/Brownston Street will need to be adjusted. 
 
- Floodwater Management.  As a local flood warden I have good knowledge of the flood risk presented 
to local homes by Ayleston Brook.  It has required me to regularly check and on many occasions to clear the 
waterway during heavy rain to prevent it overflowing the banks.  Whilst there has been much improvement 
since the damn was installed the flow rates are still high and come close to topping the grid in the bottom of 
Tuckers Brook. Noting that Old Train Field is part of the water catchment area for the brook, the prospect of 
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increased run off from hard surfaces is a great concern - especially as that run off with fall to the townside of 
the damn. 
 
- Loss of Access to Old Train Field.  This field with its public footpath links to other accessible rights of 
way is a tremendous boon for many residents and is used as their means of accessing the countryside on their 
door steps; especially those who live in the town centre.  The removal of this amenity will particularly impact 
on those residents at the bottom of the town whose only other access to green space is the water 
meadow.  The owners of the water meadow seem largely content for local residents to use the field but their 
owngoing consent is likely to be stretched with the increased use of their field that this development would 
bring. 
 
- Housing Density.  Modbury town is already very densely populated and the development of Old Train 
Field would further increase this problem.   
 
- Character of the town.  Modbury residents seemingly like to live here and take a pride in their town, in 
its appearance and its character.  These qualities are all at risk by the over development of the town centre 
with it’s pursuant traffic and parking problems, lack of access to open space and sense of ruralism.  The Palm 
Cross development fits in well with the town and is an example of how developments on the outskirts can be 
successful integrated into the fabric of the community without ruin to the other valued aspects of the town.  It 
is envisaged that Pennpark would be able to do the same. 
 
I do not have the wherewithal or technical knowledge to be able to challenge the basis of the decision to swap 
the development from Pennpark to Old Train Field.  I do however hope that this e-mail is registered as a strong 
objection to the proposal.  It is also requested that the full basis and justification of the final decision is widely 
published so that the whole community can judge its efficacy - and be able to hold elected officials to account 
if necessary. 
 
 

Jack Hendy, 
 

To whom it may concern 
 
I am writing to you today to inform you of my objection to the proposed development at Old Traine Field. 
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I believe that the Pannpark development represents the lowest impact to day-to-day life in Modbury and is the 
obvious choice due to its proximity to the A379. 
 
Kind regards, 
 

 
David Bush 
 

Dear Sir/Madam 
 
I object in the strongest of terms to the proposed development in the Modbury Neighbourhood plan,  the only 
new development if indeed needed should be the Penn Park site as originally approved by the Joint Local Plan. 
 
Yours 
 
David Bush 
 

Carol Holgate. 
 

Dear Sir, 
 
Opponents of the development of Old Traine Field have highlighted further risk of flooding as one of the 
concerns about the proposed development of this site.  
Despite the building of new flood defences in Modbury, flooding appears still to be a concern to the 
authorities. 
 
On the morning of the 14th August following a night of heavy rain I saw a man removing debris from the brook 
in the vicinity of the culvert adjacent to the Tuckers Brook development.  A few minutes later two men 
appeared in vehicles marked with the SHDC logo to inspect the entrance to the culvert, one of whom was 
carrying a fork.  I assume there continues to be a risk of flooding after heavy rain. 
 
I am concerned that the proposed development will add to this ongoing risk.   
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

Ruth Winter 
 

I would like noted my objection to this proposed development. These are my reasons. 
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Firstly, the site of the proposed development is totally unsuitable, mainly because of the enormous traffic 
issues that it would create.  Modbury currently has major traffic and parking issues which cause a danger to 
everyone using its highways and byways, pedestrians, horse riders, dog walkers and children trying to get to 
school. I myself have come very close to being hit by cars when out walking my dog. The road infrastructure is 
already inadequate for the current volume of traffic. Devon Highways have already advised that a 
development at Old Traine field would push another 72,000 vehicle movements out onto Brownstone Street 
per year. The only access road is through an existing housing estate that leads out onto Browstone 
Street.   This street is already creaking under the volume of parked cars and traffic, adding to this is ludicrous 
and would push so much traffic down the hill and out onto Church Street at the crazy, dangerous junction at 
the bottom of the hill. The increase of traffic from the proposed site would need to be mitigated before such a 
proposal could ever be considered. And given the local road layout, this is not something that would be 
possible.  
 
Secondly, the proposed scale of the development would have to be crammed onto this field which is in an area 
of outstanding natural beauty and surrounded at the one end by historic buildings. It would show no respect to 
these buildings to build so many modern houses and flats at such close proximity to them! Why chose a site 
that would destroy the integrity of such an historic area?? There is a public footpath that currently goes across 
the centre of the field, it is in constant use and leads over the field and down to Millennium Fields. I can’t find 
any mention of what will happen to it within this proposed plan? 
 
Thirdly, the re-consultation that took place last summer was hugely flawed. Residents had no notification of 
this process and even up until a week ago, it was news to many people! The voting forms that were sent out 
last year, were sent out during the summer holidays, so many people didn’t vote and on top of that, the forms 
were open to abuse. 
 
If the Parish Council and SHDC looked at a satellite map of a Modbury, it is very plain to see why the Penn Park 
site was originally chosen for  this development. It is on the same side of Modbury to the school, it would push 
a large amount of its traffic away from Modbury instead of through the town. It has already got modern 
houses being built next to it so wouldn’t destroy the historic integrity of Modbury. In 2017 SHDC assessed this 
idea and they stated that ...”the access roads leading to the proposed site were narrow with poor alignment 
and junctions are unsuitable for any increase in traffic generated from the development. The site has poor 
relationship to the town. The provision of predestination links would be difficult in terms of distance and 
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highway safety. The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and steep topography severely limit the 
development potential of this land. The Ayleston site has poor relationship to the town. The site does not form 
a natural extension to the town.The site extends away from the existing settlement boundary and increases in 
elavation. It is visually prominent within the wider landscape.” 
 
If this site was not suitable back in 2017, how come it is being proposed three years later? 
 
Your sincerely 
 

Margaret Middleton 
 

Sirs 
I would like to congratulate the formation of the Plan and fully support the proposals for the future of our 
town. 
Furthermore I support the amendment for the site East of Ayleston Park for the following reasons: 

 This is far more suitable expansion of the town rather than to increase the sprawl along the A379 
  allows a greater amount of affordable housing for our young families,  
 addresses the need for 'downsizing' older residents to remain in Modbury by the provision of 

flats/apartments with level easy  access to the local shops and facilities 

Regards 
 

Roger Price 
 

We live on the Palm Cross development and would like to object to any proposed development on Pennpark. 
The allocated development at Old Traine meets with our approval as it will allow better access to the town for 
the owner and also provides much needed social housing. 
  
Regards 
  
 

Rwj Jackman Sent from Sky Yahoo Mail on AndroidWhat a daft plan !    Pennparks is the only place      
 

Oliver Reid To Whom it may concern, 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/eE9wCr88otKB8VI76YND?domain=go.onelink.me
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I want to object to the Policy MNP 3, the swapping of Pennpark development site to a site East of Ayleston 
Park (Old Traine Field) 
 
There are two obvious problems with selecting Old Traine Field over Pennpark. 
 
The first relates to Traffic and safety.  If the Olde Traine site is developed the extra volume of traffic would 
cause a major impact.  Brownston Street has already been identified as having a traffic problem and one way 
systems to alleviate that have been explored highlighting the problem. See Policy MNP7 (Modbury DraftNP)  
There is no logic adding more traffic to what is already an overloaded network.  A one way system is not ideal 
but may well have alleviated the current issues, however adding an extra 200 vehicular commutes a day is 
totally unacceptable when the vast majority of traffic will need to go around the Dark Lane Barracks Road 
junction which has already been identified as a dangerous junction.  Large sections of Dark Lane and Barracks 
Road have no pavements and therefore the walk to Modbury Primary School for those using that route will 
inevitably become more dangerous.   
 
These issues would all be alleviated by developing the Pennpark site. 
 
2. Flooding. 
 
We have a responsibility to protect the shops and houses in bottom of Modbury that have been flooded twice 
in the last 10 years.  Any development within the same rainfall catchment of Modbury centre will add to the 
run off speed.   We need to avoid adding to this issue, building on the Old Traine Field will make matters 
worse, building at Pennpark will not as it is not in the Modbury Centre catchment area. 
 
There are many more considerations which make the Pennpark site more acceptable but these two alone are 
enough to make the right decision. 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

Simon Garry 
 

Dear Sir 
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As a local resident, I would like to express my objection and concerns with MNP 3 and the site change from 
Pennpark to Old Traine Field, off of Ayleston Park, Modbury. 
 
Ignoring the way this seems to have been handled/changed and the poor communication (which smells of 
wrong-doing somewhere), the change itself, to using a previously discounted green-field site, seems 
completely irrational. The Old Traine Field site, apart from being one of the few greenspaces left close to the 
town which includes a public footpath across it , has previously been rejected for 25 dwellings, but is now 
being put forwards to accommodate 40? I am not sure of the reasons for the original rejection, presumably it 
was because of the steepness which will mean building artificial banks and making supports which are outside 
of the NP's agreed conditions ie it won't fit in with the historical nature of the town and its architecture. The 
site also has poor access off what is an already overly busy Brownston Street and then a narrow approach road 
off of Aylestone Park, where parking and restricted views make these both dangerous junctions and as I 
understand it, in addition to it being unsuitable/steep/previously rejected, 20 of these properties will have no 
allocated parking or indeed enough for all dwellings. 40 dwellings will account for approximately 80 additional 
vehicles - many of which will have to be parked on Ayleston Park, Brownston St (which is already full and cars 
already then park on Dark Lane), further adding to congestion and danger and I worry how emergency services 
will be able to access both the town and the new development - this is already the case in the new 
development near Palm Cross (which has also flaunted the local agreed conditions with the modern red brick 
wall that have been allowed). 
 
Flooding is another issue and despite the town's best attempts, there were still problems for local businesses 
and homes last winter and further development this side of town will surely exacerbate the situation and 
cause further flooding and problems for many? 
 
I don't see how this change in site will meet the NP and 'enhance the historic sites and their settings' but only 
harm and destroy it? 
 
I don't understand why Pennpark the originally 'agreed' site is now 2nd and will presumably then still be built 
upon later, which will then cause additional capacity problems (which I understand aren't part of the NP, but 
this is if the plan is to be ignored and changed without full investigation, consultation and appropriate 
reasoning. 
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I therefore object to this change in development and would suggest it be re-considered, the original objections 
for the site reviewed and the site switched back to the already approved Pennpark site. Whilst I feel for the 
residents close by to there, surely the access is much better and a safer option for the reasons stated? 
 
 
Kind regards 
Simon 
 

M. Doswell 
 

To whom it may concern. 
 
I have lived in Modbury all my life (60yrs) and have seen it spoilt to the point of no return. The use of 
greenfield sites is a blow to the wildlife & countryside not to mention pollution. We do not want to see urban 
sprawl here or we will end up like Ivybridge - totally ruined. 
 
Regards,  
 
 

Tony Brown. 

 
Dear Sir/ Madam, 
 
Please find below a list of points as to why we believe that the Penn Parks development should NOT be re-
directed to the east of Ayleston Park. 
 
 (Please let me first note that no real explanation has been given in the recent communication as to why only 
30% of housing would be affordable at Penn Park and 50% at Ayleston Park and as to why the planning at Penn 
Park can not be altered to cater for 50% affordable housing.) 
 
1. Pedestrian access from Penn Park to the town centre would be little more than the hardship of accessing it 
from the present new development. It would still only be a healthy walk of under a mile in these time when 
walking/ cycling are to be encouraged. Obviously the present new development was not considered too far, so 
why Pen Park ? If footpaths and access are carefully thought out,the walk in should be thought of as healthy 
exorcise, not a chore.  
 



Name/Organisation Comments 

2. 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 Penn Park will provide better access 
to the A379 for this. It will avoid excess traffic in Brownston Street (already hazardous) and excess traffic 
passing the school (another serious hazard) during peak traffic times. 
 
3.  The new leaky dam has so far been untested since its construction, even with present developments.Luckily 
we have so far been spared the extreme rainfall elsewhere in the UK. Flooding to Tucker's Brook and then on 
to the town has been a reality in the past due to the brook breaking it's banks. A large new tarmacked/ 
concrete area at the Ayleston location would create a large extra run off into the area of the brook during 
torrential conditions and with these conditions becoming a regular occurrence, there could be real cause to 
regret any extra building here. 
 
4.' In town parking' will become even more of a problem.There are never enough parking spaces provided in 
new developments and the result will be more choked roads in Modbury, particularly in Ayleston Park, 
Silverwell Park and Brownston Street. 
 
5. As the 'housing sprawl' in Devon continues over the coming decades, it is probably safe to assume that 
development will happen at Penn Park anyway ! 
 
6. An enjoyable country footpath (presently closed) will be rerouted or directed through a housing estate.  
The appearance of Modbury on entering along the A379 from the Yealmpton side has already changed forever, 
from an ancient market town (as signed) to a modern development, so more modern housing will make no 
difference ! 
The fame of the house at the entrance to Modbury with the false 'comedy chimney pot' has spread far and 
wide ! 
 
Thank you for allowing residents to voice their opinions. To me these things seem common sense but others 
may think differently. 
 
Personally, I can not understand why these large developments are underway in rural areas. At a time when 
we are being discouraged from driving for the sake of our suffering environment, probably almost every 
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working resident will commute by car. Very few will work in the new units and probably people will drive to 
Modbury to work in the units ! 
Our health centre and chemist are already struggling even with the present population, the 'small community' 
feel is being lost and a higher population always means a higher crime rate. Also we are building new homes 
when there are many buildings in Modbury which are second homes and only occupied for around three 
months of the year, particularly in the Ayleston Park/ Tucker's brook area. 
 
It is a shame that there would not be the financial benefit to those taking part in this planning and 
construction, if we were to plant areas of trees instead of building new homes. I think we should have a serious 
think about which is the most important. 
 
Thank you for your time, I will drop a hard copy and the feedback form into the office. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
 

JeanCarlyle-Lyon 
 

I write to strongly object to the change of plan to put houses and flats at Old Traine Field. 
 
Modbury does not need flats.  1-2 bedroom houses is what is needed. 
 
This is not the right place to put this development.  We already have a flooding problem 
 
This is a medieval enclosure and should not be used. 
 
Please stop destroying our beautiful small town.  The development at the top of the hill that is being finished 
at present has not got a single tree.  Why is this allowed to happen. 
 

J O V Carlyle-Lyon. 
 

Greetings, 
 
I object to the above plan on the following grounds. 
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1 The increase in traffic through Brownston Street and Silverwell Park with an extra 72,000 movements plus 
traffic along Dartmouth Road, Barracks Road and Dark Lane which have very little pavement, must be 
dangerous and wrong. 
 
2 the plan to build 40 new homes on a site where to build 25 new homes had previously been rejected, must 
bear witness to a hidden agenda and is silly. 
 
3 The proposal if agreed would represent a density in conflict with the adopted JLP Policy DEV20 and 
unforgivable. 
 
4 The lack of any off street parking for the proposed 20 apartments is reckless. 
 
Please take these comments into consideration. 
 
Thanks, 
 
 

Michael Walsh Dear Neighbourhood planning  
 
I wish to register my objection to the proposed swap of housing development site from Pennpark to Old Traine 
Field. The proposed swap appears ludicrous - to change from an agreed site which will have a lesser effect on 
the environment and history of Modbury to a site previously rejected on so many reasonable grounds smacks 
of incompetence at least and may raise other suspicions. I live in Browston Street and I do not relish the 
prospect of increased traffic in an already conjested area.  
 
Please register my objection.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 

Brian Mercer I write with objection to the proposed site development at Old Traine Field  ( Modbury Neighbourhood Plan 
Policy MNP 3 Proposed site swap from Pennpart) . 
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Pennpark represents a better, more viable, cost effective and safer proposal for the town . It’s proximity to the 
Plymouth side of Modbury would also alleviate additional traffic volumes in the town.  
 
The potential development of Old Traine would : 
 
Be detrimental to the safety of the nearby residents and those in Brownston street due to increasing volumes 
of traffic .  
 
Be detrimental to the well being of the town due to the destruction of a Greenfield site in AONB  
 
Provide a housing density which is out of keeping with the adjoining residential homes.  
 
 
For the record I wasn’t aware of the reconsultation paper from MPC relating to a potential swap of sites  
 
Regards 
 
Brian Mercer 

Margaret Moulding 
 

I would like to register my objection to development on Old Traine Field, Modbury 
This is a beautiful open space with views that should be kept as such 
Regards 
Modbury resident 

William MacLeod 

 

On reviewing your proposals, I find that there are several areas of concern that I do not believe have been 
adequately considered and register my objection to this for the following reasons. 

1. The proposed site is located behind Aylestone Park  with access via Brownstone Street and Silverwell 
Park, which provides access to the residential areas of Aylestone Park and Tuckers Brook, concerns have 
already been raised by local residents with regards to the current level of traffic on Brownstone Street 
along with the parking concerns. Your proposal highlights that 40 new homes will be built in this location 
and allowing that the average household has two cars this will increase the number of vehicles using 
Brownstone Street, Barrack Road and Dark Lane thus adding to the environmental impact of the local 
area as well as to the safety of the pupils on Barrack Road.  This has indeed been confirmed by Devon 
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Highways who have advised that this development were it to proceed would create an additional 72,000 
vehicle movements per year on Brownstone Street.  Brownstone Street is not designed for this increase 
in traffic, in addition this would also lead to an increase in traffic on Dark Lane, Barracks Road and 
Dartmouth Road where there are very few footpaths thus increasing the risk to pedestrians.   

2. The increase in traffic will also have a knock-on effect for the Main High Street in Modbury which daily 
is brought to a standstill with the number of vehicles travelling between Kingsbridge and Plymouth. Until 
such time as the Council provide a solution on how to keep traffic moving freely it is unwise to add more 
vehicles to what a major problem is already. I fully believe that the council should aim to create a safe, 
healthy and pleasant environment, particularly in respect to air quality, by promoting measures, which 
seek to minimise the impact of traffic on the environment. This proposal does not fulfil this requirement. 
In addition I also believe that prior to any such application being considered that Modbury would need 
to incorporate a clean air strategy and the back of such a strategy incorporate an air quality action plan.  

3. There is a public right of way across the proposed site and I have seen no mention as to what plans are 
in place to ensure that this remains, in addition the land in questions at one stage belonged to the Old 
Traine complex and as such I believe that there may well be restrictive covenants in place that would 
restrict such a development. Prior to any agreement I believe that the council should publish any such 
restrictive covenants where they exist prior to any agreement moving forward.  

4. I believe that the development as prosed would through its siting and scale, harm the setting of the listed 
buildings to the north of the site the old Traine complex. In addition, I believe that the development by 
reason of its scale and intensify would fail to make a positive contribution to the quality of the 
environment. In fact an independent planning review of the proposed sight stated “Accommodating 40 
dwellings on a developable area of approximately 1 hectare represents a density far higher than the 
surrounding area which would be to the detriment of its character and appearance and conflicts with 
adopted JLP Policy DEV20” In addition to this it is proposed that this site also includes 20 flats, this is 
contrary to the results from the 2016 NP questionnaire in which the local residents highlighted the top 
two priorities were 1 & 2 bedroom houses and sheltered accommodation.  The proposal for 20 flats does 
not meet either of these requirements.   

5. My understanding is that in determining applications; “local planning authorities should require any 
applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made 
by their setting.  The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than 
is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance”.  I have seen no 
such description in relation to said proposal. 
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6. The re-consultation that took place in August 2019 was flawed, residents received no notification of this 
process and even as recently as July 2020 there were still many residents who were unaware of the 
proposed changes to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan. The results were subject to abuse with only 167 
responses some of which were duplicated and of those 167  response 98 were in favour of the proposal 
including corporate and no residents.  Modbury has approximately 1600 residents this means only 
10.44% of residents voted with only 6.13% in favour.   The reason for this seems quite clear, the re-
consultation was timed to coincide with many residents summer holidays and in addition households 
were not notified, indeed I only knew of this after a conversation with someone in the town and I believe 
the residents of Modbury  were denied a voice on this due to the secrecy surrounding the proposal.  

In summary in order to force this proposal through both Modbury Parish Council along with SHDC are 
ignoring the survey conducted in July 2019 which noted the high landscape, historic  and community value 
of the setting, in addition they are also now ignoring the 2003 Modbury Village Design statement and the 
2017 assessment by SHDC which concluded the following: 

“The access roads leading to the site are narrow with poor alignment, and junctions which are unsuitable for 
any increase I traffic generated from the development. The site has poor relationship to the town. The 
provision of pedestrian links would be difficult in terms of distance and highway safety. The poor vehicular 
access, mature landscape and steep topography severely limit the development potential of this land.  The 
Aylestone site has poor relationship to the town. The site does not form a natural extension to the town. The 
site extends away from the existing settlement boundary and increases in elevation. It is visually prominent 
within the wider landscape.” 

I would ask if this site was not suitable in 2017 to SHDC then what has made this suitable in 2020  when 
those finding in the SHDC 2017 assessment remain the same today. 

Yours Sincerely 

Sarah Walker 
 

Dear Neighbourhood Planning 
 
Today I received information regarding the plan to swap the Pennpark development for Old Traine Field in 
Modbury. I do not support this proposal and would like to register my objection.  
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As a Modbury resident for the past 7 years I appreciate the green spaces we have surrounding the town. We 
moved to the area from another part of the South Hams to bring up our family. We often walk in the field and 
enjoy the views. Also I have a real concern about the impact on congestion within the town and the safety of 
walking my children to school should the site be moved.  
 
Please can you reconsider the proposal. 
 
With thanks 
 

Peter Cattermole  
 

Dear Sir 
 
I am writing to object to the proposed housing development on the site east of Ayleston Park (Old Traine 
Field). I wholeheartedly endorse all the grounds for objecting to such a development - Traffic, Environment, 
Historic, etc - set out in the “stoptheswap.co.uk” web page.  
 
As a resident of Old Traine, I wish to add a further objection. At present the footpath from Old Traine Field 
through Old Traine and on up to the Dartmouth Road is used by many dog walkers and others and, dog mess 
aside, causes the residents of Old Traine no problems. The right of way passing through Old Traine which these 
walkers traverse borders on, I believe, six freehold boundaries, none of which is marked or fenced. However, I 
anticipate that should the development proceed the traffic along the footpath will increase very substantially. 
This traffic - adults, children, teenagers, dogs and possibly two wheeled vehicles - will impact very adversely on 
Old Traine residents and their freehold property. There may well be tension and confrontation, and eventually 
I expect the Old Traine residents will find it necessary to erect fencing along their various boundaries to protect 
their cars, rubbish bins, flowerbeds and buildings from litter, damage and intrusion. Such fencing would be a 
considerable expense and would also detrimentally alter the visual aspect of this historic and listed site. 
 
I conclude with the obvious but often ignored point that once these sites of beauty and cultural history are 
destroyed, they are gone for ever.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 

Vikki Orr   
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 To whom it may concern, 
 
Could my concerns over the proposed Old Traine site in Modbury be passed on.  
As someone who works with a high percentage of the elderly people within this community, I am shocked to 
discover that roads and inadequate traffic infrastructure will be further compromised.  
The community are already experiencing higher than average levels of traffic and many of the residents are 
now scared to drive around the town. They are not using motorised scooters as they should be, and hate 
walking around a once quiet town. Many of our roads lack pavement putting residents and vehicles on the 
same path.  
I am shocked that any sensible planner would look at the proposed site and entrance and deem it safe to 
increase its traffic level.  
The fact that the apartments have been allocated no parking is beyond ridiculous. I work with several elderly 
people who have already lost their on street parking to new residents and commuters. They sometimes park 
and move their cars first thing in the morning, setting alarms to do so, in the hope that they will be able to 
reach their car during the day.  
The nature of this town, and its hills, mean many older residents have to drive to access medical care and 
supplies.  
 
We are blessed to have such a high level of experience and age within this community. These people should be 
being respected and acknowledged. Not put to one side for that sake of financial gain.  
Yours sincerely,  
 

Nathan Brown 
 

I live at 8 Higher Green Park, Modbury and having read through to material on this proposed development I 
object to the land swap on the grounds of suitability for purpose primarily, but more importantly on a day to 
day basis the pressure the development will put on the road infrastructure of this small town  
 
I wish to register my objection to the land swap. 
 
Regards 
 

Kate Duckering 

 
To Whom It May Concern 
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I am writing to object to the proposal to swap the Pennpark Development site to Old Traine Field site on the 
Modbury Neighbourhood Plan for two reasons: 
 
1. The Pennpark site is a better use of land as it is a brownfield site on the edge of town whilst the Old Traine 
Field is a valued green lung for residents and dog walkers. 
 
2. The Pennpark site is also less problematical in view of the increased traffic that will come from residents on 
the new estate looking to access the local road network, principally the A379.  Residents wanting to access 
their homes at the Old Traine Field site would cause further problems to already heavy traffic on Brownstown 
Street which is difficult to drive up and down already - causing further unwanted congestion and pollution. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

Robin Duckering Dear Sir/Madam 
 
I am writing to object to this swap on the grounds that much of the traffic from the Old Traine Field will want 
to access the A379, which undoubtedly will be via Brownston Street, which is already a congested road. 
Brownston Street only has a singular vehicle width access to the A379, which is in the heart of the town. So 
often causing congestion to both roads, which with the added traffic will make it worse. This will add to the car 
pollution in Modbury.  
 
The Pennpark site is preferable in having direct access to the A379. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 

Tony Brown Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Please find my comments and concerns regarding the Modbury Plan as sent to Modbury Parish Council. 
I believe at this stage, we should forward our concerns or thoughts to yourselves. 
I look forward to hearing your reply. 
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Many thanks in advance. 
 

MARTIN RANWELL 
 

Dear Sirs, 
 
I object to the proposal to develop Old Traine Field instead of Pennpark, Modbury on the following grounds : 
 
1. The proposed higher density of housing is inconsistent with the rest of Modbury. 
2. There is no evidence that there is a market demand for 20 new flats in the town. 
3. The terrain of the site is less suitable, and therefore higher cost to develop than Pennpark. 
4. Old Traine Field is a "greenfield" site, whereas Pennpark is a "brownfield" site. 
5. There would be a loss of valuable green space and a recreational facility close to the town centre. 
6. The increased volume of traffic on Brownston Street and the Church Street / Poundwell Street crossroads 
would exacerbate the significant problems already experienced. 
7. Access to the A 379, A38, Ivybridge and the Plymouth area is much easier from Pennpark than Old Traine 
Field. 
8. There has been no research regarding the actual occupation and habits of new residents on the Palm Cross 
Green development - where have the new residents come from, how many cars do they have, where do they 
work, and where do they shop ? This is critically important data in planning any new development in the town. 
9. Any job opportunities in the immediate Modbury area are going to be near Pennpark, not Old Traine Field - 
at New Mills Business Park or the Palm Cross Green business units. 
10. The intended adoption of Old Traine Field as opposed to Pennpark appears to be driven by SHDC funding 
considerations, rather than the needs and desires of the people of the Modbury area.  This is anti- 
democreratic. 
 
I urge you to revert to the original plans based on Pennpark. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

Andrew Keith 
 

Hi, 
 
I'm writing in regards to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Proposal and Consultation 
- https://www.neighbourhoodplanning.swdevon.gov.uk/modbury 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/bW8PCD11ot4kZwcWpW2G?domain=neighbourhoodplanning.swdevon.gov.uk
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Whilst I support many aspects of the draft Neighbourhood Plan, I wish to register my objection to the 
proposed swap of housing development sites from the currently agreed JLP site at Penn Parks to the site at 
East Ayleston Park. This is marked as "Policy MNP3" in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
I think this would be a mistake for a number of reasons: 
 
- Wrong type of housing for Modbury. In order to fit the required 40 homes onto the East Ayleston Park site, 
the current proposal and artist sketches show a development of 20 flats (1-2 bedroom) and 20 houses (2-4 
bedroom). A public consultation and survey of all Modbury residents in 2017 showed the priorities for 
residents for the types of homes required by people in the town. There were, in the following order: 
   1) 1-2 bedroom houses (not flats) 
   2) Sheltered accommodation for older or disabled people 
   3) 3-4 houses 
   4) 1-2 bedroom flats 
 
The full results can be viewed here: https://www.modburynpg.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/MNP-
Questionnaire-Results-Presentation.pptx 
 
As 1-2 flats were 4th out of 6 possible options, I don't think this development meets the needs of the town. 
The Penn Parks site is much bigger and can therefore accommodate a higher number of houses, for which 
there is more demand. In addition, flats would not be suitable for some older or disabled people due to access 
issues, stairs, etc.   
 
- Traffic problems. Modbury currently has a number of issues around traffic congestion. Two main problems 
are Brownstone Street (and the junction onto it from the high street) and along Barracks Road, especially near 
the Primary School. The Penn Parks site would avoid adding to this as access would be directly onto the A379. 
It gives much easier access to places of work nearby such as Plymouth, Ivybridge, Kingsbridge, etc. In contrast, 
the East Ayleston site would increase traffic through the 'back roads', particularly along the two roads I've 
mentioned. Traffic during the school run would be exacerbated as more cars would be going past the school 
going to or from work, in order to access the A379.  
 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/1YWECE88ptENjOCwqJ5b?domain=modburynpg.co.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/1YWECE88ptENjOCwqJ5b?domain=modburynpg.co.uk
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- Loss of green space and 'loss' of public footpath. Although the footpath would be retained, a path running 
through a housing development is very different to what we have now. Developing Penn Parks would not have 
this disadvantage as it has no public access. 
 
- Steeper site would make it harder to develop and therefore more costly. 
 
- Not enough support or evidence to make the switch. The Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Group carried out a 
re-consultation in 2019 to propose the change of development sites from Penn Parks to the site at East 
Ayleston Park. In the re-consultation document (see https://www.modburynpg.co.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2020/05/MNP-reconsultation-doc.-July-2019.pdf), they state: 
 
"SHDC has advised that the proposal for 40 homes at Pennpark is not a strategic proposal and that the 
neighbourhood plan can therefore substitute an alternative site, providing there is clear evidence and support 
for the change." 
 
I believe there is not clear enough evidence or support for this change, and therefore it should not go ahead. 
The many negative responses already received in relation to this aspect of the Plan, the points I've mentioned 
here, the many negative comments on social media, the 'Stop the Swap' campaign (http://stoptheswap.co.uk/) 
- at the very least show a "mixed" view on this. There is also not clear public support. Although the re-
consultation showed a slight preference in favour of the change of sites (59% in favour vs 41% against), only 
167 people responded and many people missed the consultation as it was not widely publicised (as previous 
consultations were) and the consultation period was short. 
 
I think the Neighbourhood Plan cannot proceed in its current form until this aspect of the plan has 
been reconsidered.   
Kind regards, 
 
Modbury resident 
 

Richard Taylor 
 

Dear Sir, 
I have been a resident of Modbury for over 35 years. During that time the Town has evolved and there has 
been much new development, most of it in sympathetic, smallish developments (Bloor Homes site excluded) 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/a4BnCK11ytVGkPtpqHnw?domain=modburynpg.co.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/a4BnCK11ytVGkPtpqHnw?domain=modburynpg.co.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/9yGYCJyyxFNDolULKCuK?domain=stoptheswap.co.uk/
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which have on the whole enhanced the community. In 2016 the hard working team of volunteers asked us the 
residents through a questionnaire what we wanted. Key among the returns were, a solution to the traffic 
problems, housing for families and young couples that was truly affordable, and provision for the older 
generation. The Neighbourhood Plan was then put together, and there are many excellent things contained in 
it. Faced with the government forcing the development of at least another 40 housed, on top of the 90 + 40 
already built, Pennpark was identified as a suitable site to provide these homes, with a proportion  being 
affordable, all be it not a big enough proportion. This site was also deemed to have the least impact  on the 
traffic and parking problems suffered by the town. 
When the Neighbourhood Plan group, with the Parish council, decided to recommend swapping this site for 
the one East of Ayleston Park they apparently sent out a further consultation document. Many residents did 
not see/receive this second opportunity to have their say, myself included. This is why the response was very 
poor, around 10%, compared to the large numbers who responded to the first questionnaire. This site, East of 
Ayleston Park is a small part of a site rejected by SHDC for a little over half the number of homes that is 
proposed now. By squeezing 40 homes onto this site it will leave no open space and mean every inch of road 
and pavement will be taken up by parked cars. The additional car movements, estimated by Devon Highways 
to be 72000, will have a major impact on the exit from Silverwell Park on to the top of Brownstone street. 
Brownstone street cannot handle any more traffic. The pedestrian route to school along Dark Lane and 
Barracks Road, (much without pavement) will be much busier and dangerous.  
In short this is the wrong number of homes in the wrong place. Should we strive to build affordable homes for 
young people in our community? Of course we should, but they should be in a style that will be enjoyable to 
live in, not crammed into an unsuitably small site where children will have no place to play as even the roads 
will be full of parked cars. I want to vote against this development, but in favour of everything else in the 
Modbury Neighourhood Plan, but I can’t – Why not? 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

Rachel Taylor (Mrs) 
 

Dear Sir or Madam, 
I am writing to object to the proposed swap of development at Penn Park Modbury to Old Traine Field, East of 
Ayleston Park. Forty homes exceeds the original plan for twenty, many of which will have more than one car 
and parking on the proposed site does not seem to have been addressed fully. A major concern will be the 
enormous increase in traffic which Devon Highways have predicted will lead to 72,000 extra movements of 
traffic per year. This will flow through the existing developments of Ayleston Park and Silverwell Park onto an 
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already congested Brownston Street with its huge congestion problems. In turn the extra traffic from the 
proposed development will cause further issues on the Dartmouth road, Dark Lane and Barracks Road, not 
least with traffic but also safety for the extra pedestrians from the new housing - families with young children 
walking to school, the Memorial Hall and the Mars Pavillion and sports facilities. Many may choose to drive 
which creates more parking problems at these venues due to lack of space.  
 
The Old Traine site is very steep resulting in extra building costs which is one of the reasons it was rejected in 
the past. Due to the steepness some people may opt to drive to the town facilities where parking is already 
limited. There also seems to be a lack of green open space and the footpath, currently permissible across this 
green field, will run on its route around the edge of the development presumably under tarmac.  
 
Last August 2019 many Modbury parishioners did not receive notification of a consultation document 
regarding the proposed swap and were completely unaware of it.  We need to have the opportunity to vote 
SOLELY on the issue of change of development site and not on whether we are in favour of the MNP or not as a 
whole. Many people have worked very hard over a number of years on the MNP and the future development 
of Modbury. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 

 
Heather Farrow 
 

Modbury Neighbourhood Plan - MNP3 
 
I would like the following comments to be taken into account in relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan - 
MNP3 : 
 
The MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have a significantly detrimental effect on traffic 
congestion, highway safety and traffic flow in Brownston Street in particular and especially at the junction with 
the A379. 
 
In terms of pedestrian access, whilst the site proposed at Old Traine will be very convenient for many of the 
amenities in the town, the shortest routes to school have significant sections without pavement. 
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If available, I believe that brownfield sites should be used before developing exclusively greenfield sites. 
 
The density of housing proposed for the Old Traine site will leave very little opportunity for the provision of 
public spaces. 
 
Thank you for giving these comments your consideration. 
 

Paul Batho 

 

Dear Sirs 

Kingston Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2034 

I write to submit my comments on the draft Kingston Neighbourhood Plan which is currently going through the 
consultation process.  

My interest in this is as a director of Vicarage Park Ltd. (VPL), which owns a piece of land in the parish of 
Kingston. An application for planning permission for the development of housing on part of this site was made 
to South Hams District Council on 30 November 2017 (ref 4068/17/OPA). Permission was refused on 4 March 
2019. A subsequent application for a revised development was made on 5 March 2020 (ref 0761/20/OPA); this 
has yet to be determined. 

My comments on the Neighbourhood Plan are as follows: 

1. Plan vision and objectives 
A priority of the Plan is to ensure that Kingston remains a sustainable community. At the same time, the 
beauty, special character and heritage of the parish should be protected. Policy KNP1 recognises that 
limited development is needed to perpetuate a ‘living country village’ and specifically identifies a 
requirement for affordable homes and smaller market-prices houses to enable younger people and 
families to remain in or move to the village. I support these objectives. 
 

2. Development Boundary alteration 
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The Plan proposes that development within the Development Boundary will be supported. Outside the 
Development Boundary, development will be supported only where it can be delivered sustainably and 
requires a countryside location or where it meets a proven local housing need that cannot be met inside 
the Boundary. 
 
The original Development Boundary tightly followed the existing built envelope of the village and therefore 
provided no realistic space for a development which could meet the requirements of the Plan. The new 
Plan includes a proposed change to the Development Boundary by incorporating two small fields in the 
south west part of the village. It seems likely this change has been made to provide possible space for new 
development within the Boundary. 
 
This site appears to be much less suitable than the VPL site for a small development incorporating a 
significant affordable housing element, for the following reasons:  

a) Traffic approaching the site will have to come through the centre of the village. In the light of 
objections to the VPL’s proposals, this is likely to be a major concern to villagers. The VPL site has much 
more direct access which does not involve driving through most of the village. One of the Plan’s 
objectives is to ‘Create a safe environment without undue traffic impact and danger on our roads’. 

b) Access on to the site itself is extremely restricted. The adjoining roads are very narrow (less than two 
cars’ width) and creating an access would appear to require either the demolition of a substantial 
stone wall and the excavation of a wide entrance or the demolition of existing housing. 

c) The area is within the AONB. As such, it cannot be considered a feasible option unless a landscape 
impact assessment has demonstrated that its impact is as least as low as that of the VPL site.  

d) VPL’s development proposals occupy only about 25% of the land owned. The remainder has been 
offered to the Parish Council to provide a substantial amenity for the whole village, something the 
alternative site does not appear to provide. 

KNP1 proposes that exception sites (i.e. sites outside the Development Boundary) which meet a proven 
local need could be considered positively. In this context it is suggested that VPL’s development proposals, 
which have been designed to take account of the identified local need for housing, meet these 
requirements better than the new site created by the change in the Development Boundary. 
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3. Site assessment 
The evidence base on the Kingston Plan web site includes a site assessment report prepared by Lee Bray, 
an independent planning consultant, in November 2017. This is referred to in paragraphs 4.14 to 4.17 of 
the Plan. 
 
The assessment examined eleven sites in the village promoted by local landowners and developers, only 
three of which were considered acceptable. Its assessment of VPL’s site is inaccurate and misleading 
because it assumed the entire area could be developed to accommodate 50-60 dwellings. VPL have never 
considered that a development on this scale is either desirable or feasible.  
 
The current proposal for 12 houses is the result of extensive consultation with the village and there is no 
intention of expanding this further, as is demonstrated by the proposal that the remaining land could be 
donated to the village as amenity space. Nevertheless, it is evident from responses to the planning 
application that many in the village are under the mistaken impression that the whole site will eventually 
be developed. 
 

Many thanks for taking these points into consideration 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

Gill Beresford 

 

Dear sir, 
 
I strongly object to the new proposed site to build 40 houses. The Old Traine Field is not only a popular, much 
needed green accessible area, but building on this area would greatly effect the character and centre of the 
town. 
The increase of traffic on Brownston street - already heavy, and dangerous for pedestrians crossing the road - 
would have a big impact. 
Using the previously proposed site would have less detrimental impact. 
 
Lastly, Modbury is prone to flooding. 
Building on land above the town would without doubt increase this problem. 
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Yours faithfully, 
 
 

Mark Lawrence 

 

Modbury Neighbourhood Plan, regulation 16 consultation.  Response by Mark Lawrence. 

I support the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan and the proposal to allocate housing on the site east of Ayleston 
Park.  

I am disappointed at the influence that the anonymous “Stop the Swap” leaflet has had in the town and the 
misleading information it contained which has been further used in social media campaigns. For all we know it 
could have been produced by those with interests in alternative sites. 

So I'll declare an interest. I was chair of the group that produced the 2007 Modbury Parish Plan and 
subsequently a District and Parish Councillor for a while. I am a member of the current Neighbourhood Plan 
Group. I do not live near either site.  

In preparing the 2007 Parish plan we ran a questionnaire about where the 50 houses Modbury had to take by 
2016 were to go. The options were the East of Ayleston site or Palm Cross. 75% of the town responded and the 
choice was Palm Cross, I can't remember the exact figure but it was fairly close. For 50 houses. 46% of 
respondents wanted no more housing at all. A top priority was the provision of affordable housing for local 
people.  

Time moves on and the plan had to be rolled forward 5 years. The answer, a further 30 houses at Palm Cross. 
Eventually Bloor bought the site and managed to increase the number to 93 instead of 80.  

We now come to the Joint Local Plan (JLP) which runs to 2034. Modbury is required to take a further 80, 40 of 
which have already been given permission adjacent to the Bloor site and have been built. The remaining 40 
have to go somewhere.  
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I believe the Ayleston site is the best, people will be able to walk easily to the shops rather than drive and the 
50% affordable housing element would be "in perpetuity" and could be controlled by Modbury  if a Community 
trust was formed. It also avoids all the newest development being in one location on the western side of the 
town. 

In the longer term more housing could be allocated on the western fringe if it helped enable a relief road to 
the south of the town, an objective supported 60/40 in both the recent consultations and in the 2007 Parish 
Plan. 

 

Neil Tooley 
 

- Breakdown listed separately 

Dear Sir 
 
I wish to register my objection to the planned building of homes on the East Aylestone site I have attached a 
breakdown of the reasons for my objection to the East Aylestone ( see attachment) 
 
The Penne Park site as per the original Modbury Development Plan is acceptable. 
. 
 
Regards 
 

 
Charlotte Rathbone  

 

Dear Madam/ Sir, 
 
I would like to support the case for the site East of Ayleston Park. I live in the centre of Modbury and am not 
swayed by proximity to a proposed site. 
 
1. In the last consultation for the Neighbourhood plan the people of Modbury voted for the next housing 
development site to be on the eastern side of the town to have a better geographical spread of new 
development. This site achieves this outcome. 
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2. The land owner on this field is generous enough to ensure that 50% of the dwellings can be either 
rented in perpetuity or sold at affordable prices. The site can become a Community Land Trust managed by the 
people of Modbury. This achieves the aspiration of truly affordable homes that the community wanted in a 
recent survey too. 
 
3. The site is well linked for pedestrian access to the town centre - a rare and excellent opportunity to 
encourage a reduction in car usage. This will also improve social networks and physical well being, retaining 
and improving on the existing public footpaths.  
 
4. Children can walk to school safely by walking via the town centre or via Brownston Street and Back Street. 
  
5. If the significant measures for screen planting along the upper contours and wide planted public open 
space corridor around the western boundary are carried out to address landscape sensitivity and visual impact 
(as proposed in the NP Landscape Assessment); the scheme can be a excellent example of development lead 
by landscape.  
 
6. At present the field is overgrazed pasture with poor ecological value (as confirmed by the ecological 
survey carried out by Tor Ecology) with the exception of the hedgerows. The concept landscape proposals as 
above will increase biodiversity net gain and improve habitat diversity for wild life. All the hedgerows and 
hedgerow trees are retained, unless dying or dangerous. 
 
7.  The vernacular building form in Modbury is tight and dense, stepping up and down with the 
topography. Developments in the 20th century have become more suburban in character. The site gradients 
and number of houses required by SHDC here provide an opportunity to reflect the traditional Modbury 
vernacular once more. 
 
8. The site was intended for development when Ayleston Park was designed and built, hence the planting 
buffer along the eastern boundary and spur access road from Ayleston Park. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
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Clive Holgate  I wish to give my opinion about the proposed swap of the Pennpark site for Old Traine Field in Modbury. 

 
The Pennpark site compared with Old Traine Field is a brownfield site, is of low visual impact located behind 
houses on the A379. It is a flat site and it does not naturally drain into the antiquated culvert beneath the 
town. It will not add to the congestion in the town, especially at the problematic junction between Brownston 
Street and the A379. There will be no exacerbation of the limited on-street parking in the town. It will give 
access to a site currently closed to the public, opening new vistas for townspeople. The views from the 
adjacent new Palm Cross development are stunningly beautiful. Most local amenities - school, community hall, 
churches, allotments, bus stop and the industrial estate for employment are close by and easily accessible. 
 
None of these considerations apply to Old Traine Field. It will be a cramped site, will not contain 40 houses but 
20 houses and 20 apartments, will take away a local amenity in the form of a beautiful view from a much used 
path. It is poorly cited from most amenities apart from the shops for which it is marginally more convenient. 
Access to the main road network from the site is poor. I am not aware of any assessment of the impact of the 
development on the historical listed buildings at Old Traine which are within 25 m of the site’s boundary. The 
main purpose of the swap appears to be the promise of affordable and social housing. However, the site is 
likely to be very expensive to develop. Presumably a low price has been negotiated with the owners of the land 
but there is no mention of the cost of the ‘ransom strip’ between the ‘hammerhead’ and the field gate, and no 
mention of the infrastructure costs including the 4 m high walls of high visual impact necessary to retain the 
land on this steeply sloping site. Additionally, there appears to be no guarantee that Modbury residents  will 
have precedence in obtaining social housing on the site. The allocation of housing will,  presumably, be under 
the control of SHDC and will be for the residents of the South Hams in general and not just for the community 
in Modbury. The allocation will, reasonably, be made according to need not location of current residence. 
 
I feel that the consultation process undertaken by the Parish Council has not been very informative. In August 
2019 a consultation process was undertaken which, in view of the radical nature of the proposed change to the 
neighbourhood plan, was not well-publicised, was short in duration and occurred in August, a month when 
many people are on holiday and distracted by leisure activities. The same low level of publicity has been given 
to the process this year, which has also occurred for a short duration mainly in the month of August during a 
pandemic and at a time of financial uncertainty coinciding with the holiday season. Although the Parish Council 
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has published the revised neighbourhood plan on its website it has not highlighted the changes made and 
without the ‘Stop the Swap’ campaign mounted by a group of Modbury residents I believe many local people 
would not have been aware of these radical proposals. Whilst the Parish Council has responded to the 
campaign, it has still not published a full option appraisal assessing both development sites. Additionally, I 
understand that the Parish Council initially objected to the Pennpark site and supported developing the Old 
Traine site in February 2017 shortly after the closing of the referendum related to the then current 
neighbourhood plan and before the result of the referendum was known. Whilst the referendum clearly shows 
a preference for the Pennpark development over the development of Old Traine Field, Modbury Parish Council 
appears to have ignored the wishes of local residents in proposing the swap. 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
 

Jo Hext 
 

We would like to just say how appalled we are to here of the proposed site at Old train Modbury, having grown 
up in and around modbury it just seems absurd and impractical ? 
The site at Penn Parks is a much better site,surely it makes sense being that side of modbury town?. 
Yours Sincerely 
 

Marion Healey 
 

For The Attention of the Planning Officer 
 
I am objecting to the above proposed development in the Green Belt Old Traine Field. 
 
Storm Water and sewage will accelerate down from this high density hill site and piped directly    to Modbury 
shopping centre, therefore a real danger of flooding.  Even with existing attenuation    in place there has been 
flooding in the town.  Pennpark does not contribute to the town flood     risk. 
 
 From the outline plan for the Old Traine site, it can be seen that legislated off road car    parking requirements 
cannot be accommodated for 40 dwellings, therefore the whole area     roads will be cluttered with parked cars 
and vans. 
 
 The existing Brownston Street traffic bottleneck will be further exacerbated causing increased    congestion 
and further damage to parked vehicles. 
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 Children walking to and from school from Old Traine Field will have to walk from one side of Modbury to 
the other side along roads with no pavements. 
 
 The access roads leading to the Old Traine site are narrow with poor alignment and     junctions which are 
unsuitable for any increase in traffic. 
 
 The two way tight junction entrance to the Old Traine field is blind with no clear sight lines for    cars.  This 
surely must be illegal! 
 
 The Old Traine Field was firmly rejected by Planning in 2017 for 25 houses.  Now Planning     propose 40 
dwellings for this same site in spite of the topography and poor access.  Have     Planning lost the plot or is 
money talking to the detriment of Modbury residents. 
 
Stay with the Inspector approved Pennpark flat site plan for safety in Modbury. 
 
 

Mary Smith 
 

Policy MNP 3 
Objections to the proposed development of Old Traine Field . 
 
Please consider my comments and objections to the proposed swap of Penn Park development site to the site 
at Old Traine Field. I am opposed to the swap for the following reasons. 
 
Poor access to the site. 
The road leading to the site is narrow and will cause severe traffic congestion. 
Visibility at the Ayleston Park junction to the site is also poor and would compromise safety. 
The turning area would cause great problems for large vehicles. 
Emergency vehicles and dustcarts would struggle with only one access to this site.  
In1996 the County Engineer advised that no more than 50 dwellings should be accessed from Silverwell Park 
.This was re-confirmed in September 2003 by SHDC in the planning approval for Tuckers brook.The Penn Park 
site has much easier access.  
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Traffic congestion.This will increase around local roads which are already struggling to cope.  
Parked cars along both sides of Brownston street already reduce the flow of traffic to single file. This is 
particularly dangerous on the curve just below the Silverwell Park junction. The steepness of the hill, and 
constantly reversing vehicles, will lead to accidents with the extra vehicle usage. 
The foundations of the historic properties will be challenged. 
 Poor visibility caused by parked high-sided vehicles along Brownston Street particularly close to the Silverwell 
Park junction needs to be considered, 
The junction at the lower end of Brownston Street onto the A379 is often congested. This is also increased in 
summer months with holiday traffic passing through. 
To avoid the junction road users will divert ,thereby increasing traffic on Back Street where there are no 
pavements, an exceptionally steep bend leading to the primary school. 
 
Pollution . 
This will increase with so much more traffic in close proximity to windows and front doors damaging residents' 
health. 
Extra acceleration to cope with the hills increases emissions causing further damage to our planet. We should 
be doing all we can to stop this. Again, the Penn Park site is closer to the A379 and on a level ground. 
 
Safety. 
The  road at Dark Lane leading to the school, has no pavements . With extra use this 
will lead to an escalation of safety issues for the elderly, parents using pushchairs , children and all pedestrians 
caused by the extra vehicle movements. 
 
Unsuitable site. 
The site at Old Traine Field is on a steep slope and was deemed unsuitable in 2017 to build far less dwellings 
due to access and topography. How come that decision has changed? 
 
Building construction would be far more costly on such a site.  
 
Drainage of the site could compromise the recent costly flood defences causing more problems for the town 
centre. 
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 The location goes against the Modbury residents' Neighbourhood Plan of keeping green spaces and would ruin 
the public footpath walk.  
It is an area teeming with wildlife and wildflowers. This would be lost forever. 
 
The Penn Park site is a  larger ,level, partly brownfield site, with good access to the A379 and therefore far 
safer for vehicles to access. It will cause less traffic congestion throughout  the town and is close to the town's 
amenities The site at Penn Park would be more cost efficient to build and would have less of an impact 
environmentally. It was the site originally agreed upon and should not have been substituted with what I can 
only describe as an inadequate consultation and an unconstitutional vote. 
 
This took place by asking Modbury residents to 'tick a box' at the bottom of a page on a  
“brief consultation document”  included in  the August 2019 issue of the Modbury Messenger magazine and 
post it through the door of the Parish Council office.  This method of voting was not only at a time when many 
people were away on holidays but also open to abuse. Needless to say ,many residents were unaware of this 
taking place. It was an undemocratic process. 
 
 
Above all I urge the inspector to consider the safety and well-being of our community. One accident, caused by 
neglecting to deal with the result of the  increased traffic congestion after having been informed of the 
problems,  will lead to serious questions of accountability of SHDC. 
 
 

Mary McClarey 
 

Dear Inspector 
I am a Modbury resident and wish to object to the recent proposal by Modbury Parish Council to ‘swap’ the 
approved Penn Park site for the earlier (2018) rejected ‘ Old Traine Field’ site. This item in the Modbury 
Neighbourhood Plan is referred to as MP3 
The following are the key issues I will to focus on. 

2. Lack of information and flawed ‘reconsultation’ regarding a change from Penn Park to Old Traine Field. 

Following wide consultation and numerous public meetings in Modbury, in 2018, there had been final 
decision by JLP inspector to develop the Penn Park site, on the west side of Modbury. This had been 
communicated to the Modbury Community and it was considered a final agreement. 
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The Modbury community were not informed that there had been a change of mind by the Modbury Parish 
Council to consider developing  Old Traine Field in lieu of Penn Park until the Modbury Messenger, in July 
last year (2019) announced, in a small article in the middle of the newsletter, that there was an 
opportunity to vote on whether the Old Traine Field  or the Penn Park site was preferable.  Many people 
missed this, it was the middle of the holiday season and as there was a general assumption across the 
town that the earlier decision was final it was given scant regard. No effort was made to draw this voting 
opportunity to the attention of the townspeople. The response to the query as to why there was not, a 
query recently posed on the Modbury Commmunity Website, was that the information had been available 
on the parish council website and that no further communication or distribution had been  deemed 
necessary.  
The 'reconsultation' took the form of a tear-off slip and was anonymous. The form did not have any code 
or traceable validation, and could easily have been duplicated or completed by people who were non-
resident. When I drew this to the attention of the parish councillor in the parish office the day following 
the Messenger’s publication he refuted that suggestion. It was predictable therefore that when the results 
were collated we were informed (again via the Messenger) that several were apparently deemed 
inadmissable due to duplication.  I understand it was the same individuals who drew up the Modbury 
Neighbourhood Plan who received and analysed the responses. I suggest that represents a conflict of 
interest. There was no audit, no external body to oversee the results and the numbers were so low as not 
to be significant or generalisable  ( 167 in total responded, how many were duplicates was not revealed). 
The results announced 98 responses in favour of supporting the swap, no detail of whether these were 
from residents, corporate bodies or people outside the town. 
2.MP3 does not support the stated aims of the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan. 
Although overall the MNP is commendable, reads well and had been developed through community 
engagement, the sudden change of tack and substitution of sites without consultation contradicts its 
collaborative stated intent. For example ' Maintain and enhance the historic character of Modbury through 
listed building and conservation areas policies, the preservation of historic sites and buildings and 
appropriately scaled phased and sympathetic development.'  The forty dwellings planned for the Old 
Traine Field abut and surround a cluster of grade two listed buildings of significant historic interest, known 
as Old Traine. As well as houses the planned dwellings include 20 two-storey flats, 16 of which are one-
bedroomed and have no parking spaces. These cannot be described as appropriately scaled and 
sympathetic to the historic character of Modbury.  
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The town is proud of its reputation as ‘the worlds first plastic bag free zone’ and boasts of its commitment 
to reducing damage to the environment. This option is  environmentally damaging. The increase in traffic, 
the loss of the open green space (some refer to it as Modbury's green lung) and the high density nature of 
the proposed building site in a setting of AONB is indefensible. 

3.Congestion through the town and safety to pedestrains.  
If the Old Traine Field site is developed ,traffic leaving or entering the site will have to traverse across the 
top of Ayleston Park, through Silverwell Drive,  and use either Dark Lane , Barracks Road or Brownston 
Street to access the town and amenities. All are well established residential areas.  
The top of  Aylestone Park is very steep, can become impassable in icy conditions and the council does not 
treat the road for gritting etc. There is a narrow exit /entrance to Ayleston Park , a traffic calming 
measure,which only has space for one vehicle at a time. Brownston Street is extremely heavily congested, 
with traffic only able to traverse one way most of the time due to parking on both sides of the road. The 
junction from Brownston Street onto the A379 is difficult to negotiate due to only one vehicle at a time 
having room to turn. This will cause particular difficulty for ambulances and fire engines. Devon highways 
have confirmed that there will be in excess of 72,000 vehicle movements per year generated by traffic 
from Old Traine Field site travelling down Brownston Street, which in itself is a conservation area. 
Along Dark Lane the pavement peters out after around 50 yards and thereafter pedestrians share the road 
with vehicles. This situation then continues onto Barracks Road i.e. no pavement. If residents travel to 
school or work from the Old Traine Field site by car they will add a significant burden to this already 
congested route. If they travel to school or work from Penn Park site these issues will be non-existent for 
the school journeys (path from site facilitating pedestrian access) and cars will have direct access from the 
Penn Park site onto the A379 for all other journeys, whether in the direction of Kingsbridge or Plymouth.  
There is already a safety issue for pedestrians along Dark Lane, which currently has to be negotiated very 
carefully due to oncoming traffic, blind corners and no pavement. Barrack Road and the approach to the 
primary school from the east side of the town is a straight road but also without any pavement. With the 
increase in traffic along Dark Lane the safety issue becomes grave,accidents will certainly occur, probably 
involving small children as this is the route to school. I couldn’t support the Old Traine Site knowing that to 
do so will be to endanger the lives of Modbury  children and I am astounded that anyone would.  Only time 
will tell, but such tragedy is highly predictable.  Of course, accessibility for emergency vehicles to 
Brownston Street and Ayleston Park will also be severely compromised by the increase in traffic and the 
inevitable increase in on-street parking generated by the development coming from the Old Traine Site. 
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None of these issues applies and the town will be a safer place to live if the development is situated at 
Penn Park, which is on the west of the town.   
 

4.Flood Risk. 
Building forty homes at Old Traine Field, which is suited at the lower end of the town, where flooding 
occurs due to the gradient of the area, will generate runoff down roads and paved areas which will enter 
an already at capacity water system. This will probably give rise to flooding and  is another contradiction to 
the MNP stated intention to 'Ensure all new development... takes into account environmental factors such 
as landscape, flood risk,' 
 A bund, at taxpayers expense, has recently been completed in an attempt to reduce or eliminate the 
flooding which Modbury has suffered in the past few years. The runoff from the forty dwellings is likely to 
be downstream of the bund which wasn't built to take additional capacity. Traders have been impacted 
and closed for many weeks due to flooding and one must anticipate that this will be exacerbated with the 
establishment of 40 more dwellings replacing the absorbent pastureland as well as additional sewage 
requirements. There is no identified flood risk from the Penn Park site, water runs away from the town, 
not into it. 
7. The needs of the population. 

There has not been any research undertaken which  demonstrated the need for one or two-bedroom flats, 
without parking spaces, in a town whose demographic is young families or older people. Public 
consultation which took place before the plan did not identify the need for this type of accommodation, 
houses or bungalows where the identified need. 
 I refer again to the MNP , it states' It ( Modbury) will be  a place where development is in keeping with the 
existing built form and surrounding landscape and managed to meet the needs of residents and visitors.' 
8. No rationale for an exchange of site. 

As the Modbury Parish Council has been unable to provide any logical or timely explanation given to the 
people of Modbury as to why there has been a sudden change of plan, one must draw the conclusion that 
the Old Traine Field has been proposed by someone with a vested interest in its sale and no concern for 
the wellbeing of the community.  Clearly, there are no benefits to Modbury for its being swapped with the 
Penn Park site, which is already approved.  
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One must ask why Modbury Parish Council have been disingenuous in their descriptions of what is being 
proposed (they promote it as being sheltered accommodation for the elderly, having parking spaces for all 
etc.). Why have they been less than transparent in their communication with the townspeople and only 
informed the town of the proposed swap after SHDC had been engaged in the proposal? We have recently 
learned that SHDC has spent hundreds of thousands of pounds on assessing the site, and this all before the 
community were informed about the proposed swap.  I sincerely believe that Modbury Parish Council has 
lost the trust of the community is not acting in our best interests. 
It is disappointing that many people in Modbury expect that our views will not be taken seriously. As an 
independent inspector I hope you will take our concerns seriously and maintain Penn Park as the preferred 
site for development.  
I am writing this in good faith, as a responsible citizen and I look forward to hearing from you. 
Yours Sincerely 
Mary McClarey 

 
Nancy Owen 
 

Hello SHDC Neighbourhood Planning, 
 
Please register my support for the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan. I support genuinely affordable homes for 
Modbury people now and for future generations. 
 
I was initially mislead by the leaflet produced by Ayleston Park's "Stop the Swap" group, who are campaigning 
to prevent the development of Old Traine Field (east of Ayleston Park). Now that I better understand the 
advantages of developing this field, I believe it to be the best solution for future housing in the town.  
 
I sincerely hope that by having the council build the homes, they will be genuinely affordable, in perpetuity... 
the sort of housing Modbury so desperately needs, close to the town centre. 
 
The location of this site offers close, convenient, and reasonably safe pedestrian and cyclist access to local 
shops, and to the primary school. Surely this is best for  environmental reasons alone; people should be 
encouraged to leave their cars at home when possible. Furthermore, we do not need more illegally parked cars 
at the Co-op, endangering lives and blocking emergency vehicle access. 
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I will miss Old Traine Field. I enjoy the views whilst walking through it. But for the good of the town, I believe it 
is the best site to develop for Modbury's future housing. 
 
Kind regards, 
 

Rosalind Crocker 

 

Dear Sirs 

As a resident of Modbury who enjoys walking, I am appalled at the proposal to build 40 dwellings on the field 
to the south of the 15th century historic and grade 2/2* listed buildings at Old Traine.  Currently this is one of 
the most peaceful and delightful green spaces within the town boundary. 

Extract from Landscape Assessment for Potential Housing Site East of Ayleston Park, Modbury - July 
2019  
  
Within the setting of the AONB this site area has a medium landscape and visual value, based on 
providing an irregular rural edge to the context of Modbury when viewed from the south west. 
DCC Public footpath No. 2 runs around the southern and western edges of the site. This is a much used 
path by local residents, linking Old Traine, Brownston Street to Tuckers Brook, the Millennium Meadow, 
the town centre and Galpin Street. The path is shown on the 1886 Ordnance Survey map of Modbury. 
This route has a high landscape, historic and community value. 
The field is managed as pasture and steep to the western boundary, consequently local residents tend to 
walk through the middle of the site, rather than keep to the designated path route. 
The site abuts two fields to the south that are proposed as Local Green Spaces. These in turn link with 
the Millennium Meadow and form, with footpath No.2 an important publicly accessible ‘green lung’, 
connecting different parts of Modbury for walkers, children’s play and as a wildlife corridor. With few 
other publicly accessible open spaces this area should be considered as having a high value to the 
community 

The land is currently used for sheep grazing.  It has ancient hedgebanks along its perimeter and is beloved of 
walkers and dog owners of all ages who use the popular footpath leading on to Millenium Meadow.  Along the 
way one can enjoy the sight of many different species of birds, butterflies, bees, wild flowers and if lucky, spot 
a common lizard, grass snake or slowworm or, at night, bats.  And of course the sheep and lambs, plus 
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panoramic vistas of the surrounding hills and over the town of Modbury including the church spire.  This is one 
of the best views over the town.  The field is included on one of the local walks advertised on the “Visit 
Modbury” website, “Old Traine Trail” (see attached leaflet).  Were this development to be built, “Old Traine 
Trail” would lose most of its charm, becoming little more than a walk around a housing estate.   

The proposed development of Old Traine field will further reduce the possibilities for relaxation and exercise 
within Modbury as there are only limited footpaths and green space within the town itself.  Once built on it will 
be lost for future generations to enjoy.  It will be lost forever: 

-           Modbury has no village green, nor any commons; 
-          The “Millenium Meadow” adjoining Old Traine Field is relatively small and very steep sided; 
-          Modbury’s recreation ground cannot be safely reached on foot especially in winter, as large 
sections of the approach (along Dark Lane and Barracks Road) have no footpaths. 

Traffic pinchpoints within the town are a longstanding source of frustration.  Brownston Street already suffers 
with congestion, particularly as most of its historic Georgian houses abut directly onto the pavement.  With 
cars parked solidly along both sides of the road, drivers have to give way repeatedly to oncoming vehicles.  It 
cannot make sense to build 40 new dwellings with access off Ayleston Park when this will generate a very 
substantial amount of extra traffic along Brownston Street, which is already struggling to cope with existing 
levels. 

I have read the leaflet produced by the “Stop the Swap” group (see attached), and Modbury Parish Council’s 
“Fact Checker” letter and leaflet, and given these full consideration.  The Stop the Swap leaflet is factual in 
tone whereas MPC adopt a browbeating and hectoring style which inspires no confidence.  I fully endorse the 
arguments set out in the "Stop the Swap" leaflet and those posted on the website 
- https://stoptheswap.co.uk/  that I trust will also be given full consideration as part of the Regulation 16 
consultation. 

The proposed development would be a grotesque over-development of the site, and the proposed access will 
be dangerous with unsightly retaining walls making a scar on the townscape of Modbury.  This development 
will also increase the risk of flooding in our town.  It makes no logical sense whatsoever.  It is not in Modbury's 
best interests.  It should not go ahead. 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/OG6ICmOOjfOrgLTGL7Od?domain=stoptheswap.co.uk/
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Yours faithfully 

 

Elizabeth Holgate To the examiner, 
 
I can’t help but notice that the suggested route the children would have to take to school from Old Traine Field 
is up Back Street. I grew up near Old Traine field and, therefore, I use to walk up back street every day to 
school. The hill is very steep and takes much longer to walk up for a small child than an adult meaning it would 
take longer than the ten minutes suggested in the neighbourhood plan document. 
 
Back Street is almost always slippery. As school children, we were warned regularly about running down it by 
our parents on our way home from school. Not to mention it's even more treacherous when it’s wet. Once I 
remember one of the mothers slipping over and grazing her knee quite badly on our way home from school. 
 
If the Pennpark site were to be developed any school children who lived there wouldn’t have to walk up Back 
Street. The school would be much easier to access as they could walk through the footpaths in the Palm Cross 
development (which is along flatter terrain). 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 

Sue Chambers I am writing to object to the proposed substitution  of Pennpark for the site East of Ayleston Park (Old Traine 
Field) in the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan has many good points but many of these are wishes, rather than a definite plan for 
the future of Modbury and several are actually contradicted by the request to change sites. The plan states 
that any development shall not increase traffic congestion; shall not increase risk of flooding; shall not risk 
pedestrian safety (limited pavements on route to school) and shall not harm, but conserve and enhance the 
landscape. The proposal fails all these requirements. 
 
The 2016 NP questionnaire identified the top priorities as 1 and 2 bedroom houses and sheltered 
accommodation for older or disabled people.  Pennpark offered 40 houses. The concept for Old Traine Field, 
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because it is smaller can only offer 20 houses and 20 flats. There is no identified need for 1 bed flats in 
Modbury. 
 
Old Traine Field was not selected for development of 25 dwellings in 2018 because of its poor vehicular access, 
mature landscape and steep topography. What has suddenly changed that it can now be developed for 40 
dwellings? 
 
Traffic is already an issue in the town and developing  Old Traine Field will exacerbate this by adding over 
70000 more vehicles onto Brownston Street. Brownston Street is single lane for much of its length because of 
parked cars and the junction with A379 frequently causes further problems.  With the increase in internet 
shopping there has been a subsequent increase in delivery vans and lorries and Google Maps directs vehicles 
from Plymouth up Brownston Street. The access via Ayleston Park is steep and has two chicanes with 
associated narrowing and junctions with restricted visibility. The proposed single lane site entrance with 
reduced visibility is unworkable and will create further safety issues. 
 
Old Traine Field is further from the majority of the town amenities.  Of particular concern is the journey to 
school which is between 800-1200 metres, dependent on the route.  Two of the routes involve steep inclines, 
one with limited pavements, the second necessitating crossing the A379 twice if a buggy is involved and one of 
these is on a blind corner, and the third, and only level route has limited or no pavements and involves using 
the Dartmouth Road.  Because of these constraints it is very probable that parents will take their children to 
school by car, particularly on wet days, further adding to traffic congestion.  Pennpark has easy access to the 
school by use of a footpath that can be developed and is currently used to get to the back of the Business Park. 
 
SHDC has recently declared a climate emergency yet they are proposing to develop a site which will 
necessitate the removal of hundreds of lorry loads of soil, to be replaced by hundreds of lorry loads of stone 
and concrete to build 4 metre plus retaining walls and the extra long roads to accommodate the steep 
inclines.  Old Traine Field is a valuable open space with far reaching views and has been particularly valuable 
during the current situation.  Once developed,  the field and the associated wildlife is lost for ever. Pennpark is 
a comparatively level, brown field site which has direct access to A379.  Government guidelines say that, if 
available, brownfield sites should be used, rather than greenfield sites. 
 
Flooding has been an issue in the past in Modbury and because of this two bunds were installed which have 

tel:800-1200
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helped the situation.  However the success of the bund in the field east of Old Traine Field is dependent on 
keeping the grilles in Tuckers Brook clear.  SHDC send people out periodically but it is volunteers who keep 
these clear on a day to day basis.  In the very recent torrential rain there was a small amount of flooding in the 
town but this could have been a lot worse if people hadn’t been out there clearing the grilles and drains. If it 
had happened at night it could have been more serious. NP states that any new building should not increase 
risk of flooding but developing the field can only exacerbate the situation.  The suggested solution to this is to 
install attenuation tanks but these will be below level of bund so water will need pumping back uphill at a 
continuous cost to taxpayer. Pennpark drains into another valley so will not affect the town.  
 
Because of its steep incline Ayleston Park is impassable during snow and ice as it is a cul de sac and the road 
doesn’t get treated. This means that the majority of residents in Ayleston Park and all the residents of Tuckers 
Brook are unable to use their cars, unless they are off road vehicles.  If houses are built on Old Traine Field 
another 40 dwellings will be in a similar situation. As an essential worker I parked my car in Brownston Street 
during such weather so that I could get to Plymouth but it is probable there would be further parking 
restrictions if this building goes ahead so that option would disappear.  Public transport does not work for 
Derriford Hospital in the early morning. 
 
Overall there appears to be little evidence that this suggested substitution is in Modbury’s best interest. 
Pennpark is more suitable and has less impact on the town, which is confirmed by its original selection in the 
JLP. The development of Old Traine Field leaves many unanswered questions about suitability, safety, cost 
effectiveness and environmental impact. It also fails to meet Neighbourhood Plan, JLP and Government 
policies. 
 

Sophie Weeks 
 

We object to MNP policy 3 - the proposed swap of Pennpark development site to the site east of Ayleston Park 
(Old Traine Field).  
 
Our preference of site is the original Pennpark development site. This is due to the following reasons:  

 Existing brownfield site - Pennpark site is proposed on an exisiting brownfield site as opposed to a 
greenfield site (Ayleston/Old Traine Field). The loss of the existing footpath in the green field which is 
used by many, would be a loss to the people of Modbury and the wildlife that inhabit the immediate 
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area. Development of the Pennpark site will also have less detrimental effects on the green spaces 
around the town. 

 Traffic - The Pennpark site has far superior access to the A379. A site in Ayleston would cause more 
traffic and disruption to the local streets, into the town and within existing residential streets. 
Pedestrian safety should not be compromised. 

 Parking - It is very likely that parking for the Ayleston site would increase congestion in the existing 
neighbouring residential streets. development of the Pennpark site would have less impact on the 
existing surrounding areas.  

 Affordable Housing - The proposed Ayleston site includes a larger than usual allocation of affordable 
housing. However, as a local young person, I do not feel that the type of houses/apartments proposed 
are suitable or adequate for the people and town of Modbury. 

 Pedestrian Access - The Pennpark site is to be adjacent to the existing Palm Cross development and as 
such potential access links into the palm cross site would provide direct access to the school and town. 

 Cost effectiveness - The Pennpark site would likely be easier and cheaper to develop due to more 
simple topography and potentially reduced floor risk etc. This could also mean a more sustainable and 
environmentally friendly development.  

Kind regards 
 

Neville Denniff-Jones 
 

I am a now retired Land Surveyor with over 40 years experience having worked for the Ordnance Survey and 
for a longer period being a Senior Partner in my Land Survey practice. I have worked throughout the UK and 
Europe and I am very familiar with the South Hams area and have done surveys in Modbury. 
 
The proposal to swap the Pennpark development site with the Ayleston Park site appears, with the evidence 
provided, to be in total conflict with all sound planning criteria. 
 
The Ayleston Park site is totally unsuitable for the provision of 40 homes. The topography presents major 
challenges for an already overloaded drainage system. The access point to the site would have serious issues 
for emergency services and the increased traffic along the adjoining roads would exacerbate the already 
narrow road network in this area of Modbury. Non of these issues are present with the Pennpark site. 
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In my experience if this swap is approved it will have a long term major negative impact on the residents of 
Modbury.. 
 
Regards 
 
 

Alan Grant 
 

I wish to record my full support for the Kingston Neighbourhood Plan and look forward to voting for it at 
referendum. 
 

C. Hearnden. 
 

Sirs.  
Re’ the proposed developments-Pennpark/Old Traine Field. Although the Traine site is much nearer to the 
centre shops etc, the congestion that will be caused by the big increase in traffic through narrow roads will be 
a nightmare. Shoppers will not be able to carry bags of goods up the Traine  site, they will use their cars! Or 
drive elsewhere. As for drainage, in spite of assurances, I would be surprised if the present system will cope, 
the  area on the bend by the Co-op is always sinking due to heavy lorries. In view of all the problems that will 
be caused by developing Traine  I have to go in favour of Penn Park. I realise that is further away from  shops, 
health centre etc, but nearer to the school & bus stops, & direct access to the A379! People living in either site 
have a steep hill to contend with, we live in Devon! I note that the CPR states that our government is planning 
for far to many houses. Hopefully the will think again & cut back. I know we need ‘affordable houses’ but how 
many really are? Maybe we should go back to ‘Council Houses’?  
 
Thank you. 
 

Jeremy Hibbard 
 

I wish to register objections to elements of Modbury’s latest neighbourhood plan, which has proven to be a 
deeply divisive document, splitting the (normally) peaceful community of this rural market town. While the 
MNP claims to be based on recent local consultation it is clear that, for whatever reason, a significant 
proportion of the local community do not feel they were consulted. It is possible that the consultation was not 
properly marketed. 
 
My principle objections are: 
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1. The decision to ‘swap’ development at Pennpark, adjacent to the A379, to the greenfield site at Old 
Traine.  
 

 This would bring a significant volume of additional traffic through the centre of an already congested 
town, up a narrow residential street and then down through two quiet residential estates. 
Development of the Pennpark site would keep a lot of this traffic out of the town centre. 

 

 The Modbury Neighbourhood Plan (MNP) says no future development should increase congestion in 
the town - so there would need to be a very strong case for developing the Old Traine site. The MNP 
fails to make one, other than to say several times it would be ‘better’. This is a subjective view, not 
borne out by any credible evidence. 

 The last large scale, local consultation on development sites ranked Pennpark as the favourite site for 
development, with Old Traine ranked 5th. There is no logical reason to overturn the wishes of local 
people in this way. 

 While Modbury does need affordable homes for young families, the need for a significant increase in 
social housing (as offered, apparently, by the Old Traine site) is arguable. There are people already in 
social housing in Modbury who don’t like it in the town. They complain that they are a 30’ minute bus 
ride from their nearest Job Centre, from any likely employment and from discount shops they can 
afford to use. At least one resident has complained that Modbury doesn't provide the regular drug and 
alcohol support that he and his partner need. 

 A significant number of those in favour of developing the Old Traine Site are championing it because 
they live close to the Pennpark site and don't want it near them - or because they live in housing 
impacted by the new Palm Cross Green development and feel that it’s now ’someone else’s turn to 
suffer’. This is not a sound basis on which to determine rural development.   

2. The creation of a town square on the Poundwell Street car park behind the White Hart.  
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 Modbury needs level parking close to the shops more than it needs a town square. The car park could 
always be closed off for the 2 or 3 days a year it's needed for special events - Mayfair etc.  

Along with a significant proportion of other local residents, I hope that SHDC will now encourage our local 
planning group and our Parish Council to amend our Neighbourhood Plan accordingly. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

Stephen & Simone Dawes 

 

Re. comments regarding the Modbury Neighbour Plan 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
We would like to add our comments: 
 
We are in agreement with the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan which incorporated residents’ views at that time, 
with the vast majority of respondents to the 2016 questionnaire stating that they did not want all the new 
housing to be in one part of the town. 
Those who favoured development to the North and West of Modbury have had their wishes met with 133 new 
homes being built at Palm Cross. 
It does not seem fair or balanced to us that ALL of the new developments should be located to the West of the 
town, in one area. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

Peter Watts > To whom it may concern 
 
> Firstly, to make it clear I am the current Chairman of Modbury Parish Council.  The Neighbourhood Plan has 
been built during the 4 years that I was not a Parish Councillor, however, I have taken an interest in both the 
plan and Parish Council matters. 
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> It is my personal view that Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Group have worked hard to obtain and make 
available all information at every stage of the process, and have carefully and considerately compiled the 
information contained in the plan.  I am aware that the one issue causing considerable concern is the change 
of sites put forward for 40 future homes.  As is with most consultations those that approve will see no need to 
comment, however, I would like to express my view that I fully support the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan in its 
current format. 
 

Richard and Rosemary Dreher    Having given this matter considerable thought we would like to make the following response: 
We believe the site east of Ayleston Park should be the preferred housing development area because: 
 
The Ayleston Park site will offer 50% affordable homes which is vitally important to young first time buyers and 
older residents of Modbury who would like to get on the property ladder or move to a smaller home thereby 
freeing up three/four bedroom properties.  We fully support the fact that the affordable homes will remain so 
in perpetuity. 
 
The Ayleston Park site is much closer and a more convenient walk to the town centre so cars would probably 
be used less than a site further afield.  This is also an important factor for older residents and those without 
motor transport.  It is also a reasonably flat walk to the nearest bus stop. 
 
It stops the area of new housing, i.e. 133 properties at Palm Cross, further spreading, taking Modbury into 
even more open countryside. 
 
From a personal point of view (we adjoin the new Palm Cross development) we no longer have bats flying in 
our garden and nearby area - something that has happened for the 45 years that Mrs. Dreher has resided in 
the property.  Increasing the development into Penn Park will surely make this worse. 
 
If Penn Park is adopted for development it will mean that all new development is in one area, which is slowly 
beginning to travel further away from the centre of the town. 
 
The land east of Ayleston Park will keep any new development within the Modbury 'bowl' area.  There is 
already an access spur leading to an gateway into the proposed development site. 
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The proposed Ayleston Park site is NOT an open space.  It has a public footpath which officially runs around the 
side of the field and this will be retained for the use of walkers. 
 

Simon Franklin 
 

Please find enclosed my response as a Modbury resident to the proposal for affordable housing to be sited on 
the land east of Ayleston Park. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Karen  Bush 
 

I wish to object in the strongest terms to the crazy proposal to swap development sites put forward by 
Modbury Parish Council. 
 
The proposal will cause traffic chaos and is less suitable to development than the already agreed Penn Park 
Proposal 
 
Yours 
 

Edward Smith  
 Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Objection  
Dear Sir / Madam.  
Please see the below response for my objection to the proposed, SWAP and to the Policy MNP 3.  
1. Human Factors:  

- A good neighbourhood plan should first and foremost talk about the design of good places and spaces for 
people. The location should have good access to facilities, services and the road network, and should examine 
typical use cases for families and individuals in the 21st Century.  

- Modbury is a commuter town with most residents commuting to Plymouth, Ivybridge, Kingsbridge, Exeter 
and surrounding areas for work. Access to the road network is a daily necessity for many. The reduced time 
and distance from the A379 makes Pennparks a more suitable location. Adding housing at Pennparks 
discourages use of local cut-throughs such as Sheepham which have seen increases in traffic and accidents in 
recent years.  

- The proposed MNP does not detail provision for outside spaces, sheds, garages and gardens. Plans for East of 
Ayleston Park show a housing density not in keeping with housing and historic buildings in the nearby area.  
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- For the size of town, Modbury has a fantastic array of clubs, social groups and sporting activities. Residents of 
a new housing development are encouraged to integrate with the wider Modbury Community. Typically, these 
congregate at the Memorial Hall, the School, the Churches and the QE Pavillion. On foot these locations are 
significantly more accessible from the Pennparks site (in terms of distance, and height climb). Walking from 
Pennparks the street lighting is better at night, and there are fewer road crossings/junctions to navigate. The 
MNP considers just distance, whereas from a HF perspective, this is a small part of the story. The shops, on 
balance are slightly more accessible from East Ayleston Park. Most families will visit local shops once or twice a 
week, but would visit the School, Memorial Hall and Churches daily. Local businesses in the town are usually 
happy to deliver.  

- The MNP shows no need or want for more flats, but approximately half of the proposed housing to the East 
of Ayleston Park is flats. In a post Covid era, demand for flats has stalled. It would be short-sighted to make 
plans for building flats, unless a long-term recovery of this sector is seen.  

- The MNP shows limited human factors consideration. Review of the “detailed” Arcadis Highways and 
Engineering site assessments shows documentation of poor form, very opinionated and with little fact. 
Stakeholder engagement has been a failure in the MNP project, and I would strongly advise future MNP groups 
to adopt more of a Systems approach.  
 
2. Safety  

- Safety should be the number one priority of any Neighbourhood Plan, and a significant factor when deciding 
the location of any new development.  
 
- To drive anywhere from the East Ayleston Park development the main routes are as follows:  

1) Drive down Brownston street for travel East on the A379. The Silverwell Park/Brownston Street turning is 
dangerous often with poor line visibility due to inconsiderate parking.  
 
 
Brownston Street is narrow with parked cars either side and is unsuitable for two-way traffic. Almost every 
week I hear complaints of knocked off wing mirrors, damage to cars and near-misses.  

2) Use of Sheepham, as a cut through to Ivybridge and to the A38 (Plymouth and Exeter). The road constantly 
log jams, and is noted in the proposed neighbourhood plan as ‘dangerous for vehicles and pedestrians’.  



Name/Organisation Comments 

3) Access West to the A379 through Dark Lane and Barracks Road. This is an area with poor lighting (hence the 
name!) and pedestrians on the road due to a lack of footpaths. Youngsters regularly cross these roads near the 
school. The Dark Lane to Barracks Road corner is dangerous, and there have been many incidents over the 
years. Visibility is restricted to the left hand side (looking downhill) when turning right from Palm Cross Green 
onto the A379. Without knocking down the properties restricting the view, little more can be done!  

4) The lane out towards the B3196 at California Cross. Due to the blind corners and poor visibility, a 
disproportionate number of incidents have occurred over the years.  
 
By contrast, the Pennparks development leads straight onto the A379, avoiding the myriad of dangerous 
junctions in the area.  
- Ayleston Park is located on a steep hill and in winter, cars struggle with the ice. Accidents have occurred with 
visitors failing to realise the gradient of the slope, loss of control in the ice/snow, and failing to leave vehicles 
parked in gear. The Pennparks site is flat, has good access and avoids these issues with safety. I assume SHDC 
and MPC are happy to accept liability for any accidents that occur?  

- The proposed entrance to the East Ayleston Park development (from Ayleston Park) is too narrow for two-
way traffic. Plans show a >90° turn (on a blind corner) onto narrow access road with poor line of sight visibility. 
The retaining structures on both sides of the access road (approximately 4.3m in height) and a second corner 
shortly after will prevent visibility of opposing traffic when entering/exiting the development. Parking is 
already an issue in Ayleston Park, and I fear spill out parking from this development will make emergency 
access impossible.  

- The SWAP proposal lacks consideration of pedestrian, traffic and access implications of the Ayleston Park 
area. I would like to have seen more thorough assessment of the risk and mitigation measures. On safety 
grounds, development East of Ayleston Park would be unwise. Pennparks entirely avoids these issues.  
 
3. Environment:  

- Modbury made national news for being the first plastic bag free UK town (and should be proud of its eco 
credentials). The MNP lacks ambition and does little to investigate suitable development sites based on 
environmental aspects. 3.1 Location  
 
- Retaining structures over 4 metres high are required throughout the East Ayleston Park development. Deep 
excavations and Hundreds of tonnes of additional concrete are needed over and above that for development 
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of the same number of properties at Pennparks. This is extremely inefficient construction, and it will take a 
lifetime to repay the carbon debt.  
- The popular public footpath running through the site East of Ayleston Park cannot be retained and a green 
field with spectacular views in an AONB will be lost forever. In no way is it the same to walk along a footpath 
next to a block of flats. This would  
 
 
be a huge loss to the community. The footpath shown on the definitive maps is one of two footpath routes 
walked across this field. Both routes have been walked for well over 20 years, however only the lesser used 
route has been captured in the plans for housing layout.  

- From East Ayleston Park, to driving out of the development requires a large portion of low speed 
manoeuvres, much of this on steep ground. The site is further from the main roads and unnecessarily will 
contribute to higher pollution. Driving anywhere from East Ayleston Park, requires driving uphill on a cold 
(extremely inefficient) engine. The sloped ground will lead to excess toxins from clutches, brakes and tyres; all 
are harmful, and all can be avoided. The Pennparks entrance leads straight onto the main A road network and 
prevents driving ‘around the houses’. Every vehicle journey will be massively more efficient.  

- Due to the gradient, the excavations and build costs East of Ayleston Park are astronomical. If planned 
carefully, the Pennparks site could result in all homes being more affordable, rather than just the set 
government minimum.  
 
3.2 Future Infrastructure  
- The MNP report provides limited details of infrastructure requirements for a green future in Modbury. With 
plug-in-hybrids and electrification of vehicles, fast charging is becoming increasingly necessary. Provision of 
three phase power and fast charging points for each dwelling should be considered. With flats, provision of 
such infrastructure is impractical to retrofit, especially if no parking is allocated to the properties in the design 
phase. Charging points must be provided in the new properties, and not just the power infrastructure. For a 
leasehold property with shared parking, imagine how difficult this would be to do retrospectively.  

- The topography of the land in East of Ayleston Park makes options such as ground source heat pumps 
expensive (and in places impractical) due to the steep sloping land.  

- Roof elevation and azimuth angles are not considered in the MNP when selecting an appropriate site. We 
want to continue Modbury’s eco reputation and make options like PV a reality.  
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- The MNP discusses shared mobility yet makes no provision for how this will work. I encourage this idea, but 
by no means should this reduce the parking availability for new build properties.  

- Energy storage capacity (Powerwall style) should be included by default with any new build property. It is one 
thing to talk about ‘energy efficiency’, but the MNP must be more specific with its requirements to ensure this 
becomes a reality.  

- The Arcadus site assessment report identifies the “existing sewerage network is under capacity". Based on 
smells at certain times of year, there are clearly sewerage problems towards the bottom end of Ayleston Park. 
If another estate is built, what happens when it is connected into the existing system and it all overflows. Will 
the sewerage all end up in Ayleston Brook?  

- The Ayleston Park attenuation tank for surface water cannot be large enough. Just the other day (27/08/20) 
drainage in Ayleston park was beyond capacity. Modbury sees one of the highest annual rainfalls in the 
country. The design of such systems often follow guidelines for the South West, but rarely account for localised 
data. Flooding is a real concern for the Modbury town centre. Development East of Ayleston Park will make 
this worse.  
 
 
4. Parking and Roads  

- The MNP does not adequately consider parking. Based on households in and around the area, a minimum 
requirement would be 2 parking spaces per property, and 1 visitor space per two properties. Garages rarely get 
used for parking, and whilst I encourage more garage spaces, outside parking should not be reduced as a 
result. The current development layout shows an average of less than one parking space per property. This will 
mean cars spill out into Ayleston Park, Silverwell Park and inevitably onto the (already over capacity) 
Brownston street.  

- Section 3.2.3 of the DCC “Highways In Residential and Commercial Estates – Design Guide” says a type R2 
access road should have at least two accesses into an estate serving more than 100 dwellings. The Silverwell 
Park entrance would (if these plans go ahead) serve 105 dwellings, thus is non-compliant. Emergency vehicles 
and on-call doctors struggle with this area of Modbury due to the car parking situation. It would be negligent 
to develop East of Ayleston Park without an additional access road.  
 
5. History  
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- The field East of Ayleston Park is based on the site of an ancient Medieval Compound. There is evidence of a 
settlement within the area of this field based on “HER Number: MDV128482”. A detailed historic survey should 
have been carried out prior to putting forward the SWAP proposal. I think there is real historical significance to 
this field.  

- Old Traine overlooks the proposed development and provides a wealth of history dating from the 15th 
century. A modern housing development is not in keeping.  
 
As the proposal for Pennparks shows, there are far more suitable options nearby.  
6. Modbury Parish Council and MNP group Approach  

- Modbury Parish Council failed to notify residents of this consultation until 2/3 of the way through the 
consultation period. This was poorly advertised on the MPC and SHDC websites, and even now, you would 
need to go looking to know it was there! The consultation was conducted during August, the busiest time of 
year for typical Modbury workers in the farming and tourism industries. The MPC website is not WCAG 
compliant and is marked as insecure. Much of the NP website was down in the weeks leading to the 
consultation. I believe efforts have been made in an attempt to fail to notify the community of this 
consultation.  

- The MPC fact checker posted is full of carefully chosen snippets of information, rather than the whole picture. 
It contained rather more opinion than fact.  

- I am aware of residents in the community too scared to respond to this consultation due to fear of retaliation 
from MPC and MNP individuals. Ultimately, we all want the best for this fantastic town. Let’s stop hiding things 
from residents and have an open and honest consultation.  
 
Yours Faithfully  
Edward Smith 

Ian Pinkney 
Lynn Pinkney 
 

I would like to make comments on the above plan. 
 
I favour the Ayleston Park Development over that for Penn Park for the reason it would deliver more 
affordable and/or social homes. 
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The problem of the conflict between motor vehicles and pedestrians along Dark Lane and Barracks Lane has 
been made in the plan but I would like this to be addressed before any further housing development is 
allowed. 
A proper footpath along this route must be introduced in order to ensure parents and children can safely get 
to school and to reduce cars ferrying children to school as it is the only safe alternative. 
 
Similar issues have been allowed to occur with the construction of the Palm Cross Development. If traveling 
from Palm Cross down to the Post Office or Co op with a push chair or pram the only place to cross is to make a  
dangerous dash across Church Street to the war memorial, rather apt as it commemorates the dead. 
 
I fully support that development needs to take place in Modbury for genuinely affordable housing but the 
original traffic infrastructure was developed in the 17 th century and improvements need to be made to bring 
the town into a safer 21st century. 
 
Yours 
Ian Pinkney 
Lynn Pinkney 
 

Robin Hosking 
 

FAO The Examiner 
 
MNP 3 - Proposal to ‘swap’ the Pennpark development site & substitute it with a site East of Ayleston Park 
 
I am firmly against the proposal within the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan (MNP) and amendment to the 
Plymouth and South West Devon Joint Local Plan (JLP).  
 
Please refer to ‘NP Reps’ attachment, Representations prepared by Caroline Waller of Clarke Willmott LLP, 
submitted separately to SHDC on 11th September 2020. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 



Name/Organisation Comments 

Going back to the original Ayleston Park and subsequent Tuckers Brook development, the County Engineer and 
Planning Officer, after examining all relevant issues at the time, advised that “no more than 50 dwellings 
should be accessed from Silverwell Park”.  It appears that no consideration has been given to this 
directive.  The limit of 50 was not an arbitrary figure and was determined after due consideration to the 
infrastructure and impact of any further development on the town.  
 
In August 2016 a Neighbourhood Questionnaire was completed by 745 individuals, the consensus of 
residents’ views clearly showed a preference for any future development to be to the north and west of the 
town.  Pennpark was shown to be the most preferred site with the Ayleston site not featuring in the Modury 
Messenger’s Questionnaire Summary (April 2017).  The results of this Questionnaire appear to have been 
largely ignored by both the NPG and MPC.  Why were the preferences of Modbury’s townsfolk, in regard to 
future development sites, ignored?  Isn’t there a fundamental requirement that Neighbourhood Planning 
Groups should be community led? 
 
It is on public record that MPC & MNPG both objected to the Pennpark development and proposed 
substituting the site East of Ayleston Park during the JLP public examination.  It is unclear under what mandate 
MPC/MNPG were making these presentations.  Documents EDX27 & EDX41a were presented to the Planning 
Inspectorate & placed on the JLP examination site on 23rd February and the 26th of March 2018.  However, 
Government Planning Inspectors, Wendy Burden and Yvonne Wright, deemed that ‘Pennpark was the most 
effective way of delivering the needs of Modbury and the wider area’.  Pennpark was duly included in the 
Joint Local Plan for the development of 40 houses. 
 
PROCESS 
 
It is questionable whether this ‘swap’ proposal is in conformity with the Strategic Policies of the Plymouth and 
South Devon Joint Local Plan and whether it satisfies the Basic Conditions.  It is also debatable whether the 
Rapid Re-consultation carried out for just four weeks in August 2019 accords with Regulation 14 of The 
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012. 
 
The result of this Re-consultation, which MPC refused to publish for six months, is itself questionable.  The 
voting process was clearly flawed, was not accountable and was widely open to abuse.  The document (Reg 14) 
did not clarify who was actually eligible to comment or vote on this last minute alteration to the 
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Neighbourhood Plan.  This, together with the fact that many residents were away on holiday, made the whole 
procedure a farce.  Residents had four weeks to consider a major change to the NP, without any prior 
knowledge of this proposal.  Most residents thought this particular issue had been ‘put to bed’ after much 
consultation and examination, by the Government Inspectors when determining the JLP. 
 
The Re-consultation process carried out by the NPG therefore failed to meet the public law tests of fairness. 
   
It is also questionable whether the conditions set out by SHDC, to enable this site substitution to proceed to 
examination, have been met.  I refer to the requirement of ‘a like for like swap’ and Duncan Smith’s (SHDC NP 
Officer) advice in an email to the NPG of 3rd September 2019. 
 
 

1. The Council’s Position 
Paragraph 44 of the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) which covers Neighbourhood Planning 
(  https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2 ) amongst other 
things, states:- 
“A neighbourhood plan can also propose allocating alternative sites to those in a local plan (or spatial 
development strategy), where alternative proposals for inclusion in the neighbourhood plan are not strategic, 
but a qualifying body should discuss with the local planning authority why it considers the allocations set out in 
the strategic policies are no longer appropriate. 
The resulting draft neighbourhood plan must meet the basic conditions if it is to proceed. National planning 
policy states that it should support the strategic development needs set out in strategic policies for the area, 
plan positively to support local development and should not promote less development than set out in the 
strategic policies (see paragraph 13 and paragraph 29 of the National Planning Policy Framework). Nor should 
it be used to constrain the delivery of a strategic site allocated for development in the local plan or spatial 
development strategy. 
Should there be a conflict between a policy in a neighbourhood plan and a policy in a local plan or spatial 
development strategy, section 38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that the 
conflict must be resolved in favour of the policy which is contained in the last document to become part of the 
development plan.” 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/VvaeCjZZKHWq36f19AWH?domain=gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/W-0RCk88LtxQrLs8DvbS?domain=gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/hpHZClxxgHQZA9CV0W70?domain=gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/I44HCgZZEHM2mgf3b2Rz?domain=legislation.gov.uk
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The MNPG approached the Council expressing their wish to substitute the Penn Park JLP allocation with an 
allocation at Ayleston Park. In the light of the NPPG guidance the Council advised the Group that it would not 
object to such a substitution as long as:- 

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 dwellinghouses set out in 1). 
4) The Plan provides fully evidenced reasoning that the Ayleston Park proposal can meet 

planning/environmental and landscape requirements. 
In terms of the question of whether the Penn Park site is a JLP strategic allocation. The Council consider that in 
the light of the ethos underpinning the Neighbourhood Planning legislation, to empower local communities to 
make local decisions, the allocation of 40 dwellinghouse site does not amount to a strategic allocation and 
subject to the conditions set out above being met, in relation to any substitution site proposed, the Council 
would not object. In effect the housing calculations upon which the JLP is based would be unaffected if a like 
for like substitution were made. 

2. Comments on the Consultation 
Full and detailed evidence is required to be included in the Regulation 15 version of the Neighbourhood Plan 
that fully addresses Conditions 1) to 4) set out above. I am aware that MNPG are engaged in gathering that 
evidence and have commissioned full Strategic Environmental Assessment of the Neighbourhood Plan based 
upon the proposed substitution. As it stands the evidence currently available is not sufficient for the Council to 
provide a definitive comment on this aspect of the Plan. The position of the Council, therefore, remains as set 
out in 1. above.  
The Council will continue to engage with MNPG as the Regulation 15 version is prepared and provide advice in 
regard of the required evidence base and other aspects of the Plan (not subject of this consultation) that were 
commented upon at Regulation 14 stage. 
 
 
I refer specifically to condition 1)  The substitution provides an equal number of dwelling houses (40) to that 
allocated at Pennpark.  Building Regulations 2010 state that “dwelling houses” cannot be flats.  The 
development proposal for the East of Ayleston site contains a ‘concept drawing’ for 20 houses and 20 flats, this 
being the only way to squeeze 40 dwellings onto this smaller site.  This does not accord with the ‘like for like 
swap’ provision. 
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There is no robust evidence whatsoever to suggest the development of 40 dwellings on this particular site 
would be preferable to that of Pennpark.  Quite to the contrary, there are indeed two major benefits in 
relation to the development of the Pennpark site which relate to drainage issues as well as traffic and safety 
issues.  
 
DRAINAGE 
 
The effects of the additional run-off and sewage, should the Ayleston site be developed, would have a 
detrimental impact on the town.  Modbury has a history of flooding and is deemed to be in a Critical Drainage 
Area.  Notwithstanding the recent flood alleviation works, it seems unwise to be proposing a site which would 
result in the additional run off generated draining to an area categorised as Flood Zone 3.  Similarly, it would 
put additional strain on Modbury’s antiquated sewerage system.  Developments must ensure that satisfactory 
surface water drainage is achievable.    
  
JLP states:  “Sites less prone to flooding should be used if available.”  
 
MNPG states in its Objectives:  “All new developments shall take account of environmental factors such as 
landscape impact, flood risk, topography and biodiversity.” 
 
TRAFFIC & SAFETY 
 
MNP makes no mention of the impact the additional traffic, resulting from a development of 40 additional 
dwellings to the East of Ayleston Park, would have on the community.  Brownston Street would experience in 
excess of an extra 200 vehicular commutes per day, with the majority being at the busiest times.  This fact has 
been confirmed by Richard Jackson of Devon Highways.  There appears to have been no consideration for the 
pollution, generated by an additional 70,000 traffic movements every year, that would impact the 
town.  Brownston Street already struggles to cope with current volumes of traffic, often resulting in congestion 
and delays.  There would also be a marked increase in traffic using Dark Lane and Barracks Road which have no 
pavements or footpaths along large sections.  This would significantly add to the safety concerns of 
pedestrians, particularly children when walking to and from school. 
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From a traffic and safety perspective Pennpark is clearly the more suitable for development.  This is evidenced 
by the traffic report produced by Miles White Transport (Refer to Traffic – Technical Note attachment). 
 
MNPG states in its Policy for Safe Movement & Transport: “Development shall not worsen traffic congestion 
or adversely affect highway safety.” 
 
These two major issues are not specific concerns or relevant to the development of Pennpark but this seems to 
have been totally ignored by the MNPG and MPC.  Promoting the Ayleston site also appears to be a 
contradiction of the MNPG’s own policy and objectives. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Surely logic dictates that MPC and MNPG should only consider sites for development that would not 
exacerbate Modbury’s existing problems. 
   
It is highly likely that the Pennpark site will be developed whether or not included in the Neighbourhood 
Plan.  MNPG’s proposals, if supported, could actually be party to the development of an additional 80 
dwellings in the town (40 Ayleston plus 40 Pennpark).  This most concerning fact appears not to have been 
considered by MPC or MNPG.  
 
MPC and MNPG allude to a high percentage of affordable housing being available should the Ayleston site be 
adopted.  However, this may well prove to be unrealistic, as was the case with the Tuckers Brook development, 
and result in protracted viability discussions.  There are certainly no guarantees that the high allocation 
referred to is actually achievable when consideration is taken of the site’s unusually high development costs.  
 
The NPG has not been transparent nor has it delivered a balanced view in regard to the merits of the sites in 
question.  There has not been an effective community engagement process nor has a robust evidence base 
been delivered.  The NPG and MPC are displaying an obvious bias and appear to be ignoring the inherent 
problems associated with the Ayleston site that would negatively impact the town. 
 
Therefore, The Modury Neighbourhood Plan should not proceed to Referendum in its current form. 
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My opposition to the ‘site swap’ proposal is not because of where I live but because I passionately believe the 
consequences of this proposal, should it be adopted, would have a devastating and permanent impact on the 
town. 
 
I request an acknowledgement to my objection to the Policy MNP3 proposal, and would like to be advised of 
the Examiner’s findings. 
 
With thanks 
 
Robin Hosking 
 

Colin and Anita Moore Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
We would like to register our support for the Kingston Neighbourhood plan and to register our appreciation of 
all the hard work that has gone into this.  
 
Kind regards,  
 

Ron Wood (11/9/20) Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Consultation  
- Feedback from Ron Wood 
 

1) Declaration of interest 
  

I have become concerned about the uncomfortable and divisive communications that have been 
circulating, both on social media and with an anonymous leaflet that has been circulated in Modbury 
entitled “Stop the Swap”. I feel strongly that information and opinions in any political domain should 
be transparent and owned. All people in our community will have preferences, concerns and, 
frequently, their own interests, which may be advantaged or disadvantaged in decisions made. 
Anonymity obviously cloaks such interests and disguises the possible motives of the communicator(s). 
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Therefore, as I respond to the latest consultation, I wish to be clear about my interests in this matter. I 
have not been a member of the Neighbourhood Plan Group, but I have friends who are members and 
my wife is the Minutes Secretary for that group. I respect the work that the group has done. I am 
aware of the lengths that the group has gone to in attempting to gather the opinions of all the 
residents of Modbury and in analysing the data from surveys and consultations in a fair and balanced 
way. 
 
More generally, my political values lead me to be concerned about the inequalities in our society and 
the extent to which, in my opinion, the needs of less well-off people get inadequate attention in our 
society at present. 
 
I have no financial interest in land, the value of which may be affected by the planning decisions within 
the Neighbourhood Plan, and, to the best of my knowledge, nor do any of my friends or relatives. Our 
house, which we own, is not in a position likely to be greatly affected by decisions made in this 
planning process. I and my family have lived in Modbury for 33 years. 
 
2) General comment 
 
Having read the final version of the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan, I would like to give the plan my 
unreserved approval. I hope that the plan can pass through the final stages of this process, be 
approved by referendum and then for things to move forward with the proposed development. It 
would be a great pity to see the good intentions explicit in the plan thwarted or diluted by lack of 
council support or overly influential commercial interests. 
 
3) Truly affordable housing 
 
I am very pleased to see the emphasis on genuinely affordable housing and the suggested 
establishment of a community housing trust, by which a good proportion of the planned housing could 
be financed and remain affordable in perpetuity. I believe there is a considerable need for such 
housing in Modbury to make it possible for young people of limited means to continue to live in the 
town where they have grown up and establish their own next generation and also for older people to 
be able to stay in the town at the stage where they choose to downsize to smaller accommodation. 
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4) Viability of local businesses, shops and community facilities 
 
For Modbury to be able to retain its variety of good quality shops, catering businesses, pubs and social 
facilities will require a healthily growing population of all ages and social backgrounds as opposed to a 
ghetto for middle-aged and elderly middle class people (I speak as one of the latter myself!).  The 
proposed development East of Ayleston Park would make a contribution in this regard with a large 
proportion of genuinely affordable housing, situated within easy pedestrian access to the shops in the 
centre of the town, to the Health Centre and the school.  
 
5) The need for a communal gathering place or town square 
 
I would be pleased to see the development of a town square in the centre of town. Behind the White 
Hart pub seems the most suitable, perhaps the only suitable location. I am pleased that the plan makes 
reference to this possibility being explored. 
 
6) Safe pedestrian access to shops, school and other facilities. 
 
As I mentioned (in 4) above, this access and its retention and improvement would make a considerable 
contribution to the continuing viability of the town shops and social facilities and the school. There is, 
in my view, a serious need, from a safety perspective, to improve pedestrian access along Barracks 
Road and Dark Lane to allow safe access (particularly for children) to the school and the MARS 
Recreation ground 
 
7) Play areas and green spaces 
 
I am pleased to see the establishment and preservation of play areas for children and green spaces for 
humans and dogs to walk are given due consideration in the plan 
 
8) Protection of the landscape, habitat, AONB and the character of the town 
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Likewise, I am pleased to see the protection of landscape, habitat and AONB given due consideration in 
the plan. In addition to the ecological imperative to preserve our environment and its varied habitat 
and  population of wildlife flora and fauna, these factors make a major contribution to the quality of 
life of those living in Modbury and to the enjoyment of those visiting the town.  
 
 
9) Control of development by local people with a priority towards meeting the social needs of the 
community. 
 
I hope that the adoption of the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan will provide an opportunity for the town 
to develop more genuinely affordable housing, retained in perpetuity, to provide for the needs of the 
less well-off members of the community. I hope that developments will be driven by the social needs 
of the community rather than predominantly the profit motives of development companies.  

 
Carol Kevern  
 

Dear Sir 
 
My grandson attended Modbury primary school and I visit the town regularly to see family and friends. The 
one thing that is always apparent in Modbury is the traffic levels.  They are truly horrendous, and 
without careful future planning it will only get worse.  Brownston Street seems to be regularly gridlocked 
with cars parked all the way up past Silverrwell Park and any further development off Brownston Street is 
clearly only going to add to this already awful congestion spot.  
 
Whilst it is nice to dream of a time when people don’t use cars so much, we must be mindful that cars are still 
a fact of life, especially for rural communities such as Modbury.  In almost all households 1 or more cars are 
needed for work, recreation and shopping.  They need to be accounted for and planning a development with 
insufficient parking and placing it off a traffic hot spot is clearly counter productive and potentially very 
dangerous. The initial drawings for the site East of Ayleston Park seem to have inadequate parking, extremely 
compromised road layouts with large blind spots, narrow roadways and huge concrete retaining walls.  
 
How a greenfield site that requires massive groundworks to even gain access to it can be designated as a 
suitable site is beyond the realms of common sense.  South Hams District Council declared a Climate Change 
and Biodiversity Emergency, so by doing this they are recognising that urgent action needs to be taken to 
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reduce carbon emissions and protect ecosystems and wildlife. That very statement precludes 
the aforementioned site and means only Penn Park is suitable of the two. A greenfield site is by nature a 
ecosystem and one that needs protecting, Penn Park is a Brownfield site and whilst partially green it requires 
nothing like the ground works, concrete retaining walls, road layout compromises and accordingly provides a 
more environmentally friendly option.  
 
Going forward the proposed sites need to be looked at objectively, how will they be used and link with 
other communities, the majority of employment is West of Modbury therefore traffic should link easily on to 
the A379, making Penn Park eminently more suitable. For families the school is easily accessible via continuous 
pavement from Penn Park, the site East of Ayleston invites multiple blind corners, steep hills a longer walk and 
no continuous pavement to the school. That lack of pavement will lead to people driving from the Ayleston and 
only add to the traffic problems and make the journey to pedestrians more perilous. 
 
I hope common sense prevails and logic is applied to this process. Serious questions will be asked of us by 
future generations if we don’t take the current climate emergency seriously, we will be to blame, as such we 
should select sites that minimise the environmentally impact at all points of the process. We need houses in 
the South Hams but they need to be on sites that are suitable and cost effective, steeply sloping green fields 
are clearly not suitable for homes and should be left as the eco system. You only need to watch David 
Attenborough’s latest tv show  ‘Extinction - the facts’ to realise we need to pause and think hard before we 
destroy more green fields and replace them with homes.  
 
I hope my concerns will be given due and diligent consideration.   
 
Yours faithfully  
 

Nick & Georgie Winslet  Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
In response to the above proposed swap and the consultation on the revised Neighbourhood Plan, we do not 
support the deletion of the JLP’s proposed site for 40 homes at Pennpark and the substitution of the 
alternative site east of Ayleston Park for 40 homes. 
 
As stated in the re-consultation information provided, the neighbourhood plan can only substitute an 
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alternative site to the Pennpark site where there is clear supporting evidence that the change is an 
improvement. As set out below, there is nothing in the re-consultation document that provides this evidence.  
 
In the same manor that we responded to the Parish Council during its consultation, taking the various points in 
turn:- 
 
1. Affordable housing 
 
In the re-consultation document there is reference to the fact that the site east of Ayleston Park will deliver a 
greater number of affordable homes than Pennpark but there is no reasoning provided as to why the 50% (20 
homes) could not be provided at the Pennpark site. 

There ihas also been reference to negotiations on the site east of Ayleston Park that have resulted in an 
affordable housing figure of 50%; it is not clear who these negotiations are with and why 50% affordable 
housing is achievable on this site and not at Pennpark. 
 
2. Traffic  
 
Perhaps the most significant point, is access to the two sites. Presumably access to the site east of Ayleston 
Park will need to be via Brownston Street, which is already inadequate for the current volume of traffic using it. 
Any increase in volume will cause major traffic problems in the town centre. In contract, the Pennpark sites 
immediately abuts, and can take access off, the A379, which will cause no traffic impact on the town centre. 
 
3. Flood risk  
 
The site east of Ayleston Park has recently undergone significant flood defence works, which presumably 
would be negated by any development taking place on that part of Modbury, leading to the increased threat of 
flooding to the town centre. The site at Pennpark does not form part of the strategic flood defence system for 
the town and so again, would be a more appropriate site. 
 
4. Loss of amenity space 
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The site at Ayleston Park is a much used and much loved open space / amenity land in Modbury and this would 
be lost were the site to be developed. There would be no such loss of amenity if the Pennpark site were to 
remain the preferred location. 
 
5. Modbury’s footprint / development site location  
 
There is reference in the consolation documentation to the fact that the Pennpark development would extend 
the town’s footprint into the surrounding countryside open to view over a wide area. This can also be said of 
the site east of Ayleston Park - indeed with a greater impact. The Pennpark development adjoins the new 
development at Palm Cross and an industrial estate and therefore its impact would be far less to its 
surroundings as opposed to the site east of Ayleston Park, where it’s impact on open countryside will be 
significant and detrimental. 
 
There are been reference to Pennpark being poorly located in relation to the town centre, with a steep climb 
to access the town centre. The same can be said of the site east of Ayleston Park. Whilst it is not clear how the 
site would be accessed, there will still be steep climbs - whether Brownston Street or Ayleston Park - as this is 
the nature of Modbury. Pennpark adjoins the Palm Cross development and these obstacles were clearly not 
considered an issue when this site was identified for development (the Palm Cross development also involves a 
steep hill and a crossing of Barrack Road). 
 
There is reference to the site east of Ayleston Park being better contained in the landscape but the reality is 
this is far more visible to, and will have a greater impact on, residents of Modbury, particularly those on Galpin 
Street. The points about better access and an easier walk to the town centre are not correct as the walk will be 
no easier than from the Pennpark site. The walk to the school will be significantly harder/longer. 
 
It is for the above reasons that no clear evidence has been provided to justify the departure form the proposals 
in the original neighbourhood plan. Indeed, Pennpark appears the far more appropriate development site for 
the town. As such, to confirm, we do not support the proposed substitution. 
 
One further point to make is that we are concerned that the re-consultation process has not been adequately 
publicised, with the effect that not all within the town have been made properly aware of it, with the risk that 
not everyone will have the opportunity to provide feedback. Also, no account has been taken of the current 
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pandemic and that people’s focus may be understandably elsewhere. We are not sure what this process could 
not have been deferred until such time as proper face-to-face public consultation/meetings could once again 
be held.  
 
In any event, to conclude, we oppose the proposed swap and consider the site at Pennpark remains the more 
suitable site. 
 
Kind regards 
 
 

Alison Ronnie. Stonesclose,Modbury. 
 

Dear Sir 
My husband and I are originally from Birmingham and moved to make a new life in Modbury in April 1994,a 
decision that we have never regretted.We feel very thankful and fortunate to live in such a beautiful area and 
have enjoyed watching the town develop over the years. The new proposals for development concern us 
greatly,in particular the increase in traffic congestion from heavy building machinery which could easily 
compromise the safety of those of us who live in this beautiful town. 
 
We are absolutely and totally opposed to the proposals of a new development,with very limited and 
dangerous access in the Ayleston Park area,and we believe that this will create ongoing misery and danger to 
many of us,especially  the elderly and children. 
 
We hope that you can come to your senses regarding this wholly unsatisfactory proposal and that it is quashed 
immediately. 
 
Alison Ronnie. Stonesclose,Modbury. 
 
 

Dr N Girling and Dr M Steynor 
 

To whom it may concern, 
 
My husband and I wish to object to the modbury planned development of the old traine field site. Whilst there 
are good aspects to the overall plan for the town we feel the development of this site over the penpark site has 
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many disadvantages and do not want it to go ahead on this site but rather to develop the Penpark site. Our 
main concerns are - 
 
 1. That this is greenfield site rather than mostly brown at Penpark so less environmental impact of the 
development. 
 
2. It is difficult, steep land and therefore expensive to develop - so why is the council so keen to do so?  
 
3. 20 flats are not what the town wanted or needed and there is no plan for parking for these flats - where will 
these cars be parked as the surrounding streets are already full  
 
4. Much has been made about walking distance to shops but we feel easier walking to school is more 
important with young families being targeted. The penpark site is closer to school and would have better 
pedestrian access to school. The school run happens twice a day 5 days a week - far more than most people 
pop to the shops!!!! And it remains an modest walkable distance to the shops from penpark where as the walk 
to school from the traine field site involves walking several roads with no foot path - roads which will be busier 
due to the extra dwellings  
 
5. Increased traffic in brownston street - already very congested and difficult to navigate and with an extra 40 
households driving yo the beaches or in the Kingsbridge direction or even to the modbury shops(as let’s face it 
people still will!) will drive down brownston. This will create greater difficulties and access issues!!!  
 
The penpark site negates all these concerns and whilst it does expand the towns footprint I feel in all other 
respects is the far better site to develop. We object to the traine field site being used for 40 dewlings on these 
grounds.   
 
Many thanks,  
 
 

Andrea Kuhn Hello, 
I wish to register objections to some aspects of Modbury’s neighbourhood plan.  
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 I can see no benefit to the community from swapping the development at Penn Park to the greenfield site at 
Old Traine. 
 
By SHDC's own estimate it will add a significant volume of traffic - another 70,000 vehicle movements to the 
already congested village.  
 
The last local consultation on development sites ranked Penn Park as the favourite site for development.  Old 
Traine was ranked 5th.  I have seen no evidence of why that situation has changed to support this 'swap'. 
 
Finally I would ask is Modbury - a place with limited employment prospects, poor transport links and a very 
limited access to shopping provision and social support - a suitable place for someone who needs social 
housing and is on a low income or universal credit?  
 
I have worked with people on a low income and a larger conurbation with a more comprehensive support 
structure is more suited to their needs.  As I understand it, simply to sign on at the job centre, somebody based 
in Modbury will have to spend part of their precious allowance to catch a bus to Ivybridge and then to Totnes.  
  
 
I don't believe the Modbury needs a town square on the Poundwell Street car park behind the White Hart.  
 
To do this would be a poor use of resources.  The most important thing is that the Poundwell Car Park, close to 
the shops is used for optimal benefit to the community.  
 
For many weeks of the year, that is a car park to support the local shop keepers but it can also be used as a 
'pop up' town square when required - for example May Fair events, Maypole dancing - when cars are 
excluded.   This system has worked very well for many years and I can see no greater community benefit to 
changing it.  
 
kind regards 
 
Andrea 
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Karen Saunders 
 

I would like to register my strong objection to the swap of development sites in Modbury from Pennpark to Old 
Traine field. 
There are many reasons why I feel this swap should not take place, not least because the 2019 consultation 
process was totally inadequate and the voting procedure was seriously flawed. 
I would like the Parish Council, Modbury Neighbourhood Planning group or SHDC to provide clear reasons 
behind the swap ever being considered. I do not understand how this swap of sites can possibly benefit the 
town of Modbury and its residents in any way. 
My understanding is that a neighbourhood plan is to be a reflection of the wishes of the local community? This 
was voted on by a much larger percentage of local residents in 2016 and the preferred site was Pennpark. 
The top priorities for local people were stated to be 1 & 2 bedroom houses and sheltered accommodation for 
elderly or disabled people. The development size was to be between 10-25 dwellings. 
The current proposals for the Old Traine site do not comply with any of these wishes.  
Most importantly, residents greatest concerns regarding further development were traffic congestion, 
pedestrian safety and not to increase the flood risk to the town. 
Developing the Old Traine field will bring a huge increase of traffic through the already congested town, which 
in turn will increase pollution and significantly reduce pedestrian safety. 
Even after the improvements to the towns flood defences, there is a much greater potential flood risk to the 
town by building on a field where the run off will fall on the town side of the damn. 
Furthermore, I do not believe SHDC can be both the developer and the planning authority without there being 
a major conflict of interests. 
The Old Traine field is a much used and loved greenfield site in the town and would be a great loss to the local 
community. 
The Pennpark site will be close to the footpaths on the Bloor homes development, close to the school, church, 
village halls and importantly close to the A379 for commuting, given the realistic lack of employment 
opportunities in the town.  
My final comment would be on the wording of the Parish Council leaflet and the tickbox question. The point 
under debate is NOT whether you support genuinely affordable homes for Modbury people. It is the location 
of these homes and ensuring they are actually for Modbury people. The Parish Council are elected to represent 
the views of all villagers not just the ones that agree with them, and to answer the question raised in bold by 
the Chair of MPC - NO, I do not feel i have been misled by the Stop the swap campaign. 
I do, however, feel that my Parish Council are not acting in the best interests of Modbury, and I am offended 
by their suggestions that the residents of Ayleston Park are against affordable housing. 
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Please register my objection to the development of Old Traine Field. 
 
Thank you for giving this your attention. 
 
Best wishes 
 

Tim Chambers 
 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Having lived on and off in the Modbury area for the last 20 years, I have seen it change in many ways. Whilst 
change is inevitable and often welcome, it should be managed to improve the quality of life of residents. It 
should improve or at least not worsen existing problems. Modbury suffers with awful traffic congestion, 
particularly on Brownston Street, and bad flooding.   
The site East of Ayleston causes both to be worse, the road Brownston Street layout can’t handle existing 
traffic levels, let alone more. Children and parents living in a home East of Ayleston would have no continuous 
pavement to walk children to school, unless of course they walked via the town centre and added hundreds of 
meters to their walk, this would lead to them taking cars to the school, adding to the gridlock situation outside 
the school in the morning and making the school run even more dangerous.  To pretend that a new pavement 
will be built to link existing ones is disingenuous, there’s no land available to do such an undertaking. This 
process should be logical, clear and honest, outlining exactly how identified problems and short comings are 
being mitigated, with professional cost estimations of the mitigations. We still live in a time where cars are part 
of daily life, they need to be accounted for and planned for(sufficient parking and proper roads for two way 
traffic), to not is only exacerbating existing problems and making the lives of existing residents worse.  
 
Homes that directly link on to the A379 (Penn Park) will clearly be advantageous in terms of congestion in the 
town, repetitive journeys such as school and work commutes will be kept away from existing pinch points or 
removed as they can be made safely on foot.  
 
Anyone who has lived in Modbury for a relatively short period has seen the lower parts of the Town flood, it 
doesn’t take a huge amount of specialist knowledge to realise that adding concrete, tarmac and non 
permeable materials to a greenfield will only add to the flooding situation in the town. The new dam and 
attenuation chamber was designed to mitigate flooding from existing infrastructure, it wasn’t designed to 
handle more runoff from further development. People downstream will be put at risk by more homes East of 
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Ayleston. Flooding isn’t an issue on the western side of the town and putting water in to that valley clearly 
makes sense. 
 
Climate change is being lived out on the news headlines on a daily basis, flooding, fires, draught, extinction of 
animals, loss of bio diversity and erratic weather. The way in which we select sites, build homes and interact 
with these new homes must change. We must make them usable for now but not damage our children's 
futures. Brownfield sites and existing structures should be utilised before anymore green fields are used, 
nature has a true value to everyone, destroying an entirely green field when a brownfield is available is beyond 
belief when we know what we know now about climate change and loss of biodiversity. We can’t stop people 
using cars immediately but we can reduce the amount of time people spend in them by linking properties to 
existing major road networks, keep congestion levels to a minimum, building homes with parking to keep roads 
clear, providing easy access to schools and ensuring homes are built on sites that require a minimum of ground 
works prior to commencement of home building.  
 
The final point is the site’s ground suitability for homes, a low gradient brown field site is clearly going to be 
easier to build on, it will involve less ground works, less concrete retaining structures and less environmental 
damage, its location means it will effect fewer people during development and also when it has been 
completed.  A  steeply sloping field that is predominantly clay subsoil, will make building on such ground 
astronomically expensive by comparison, it will involve thousands of truck movements to remove truly 
astounding levels of soil and then replace much of it with concrete, stone and tarmac.  It seems completely 
illogical to build affordable homes on a site that is abundantly clear to most with any building knowledge as 
being unaffordable in financial and environmental cost. I hope common sense prevails and a brownfield is 
developed with the site East of Ayleston used to plant trees to offset the carbon output of the site at Penn 
Park.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

Charlotte Saunders  
 

To whom it concerns,  
 
I am writing to you to explain why I think the swap to the East of Ayleston Park development should NOT take 
place.  
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 In 2017 the assessment for 25 houses in the east of Ayleston Park location was rejected. This has 
caused confusion as to why suddenly more houses will be a good fit for this location. I have lived in 
modbury 17 years and for as long as I remember that location has flooded whenever there has been 
rain. More recently, the council checked if it had flooded after two days of rain, clearly showing even 
the council is concerned. It’s this reason that makes me question why this would ever be a good site 
for housing.  

 Additionally, the route for children to be able to walk to the primary school is not safe. Regardless of 
the new streetlights on dark lane, the road is a very busy way in and out of modbury especially at that 
time with people commuting to work. Whereas the Pennpark site has a direct route into the Bloor 
homes which leads straight to the school; a MUCH safer route for the children.  

 Anyone who lives in modbury will be aware of how busy brownston street is and can be, so increasing 
traffic flow along that road by building in the east of Ayleston Park location makes zero sense to me. 
The road is essentially single track with a couple of passing places as a result of parked cars so not 
suitable for more traffic flow. Penn Park won’t cause this issue which shows once again it’s far more 
suited for the intended purpose.  

 The Pennpark site allows Modbury to extend out without causing problems and disruptions for the 
residents that already live here. The walk from Penn Park to the Co-operative (the furthest shop away) 
is estimated to be 8 minute walk by Google Maps. This therefore shows that the Penn Park site is not 
too far out and will still bring the residents into the town for the shops.  

 Access to Pennpark is much easier for development. The materials that will need to be removed and 
the new materials to be brought in to the East of Ayleston Park site will need a huge amount of lorries. 
This will cause massive disruption for residents of Ayleston park, Tuckers Brook, Brownston Street, 
Barracks Road, Dark Lane and other houses passed on route within modbury, as well as the damage 
that would be caused to the road surface. With the Pennpark site not being right within the centre this 
means it will effect less residents living here already and provide a better site for the new residents as 
well.  

 As a young person the Pennpark location seems far more appealing to me. There is little to do within 
modbury so I spend more time trying to get through the traffic than I do in the village. My friends live 
elsewhere and I commute to work so Pennpark would mean that I wouldn’t have to go through the 
village to go towards Plymouth, for example.  

 I personally think that as a result of the leaflet sent out by the Modbury Parish Council, it has been 
difficult to feel like I’ve been able to share my opinion. Not only has my home been described as a 
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monstrosity (which I’m unsure on the relevance to the decision at hand) but from the leaflet it implies 
anyone against the swap is trying to stop genuinely affordable housing. I couldn’t disagree more. I 
don’t agree with the swap to the east of Ayleston Park site as quite simply it is massively flawed.  

 
To conclude, there are far more negatives than positives to the East of Ayleston park site and no apparent 
negatives to the Pennpark site. I strongly oppose the swap as (to sum up what I’ve said) the Pennpark site is a 
convenient location for walking in to the village and commuting, a much safer walk to the primary school, 
doesn’t have the risk of flooding or increasing the flood risk Modbury already faces and doesn’t increase traffic 
flow within Modbury.  
 
Thank you,  
 

James Pritchard-Barrett 
 

To whom it may concern. 
 
I wish to register my objection to the proposed housing development East of Ayleston Park in Modbury..  
 
Modbury is a very special small town nestled in the folds of the landscape providing a unique charm and 
character with its narrow streets of beautiful Georgian and Victorian houses, many of them listed and of 
significant Historic interest.   
 
However, I am concerned that poor planning decisions could destroy the very charm that makes it special. 
The confined geographical topography of the town is its potential downfall creating a transportation and 
drainage choke point - which has created a flood risk hot spot which very nearly destroyed the centre of the 
town in July 2017. 
 
I am specifically very worried about what a development in Ayleston Park would bring to the ever worsening 
traffic situation particularly in Brownston Street and Dark Lane.  
 
I am also very worried that the new development will increase the risk of flood to the eastern end of the high 
street where we have business premises. From what I have read I am not reassured that the new flood defence 
barrier will prevent flooding in a flash flood situation like we had in July 2017. I believe a significant additional 
investment will be needed should this development go ahead.  
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Here are some specific notes. 

1. Traffic and Highways 

The increase in traffic (due to the Ayleston development) to Brownston Street and Dark Lane / Barracks road 
would be considerable and potentially dangerous. 
 
Many people walk on the road up to the recreation field and the increase in traffic in the summer has seen 
some very close encounters with pedestrians and vehicles on Dark Lane. There is one particular very dangerous 
stretch....heading west after the turning to Oakwood Drive and up to the turning to Sheepham which is 
potentially lethal. If two cars are meeting and pedestrians are in the road (due to there being no pavement) it 
would result in an unavoidable serious injury or fatality. When the sun is in their eyes drivers cannot see 
pedestrians on the south side of this part of the road and the steep bank prevents pedestrians being able to 
escape and get into the hedge. It is only a matter of time before a serious accident. 
 
Increase in traffic in Brownston street. 
We have seen a massive increase in cars navigating the precariously narrow confines of Brownston Street. I 
have had my car wing mirrors knocked off twice in the last 6 months and had my vehicle scratched. I have seen 
many other cars knocked into. I have witnessed numerous incidents of 'road rage' and times when the whole 
street is in a gridlock situation.  
 
The noise and pollution levels have risen to an unprecedented rate as people accelerate up the hill or speed 
down it. At the junction with Brownston Street / Church Street by the Brownston Gallery, vehicles frequently 
mount the curb to avoid collision or avoid a jam. This is potentially very dangerous for pedestrians, particularly 
for children walking to school and the elderly who may not be so fast to move out of the way.  
 
The Ayleston development will undoubtedly exacerbate the already worsening traffic situation. 
 
The Pennpark site utilises the A379 for access and will cause less traffic issues and accidents within the heart of 
the town. It appears to me that this would be a more sensible first choice for development.  
 



Name/Organisation Comments 

 
2. Flood risk.  
To what extent are we assured that the new flood barrier will contain any flood surge from the new 
development? I presume considerable run off will come down the access road? I am seriously concerned about 
the extra load on the drainage that this development might bring risking properties on the Eastern end of the 
main street including our business premises at Poundwell.  
 
The drainage from Pennpark completely solves any flood risk to the historic centre of the town.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

Ian Saunders. 
 

Dears Sirs 
 
I write to object to the proposed swapping of the Penn Park site for the field east of Ayleston Park – Old Traine 
Field. For openness and clarity, you should note that I live on Ayleston Park; any properties on the Old Traine 
site will not affect me directly, however increased traffic will. 
 
The reasons for my objection are: 
 
1) Previous assessment of the site by SHDC. 
 
In 2017 the SHDC assessment of Old Traine Field was it was not a suitable site for a number of reasons. I won’t 
reiterate these as others have already stated them and they are fact. 
 
It seems curious that the site is now considered potentially viable when I understand SHDC is the developer 
and the planning authority. 
 
2) Joint Local Plan Assessment 
 
The JLP previously confirmed the Pennpark site as being the most suitable site for 25 houses by SHDC and 
Independent Government Inspectors. I have seen no good reason presented for swapping of the site, other 
than it now seems to be part of the SHDC agenda to try to address its social housing requirements by pushing 
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forward with 40 dwellings. I’d understood that the Modbury Development Plan was a plan for the people of 
Modbury, not the district council.  
 
With the increase in housing density there has been a shift in terminology from houses to dwellings; this would 
seem to be against the wishes of Modbury when surveyed in 2016. A high-density development, that ordinarily 
would fail the rigours of SHDC’s planning requirements surely can’t be railroaded through on the basis that it’s 
a socially uplifting thing to do. Maybe the over-engineered footbridge from Ayleston Park and the very 
promptly erected street lighting in Dark Lane are part of SHDC’s eagerness for this project?  
 
3) The site 
 

a) The Old Traine Field site has difficult topography, which has been widely acknowledged in documents 
published in recent years by SHDC. Despite this being a key reason for the lack of suitability of the site 
previously, I understand that no feasibility study or cost analysis has been done to compare the 
sites.  For example, I understand that large retaining walls will be needed at Old Traine Field, I suspect 
building costs will be greater for the dwellings as the foundations will need to be deeper than the 
norm. I know the properties in Ayleston Park had significant foundations to allow for building on what 
is similar land. 

 
b) The site itself has previously been rejected for the development of 25 houses; it is strange that it is 

now suitable for 40 dwellings, with proper access and sufficient parking. Are the economics such that 
with 40 dwellings, the selling-off of half will give SHDC sufficient funding to pay for the social housing? 
If this is the case then it would seem SHDC have done some studies, perhaps following the surveying 
they did when the flood-defence work was being undertaken. If this is the case, then this information 
should be publicly available. 

 
c) The field itself acts as part of the natural drainage for the area north of Old Traine and beyond. In 2019 

significant works to help protect the town from flood were undertaken.  The scheme, as I understand 
it, serves to slow the rainwater run-off entering the old and restricted drainage under the town; 
concreting over the Old Traine Field will surely increase Modbury’s flood risk. Significant public 
expense has been used to improve the town's flood defences. It would be a shame if the amenities 
SHDC & MPC would like the new occupants to be able to walk to are in future relocated to higher-
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ground, due to those properties in the town being uninsurable due to flooding. Changing weather 
patterns in future are likely to increase the flood risks even without the development of Old Traine 
Field.  The site at Pennpark does not affect the flood-risk within the town. 

 
It is worth commenting that it is often only the good work of locals keeping the storm-drains free of debris that 
stops the town flooding after heavy rain. In the last few weeks council employees have appeared to clear the 
culverts after heavy rain, although locals had already done this at the time it was most needed. Whilst it is 
commendable that the council dispatched someone to look at this, it does serve to highlight the concern SHDC 
must have for the flooding risk.  
 

d) I have read much about how the Old Traine Field development will enable a level walk to the amenities 
of the town. However, the town of Modbury is at the foot of several hills (hence the reason it floods), 
as such all walks away from the lower part of the Town are ultimately up hill. The Old Traine Field itself 
is reasonably steep, as such it is not a level walk to the amenities in the lower part of town.  

 
There isn’t a good route from Old Traine Field to the primary school. The route to school is either up the steps 
on the pavement on Church Street, by crossing the already busy Brownston Street to then up Back Street, 
neither of which are easy with young children and (perhaps) a pushchair.  The physically easier walk, once up 
Ayleston Park, is to walk along Dark Lane and Barrack Road, a large proportion of which has no pavement, a 
blind bend and a Grade 1 listed wall which has already partially fallen down.  
 
4) The traffic 
 
SHDC analysis has suggested 70,000 extra traffic movements per year in Brownston Street, Silverwell Park and 
Ayleston Park. Apart from environmental impact of the added pollution in terms of emissions and noise, there 
are safety issues.  I fear the increase in traffic, particularly in Brownston Street will ultimately necessitate a 
one-way system which in itself will worsen the safety of the roads. 
 
There seems to be a notion that local people with all work locally and live locally. This may be the case for a 
few, but many will commute to Plymouth and the A38. Access in and out of Modbury is much better from the 
Pennpark site. Realistically this commute will be by car, given Modbury is not a great location for anyone 
reliant on public transport. 
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The traffic congestion at times on Brownston Street is already difficult. The access from the A379, especially for 
large vehicles, is awkward. Often vehicles pass each other with one vehicle mounting the pavement. More 
deliveries and commuter traffic won’t be good for the immediate area. 
 
Construction traffic access to Old Traine Field is very difficult, the few lorries that needed to access the site for 
the flood-defence works needed to mount the pavements on all sides of Ayleston Park, in order to turn into 
the site. 
 
Summary 
 
The Neighbourhood Development Plan has some good ideas, however the development of 40 dwellings at Old 
Traine Field isn’t one of them. The consultation itself has not been transparent and it is hugely disappointing as 
this has led to rifts within the community. I am not part of “Stop the Swap” but I fully understand why these 
individuals will have chosen to remain anonymous. The MPC’s recently factsheet not only was short of facts 
but tarnished anyone objecting to the proposal with the accusation that their objection is merely to stop 
access to social housing. From my personal point of view, I find this accusation totally objectionable, I am 
supportive of the need for social housing for local people, but as with any development it should have proper 
scrutiny regarding the site, the impact on the area, the economics of developing it and the quality of the 
development. At present it feels there are those who consider the need for any social housing should override 
any process and due consideration. 
 
It has been cited that objections to the development were done and dusted in 2019 when there was an 
apparent majority decision for the swapping of the sites. However there was no impartial assessment of the 
voting process and the consultation itself was at a time when many people would have been away on holiday 
(we ourselves responded whilst on holiday) and this does not seem to me to be a suitable way to engineer an 
open and honest debate. 
 
I thank you for taking the time to consider my comments. 
 
Best wishes 
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Robin Berry  I would like to object to the development of Old Traine Field for the following reasons: 
1. Traffic congestion and road safety. 

Building 40 new homes will bring an extra 60 - 80 cars to Modbury.  
These cars will have to pass through the most congested part of town. 
Brownston Street is essentially single carriage way because of parking. 
Its residents are resistant to a one way system. 
New residents will use their cars for the school run, either Modbury or other local facilities, going to work and 
accessing the local supermarkets. 
The main road out of Modbury is the A379, which the Penn Parks site sits on. 
To reach the A379 from Old Traine field, cars will have to negotiate vehicles parked on Brownston Street, or 
the pedestrians using Dark Lane. 
Church Street is also single carriage way because of parking. 
Other than the A379, routes out of Modbury are single carriage way with passing places and already becoming 
increasingly congested. 
Silverwell Park sees an increasing volume of overspill parking from Brownston Street often reducing it to single 
file access. 
2. The Old Traine Field is a green space enjoyed by many. Whilst the potential housing has  been imposed by 
local government, the site is difficult, will be expensive to develop and may not deliver the number of homes 
advertised. There are concerns about the quantity of car parking provision provided. The Bloor development 
shows that provision often falls well short of demand in modern housing estates. 
3. By taking away the field, water run off will increase and will drain into the brook down stream of the flood 
defences and therefore increasing the flood risk to the town. The flow of water through the brook is already 
dependent on goodwill actions from local residents. 
 

Vanessa Potts 
 

I support genuinely affordable homes for Modbury people now and for future generations. 
Other comments I would like to make on the Neighbourhood Plan are below. 
We do not want further development at Palm Cross where houses have been advertised for holiday homes, 
obviously too many, too expensive houses built, not what Modbury wanted or needed.What is needed are 
really affordable houses well built to be affordable to run as well as buy for the people who work locally and 
provide the local services we all need.The site east of Aylestone Park seems ideally suited to fill these needs 
especially providing 50% affordable housing. 
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Alison Wood Dear Neighbourhood Planning Team 
 
Response to SHDC reg 16 Consultation on Modbury Neighbourhood Plan (September 2020) 
 
I have been a resident of Modbury for 33 years. 

Declaration of interest: I have been a member of the Neighbourhood Plan steering group for the past 5 years, 
much of that time in the role of minutes secretary, so it is not surprising that I support the Neighbourhood 
Plan. I am responding to the consultation to highlight issues that I personally want to emphasise. 

 

The aim of Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Group, working with and for the Parish Council, has been to listen to 
the needs, wishes and hopes for the future, of those living in the Parish and to then encapsulate these wishes 
into a robust plan backed by evidence. 

It has been a long and painstaking process, so many formal meetings and informal events, exhibitions, 
consultations, visits to the  school, businesses and  health centre, as well as the more formal consultations the 
household  questionnaire, Draft Plan Consultation (2018) and the advisory re-consultation on the East of 
Ayleston Park housing numbers (2019).   

From the themes of the consultations, policies have been developed including those to conserve the town’s 
historic heritage, protect and enhance the landscape, biodiversity and sustain the environment, to support 
local shops and businesses and maintain a vibrant community life. The need to improve safe pedestrian access 
to facilities, especially the school and recreation ground is vital to sustain community life. 

Understandably where homes are built evokes strong opinions and there are advantages and disadvantages 
to all sites. 

The need for affordable housing in perpetuity for those growing up in Modbury and wanting to stay in the 
town was clearly expressed early on in community engagement events.  Modbury has lower than average 
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incomes and house prices that are above average. The Neighbourhood Plan Group sought information and 
input  from those involved with providing a variety of models of affordable housing including SHDC Community 
Housing Team and Devon and Cornwall Housing. This was long before decisions about proposed development 
sites to be included in the plan had been made.  To have steered a route through national and local planning 
regulations and reached a point where a willing landowner has been in negotiations with South Hams 
Community Housing Team to enable high standard affordable housing in perpetuity  on the East of Ayleston 
Park Site, to me seems to be a very positive outcome for the future of Modbury if the plan is adopted. 

The proposal of the preferred site of East Park Ayleston site rather than the Pennparks site is not a new 
proposal, it was part of the Draft Plan March 2018. In order to comply with the Joint Local Plan, the number of 
homes had to be increased from 25 to 40, which led to the advice to re-consult on this change in July 2019. 

The neighbourhood planning group looked at the balance of attributes of the respective potential 
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.  

I find it sad and disappointing that those who have concerns about the East of Ayleston Park development 
site have not been more visible in their engagement in informal events and  formal meetings of both the 
Parish Council and Neighbourhood Plan Group, to enable discussion and debate. 

Yours sincerely 

Edward Smith  
 Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Objection  
Dear Sir / Madam.  
Please see the below response for my objection to the proposed, SWAP and to the Policy MNP 3.  
1. Human Factors:  
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- A good neighbourhood plan should first and foremost talk about the design of good places and spaces for 
people. The location should have good access to facilities, services and the road network, and should examine 
typical use cases for families and individuals in the 21st Century.  
- Modbury is a commuter town with most residents commuting to Plymouth, Ivybridge, Kingsbridge, Exeter 
and surrounding areas for work. Access to the road network is a daily necessity for many. The reduced time 
and distance from the A379 makes Pennparks a more suitable location. Adding housing at Pennparks 
discourages use of local cut-throughs such as Sheepham which have seen increases in traffic and accidents in 
recent years.  
- The proposed MNP does not detail provision for outside spaces, sheds, garages and gardens. Plans for East of 
Ayleston Park show a housing density not in keeping with housing and historic buildings in the nearby area.  
- For the size of town, Modbury has a fantastic array of clubs, social groups and sporting activities. Residents of 
a new housing development are encouraged to integrate with the wider Modbury Community. Typically, these 
congregate at the Memorial Hall, the School, the Churches and the QE Pavillion. On foot these locations are 
significantly more accessible from the Pennparks site (in terms of distance, and height climb). Walking from 
Pennparks the street lighting is better at night, and there are fewer road crossings/junctions to navigate. The 
MNP considers just distance, whereas from a HF perspective, this is a small part of the story. The shops, on 
balance are slightly more accessible from East Ayleston Park. Most families will visit local shops once or twice a 
week, but would visit the School, Memorial Hall and Churches daily. Local businesses in the town are usually 
happy to deliver.  
- The MNP shows no need or want for more flats, but approximately half of the proposed housing to the East 
of Ayleston Park is flats. In a post Covid era, demand for flats has stalled. It would be short-sighted to make 
plans for building flats, unless a long-term recovery of this sector is seen.  
- The MNP shows limited human factors consideration. Review of the “detailed” Arcadis Highways and 
Engineering site assessments shows documentation of poor form, very opinionated and with little fact. 
Stakeholder engagement has been a failure in the MNP project, and I would strongly advise future MNP groups 
to adopt more of a Systems approach.  
 
2. Safety  
- Safety should be the number one priority of any Neighbourhood Plan, and a significant factor when deciding 
the location of any new development.  
 
- To drive anywhere from the East Ayleston Park development the main routes are as follows:  
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1) Drive down Brownston street for travel East on the A379. The Silverwell Park/Brownston Street turning is 
dangerous often with poor line visibility due to inconsiderate parking.  
 
Brownston Street is narrow with parked cars either side and is unsuitable for two-way traffic. Almost every 
week I hear complaints of knocked off wing mirrors, damage to cars and near-misses.  
2) Use of Sheepham, as a cut through to Ivybridge and to the A38 (Plymouth and Exeter). The road constantly 
log jams, and is noted in the proposed neighbourhood plan as ‘dangerous for vehicles and pedestrians’.  
3) Access West to the A379 through Dark Lane and Barracks Road. This is an area with poor lighting (hence the 
name!) and pedestrians on the road due to a lack of footpaths. Youngsters regularly cross these roads near the 
school. The Dark Lane to Barracks Road corner is dangerous, and there have been many incidents over the 
years. Visibility is restricted to the left hand side (looking downhill) when turning right from Palm Cross Green 
onto the A379. Without knocking down the properties restricting the view, little more can be done!  
4) The lane out towards the B3196 at California Cross. Due to the blind corners and poor visibility, a 
disproportionate number of incidents have occurred over the years.  
 
By contrast, the Pennparks development leads straight onto the A379, avoiding the myriad of dangerous 
junctions in the area.  
- Ayleston Park is located on a steep hill and in winter, cars struggle with the ice. Accidents have occurred with 
visitors failing to realise the gradient of the slope, loss of control in the ice/snow, and failing to leave vehicles 
parked in gear. The Pennparks site is flat, has good access and avoids these issues with safety. I assume SHDC 
and MPC are happy to accept liability for any accidents that occur?  
- The proposed entrance to the East Ayleston Park development (from Ayleston Park) is too narrow for two-
way traffic. Plans show a >90° turn (on a blind corner) onto narrow access road with poor line of sight visibility. 
The retaining structures on both sides of the access road (approximately 4.3m in height) and a second corner 
shortly after will prevent visibility of opposing traffic when entering/exiting the development. Parking is 
already an issue in Ayleston Park, and I fear spill out parking from this development will make emergency 
access impossible.  
- The SWAP proposal lacks consideration of pedestrian, traffic and access implications of the Ayleston Park 
area. I would like to have seen more thorough assessment of the risk and mitigation measures. On safety 
grounds, development East of Ayleston Park would be unwise. Pennparks entirely avoids these issues.  
 
3. Environment:  
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- Modbury made national news for being the first plastic bag free UK town (and should be proud of its eco 
credentials). The MNP lacks ambition and does little to investigate suitable development sites based on 
environmental aspects. 3.1 Location  
 
- Retaining structures over 4 metres high are required throughout the East Ayleston Park development. Deep 
excavations and Hundreds of tonnes of additional concrete are needed over and above that for development 
of the same number of properties at Pennparks. This is extremely inefficient construction, and it will take a 
lifetime to repay the carbon debt.  
- The popular public footpath running through the site East of Ayleston Park cannot be retained and a green 
field with spectacular views in an AONB will be lost forever. In no way is it the same to walk along a footpath 
next to a block of flats. This would be a huge loss to the community. The footpath shown on the definitive 
maps is one of two footpath routes walked across this field. Both routes have been walked for well over 20 
years, however only the lesser used route has been captured in the plans for housing layout.  
- From East Ayleston Park, to driving out of the development requires a large portion of low speed 
manoeuvres, much of this on steep ground. The site is further from the main roads and unnecessarily will 
contribute to higher pollution. Driving anywhere from East Ayleston Park, requires driving uphill on a cold 
(extremely inefficient) engine. The sloped ground will lead to excess toxins from clutches, brakes and tyres; all 
are harmful, and all can be avoided. The Pennparks entrance leads straight onto the main A road network and 
prevents driving ‘around the houses’. Every vehicle journey will be massively more efficient.  
- Due to the gradient, the excavations and build costs East of Ayleston Park are astronomical. If planned 
carefully, the Pennparks site could result in all homes being more affordable, rather than just the set 
government minimum.  
 
3.2 Future Infrastructure  
- The MNP report provides limited details of infrastructure requirements for a green future in Modbury. With 
plug-in-hybrids and electrification of vehicles, fast charging is becoming increasingly necessary. Provision of 
three phase power and fast charging points for each dwelling should be considered. With flats, provision of 
such infrastructure is impractical to retrofit, especially if no parking is allocated to the properties in the design 
phase. Charging points must be provided in the new properties, and not just the power infrastructure. For a 
leasehold property with shared parking, imagine how difficult this would be to do retrospectively.  
- The topography of the land in East of Ayleston Park makes options such as ground source heat pumps 
expensive (and in places impractical) due to the steep sloping land.  
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- Roof elevation and azimuth angles are not considered in the MNP when selecting an appropriate site. We 
want to continue Modbury’s eco reputation and make options like PV a reality.  
- The MNP discusses shared mobility yet makes no provision for how this will work. I encourage this idea, but 
by no means should this reduce the parking availability for new build properties.  
- Energy storage capacity (Powerwall style) should be included by default with any new build property. It is one 
thing to talk about ‘energy efficiency’, but the MNP must be more specific with its requirements to ensure this 
becomes a reality.  
- The Arcadus site assessment report identifies the “existing sewerage network is under capacity". Based on 
smells at certain times of year, there are clearly sewerage problems towards the bottom end of Ayleston Park. 
If another estate is built, what happens when it is connected into the existing system and it all overflows. Will 
the sewerage all end up in Ayleston Brook?  
- The Ayleston Park attenuation tank for surface water cannot be large enough. Just the other day (27/08/20) 
drainage in Ayleston park was beyond capacity. Modbury sees one of the highest annual rainfalls in the 
country. The design of such systems often follow guidelines for the South West, but rarely account for localised 
data. Flooding is a real concern for the Modbury town centre. Development East of Ayleston Park will make 
this worse.  
 
 
4. Parking and Roads  
- The MNP does not adequately consider parking. Based on households in and around the area, a minimum 
requirement would be 2 parking spaces per property, and 1 visitor space per two properties. Garages rarely get 
used for parking, and whilst I encourage more garage spaces, outside parking should not be reduced as a 
result. The current development layout shows an average of less than one parking space per property. This will 
mean cars spill out into Ayleston Park, Silverwell Park and inevitably onto the (already over capacity) 
Brownston street.  
- Section 3.2.3 of the DCC “Highways In Residential and Commercial Estates – Design Guide” says a type R2 
access road should have at least two accesses into an estate serving more than 100 dwellings. The Silverwell 
Park entrance would (if these plans go ahead) serve 105 dwellings, thus is non-compliant. Emergency vehicles 
and on-call doctors struggle with this area of Modbury due to the car parking situation. It would be negligent 
to develop East of Ayleston Park without an additional access road.  
 
5. History  
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- The field East of Ayleston Park is based on the site of an ancient Medieval Compound. There is evidence of a 
settlement within the area of this field based on “HER Number: MDV128482”. A detailed historic survey should 
have been carried out prior to putting forward the SWAP proposal. I think there is real historical significance to 
this field.  
- Old Traine overlooks the proposed development and provides a wealth of history dating from the 15th 
century. A modern housing development is not in keeping.  
 
As the proposal for Pennparks shows, there are far more suitable options nearby.  
6. Modbury Parish Council and MNP group Approach  
- Modbury Parish Council failed to notify residents of this consultation until 2/3 of the way through the 
consultation period. This was poorly advertised on the MPC and SHDC websites, and even now, you would 
need to go looking to know it was there! The consultation was conducted during August, the busiest time of 
year for typical Modbury workers in the farming and tourism industries. The MPC website is not WCAG 
compliant and is marked as insecure. Much of the NP website was down in the weeks leading to the 
consultation. I believe efforts have been made in an attempt to fail to notify the community of this 
consultation.  
- The MPC fact checker posted is full of carefully chosen snippets of information, rather than the whole picture. 
It contained rather more opinion than fact.  
- I am aware of residents in the community too scared to respond to this consultation due to fear of retaliation 
from MPC and MNP individuals. Ultimately, we all want the best for this fantastic town. Let’s stop hiding things 
from residents and have an open and honest consultation.  
 
Yours Faithfully  
 

A J Wood 

 

Having read the Neighbourhood Plan I would like to raise a number of concerns: 

1. Landscape. The proposal in MNP03 to develop east of Ayleston Park will have a significant impact on the 
landscape. The site is in a prominent position 30m above the town and is clearly seen from parts of the town 
and the footpaths on the surrounding hills in the AONB. The plan says that all new development will respect 
and where possible enhance local landscape character and tranquillity. 40 houses on a small, elevated site will 
do the opposite. 
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2. Amenity Value. The field is a popular space that would be a great loss to the community if developed. It 
contributes to community facilities of open space with a public right of way, a good link to different parts of 
the town and important views that should be safeguarded. The plan says that Modbury lacks sufficient open 
space, why build on this one which is currently accessed by residents? 
3. Traffic. The plan does not address traffic congestion and the lack of pavements to link essential parts of the 
town. Changing development sites from Pennpark to one east of Ayleston Park, a site that can only be 
accessed through the town, appears to be irrational and in direct contradiction to the policies in the Plan. It will 
increase congestion within the town, especially along Brownston Street. No solutions to this problem are 
offered – just support for a further study into a relief road that has been dismissed on previous occasions and 
will not resolve the problem of congestion in Modbury. 
4. Development. Building on a steeply sloping site will require considerable earth moving and all the plant and 
large, heavy vehicles required to develop the site will have to transit through the town creating chaos and 
safety concerns on the roads for more than a year. 
5. Brownfield First. The proposal to substitute a brownfield site agreed in the JLP with a greenfield site goes 
against Government and planning guidelines in protecting valuable countryside. 
6. Selection. I have been unable to find justification for the change of sites, although it appears to be driven by 
the requirements of the recently introduced SHDC Community Housing Scheme. Details and the implications of 
this scheme have not been explained but the adverse impact on the town in developing a new site is a very 
high price to pay. 

It is difficult to see how the suggested development of the site east of Ayleston Park is preferable, or in keeping 
with its surroundings. Pennpark is on the edge of the town, close to the A379 and is a partially developed site 
that currently has little to offer the community. It is available, meets the requirement for 40 houses and has 
been already been approved in the JLP.  

Carol Farrand 

Peter Foster 
 

We wish to express support for the creation of more, truly affordable homes in the town, which could be 
achieved by developing the site east of Ayleston. The existing homes there are attractive and echo our 
georgian architecture, and it is hoped that future  buildings would do the same. 
There are additional reasons for this site, namely it would spread the new development around Modbury 
instead of making the western end of town 'top heavy'.This would also mean easier access to the centre for 
older people downsizing, as well as young families. 
We note also that there would be sufficient new parking, thereby not worsening an exisiting parking problem. 
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We also ee that SW Water is positive about this site, as flooding has become another issue which needs 
addrssing. 
If S Hams and Modbury are to partner in the development, there would be greater control at local  level over 
quaility, design, sustainability and landscaping. 
This is such a beautiful area in which to live, and these future developments need to build on that. 
 
 

Submitted by Dane Rogers on behalf of 
the Rogers family and the trustees of 
the Traine estate, on 13th September 
2020 
 

SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF THE MODBURY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 2015 – 2034  
 
The Rogers family have a long history in Modbury dating back to the early 1700s and have owned land in and 
around the village since the 1850s. We are delighted to be able to fully support the Modbury Neighbourhood 
Plan (MNP) to help to ensure that Modbury remains a balanced, vibrant and healthy place to live, both now 
and in the future. We consider the policies to be well designed to help sustain community well-being, protect 
local heritage, enable local development, including the provision of affordable housing, improve local 
communications and traffic conditions, foster thriving local businesses and protect the local environment.  
 
Our longstanding partnership with the town is well illustrated most recently by the development of Ayleston 
Park on Traine Estate land, which included a gift of the land on which the Millennium Meadow is now situated. 
Alongside the current consultation we are in discussion with the Neighbourhood Plan Group about the 
possibility of gifting further land adjacent to the Millennium Meadow, to create a community woodland and 
amenity area, further demonstrating our support for the MNP commitment to enhancing community open 
space.  
 
After an initial approach by the Neighbourhood Plan Group (NPG), the family have been in discussion with 
them (and subsequently with SHDC as well) to explore how we could help the town to realise its own 
ambitions. We have kept abreast of the local planning process over that time, including the extensive 
consultations that has taken place. For example, we are aware of the 2016 questionnaire survey of Modbury 
residents, which showed that 89% of the respondents confirmed they did not want all the new housing to be in 
one part of the town; whereas the Joint Local Plan (JLP) proposed two sites on the west side of the town 
totalling 173 new dwellings and none on the eastern side of the town. 
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We know that SHDC have confirmed that a substitution of sites in the MNP would not undermine the aims of 
the JLP as long as the same number of homes fulfilled the necessary requirements and was considered to meet 
the needs of the community. A further consultation paper was produced in July 2019 that showed proposed 
housing on our land east of Ayleston Park for 40 homes to replace the allocation of the same number at Penn 
Park on the western side of the town. We understand that the MNP was able to propose this as the Penn Park 
site was not considered a strategic one in the JLP, and provided that there is clear evidence and support for an 
alternative site. 
 
We agree with the Parish Council’s view that the site being proposed on our land is much better contained in 
the landscape, as it lies within the fold of the valley and landscape belts established to the east. It will also 
enable development more in scale and keeping with Modbury and will help to balance the spatial distribution 
of development across the town. It will also provide an easier walk to and from town centre facilities, helping 
to sustain social contact and healthy lifestyles. The Neighbourhood Plan consultations have shown that there is 
a better package of proposals which can deliver a more balanced and sustainable future for the town. 
 
It is worth noting that the land east of Ayleston Park was part of a larger site of nearly 10ha in size identified in 
the JLP consultations which extended right down to the stream (Tuckers Brook) to the east of the Ayleston 
Park estate, which was not included in the JLP as adopted. After the adoption of the JLP discussions were held 
between the family, the Neighbourhood Plan Group (NPG) and SHDC about the possibility of restricting 
housing development to a much smaller site of just under 1.5ha for up to 40 homes to reflect the outcome of 
Neighbourhood Plan consultations that overwhelmingly wanted to rebalance the distribution of proposed 
housing in the town.  
 
The Rogers family confirmed we were a willing vendor and that the land could be made available for 
development. SHDC then commenced an independent Strategic Environmental Assessment which was 
favourable in its conclusion that the site could be brought forward for development and that there was no 
impediment to do so. The east of Ayleston Park site offers better pedestrian access to most town centre 
facilities and a safe pedestrian route to the school. The independent Strategic Environmental Assessment 
concluded that this site had significant advantages in terms of health and transportation due to easy 
pedestrian access to the town centre facilities which will encourage walking rather than cars for local journeys. 
We feel it is important to note that existing public footpaths will be retained on the site. 
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Discussions between the NPG and SHDC have culminated in a signed agreement with the Rogers family which 
confirms that SHDC will have an option to purchase the land to deliver a community-led development for 40 
homes which includes 20 affordable homes – a significant increase on the JLP’s 30% target. SHDC, by becoming 
both the purchaser of the land and developer of genuinely affordable homes, will be able to ensure that they 
remain affordable in perpetuity. By partnering in this way, SHDC will ensure that Modbury residents will have a 
say in the design, build quality, sustainability, and landscaping of the entire site not just the affordable 
element. The agreement between SHDC and the Rogers family thus ensures the site can be brought forward in 
line with the policies of the MNP.  
 
The Rogers family consequently fully support policy MNP3 for the land east of Ayleston Park site and have 
agreed with SHDC that: 
 

1. 50 % of the units (i.e. 20 units) will comprise affordable housing – a mixture of a) Affordable Housing 
for Discount Sale or b) Affordable Rent (capped at local housing allowance rates) for residents of 
Modbury community which would be preserved at affordable levels for local people in perpetuity. 

  
2. There will be safe and convenient access for all, including good pedestrian access to the town centre. 

 
3. Close attention to landscaping and public space, particularly to the south and west of the site.  

 
4. The scheme will deliver high quality design of the houses both their vernacular and environmental 

standards, such that the scheme is not just addressing the cost of buying or renting a property but 
also running costs. The SHDC Community Housing team in collaboration with Modbury Community is 
working to an agreed design standard  

 
5. A Principal Residence Restriction (by covenant) will apply – as the inclusion of “holiday homes” within 

the development is contrary to the objectives of the NP  
 
The Rogers family also fully support Policy MNP5 of the MNP which requires housing development (apart from 
replacement dwellings) to supply homes for all ages, to create a healthy demographic spread, avoiding a focus 
on any one particular age group at the expense of others so that opportunities to own or rent a home are 
equally available to all. The proposal to include at least 75% of 1, 2 and 3 bedrooms to reflect local need for 
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single people, couples and families in order to improve the balance of housing stock in the locality is also 
supported. 
 
The Rogers family also support the other policies and proposals in the Plan and in particular Policy MNP2 
which specifically refers to the design and construction requirements for all new development. 
 

Andrew Lang I would like to object to the proposed "swap" of the Penn Park site by the one east of Ayleston Park in the 
Modbury neighbourhood plan, on the grounds that 
 
- it would lead to the loss of a public footpath across open land.  
- it would exacerbate the traffic problems on nearby roads especially Brownston Street and Sheepham. 
 
Regards,  
 

Pip Ainsworth 
 

Sirs, 
 
I would like to make my objection known to the creation of a proposed  'town square' in the Poundwell short 
term car park, as identified in the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Modbury has a serious lack of parking spaces, especially short term. The viability of Modbury's shops will be 
seriously jeopardized if these essential parking spaces are removed. 
The centre section of the Poundwell Car Park is fully utilised by residents and visitors to the medical centre. If 
the short term parking is removed in favour of a village square it would necessitate shoppers using what few 
spaces may be remaining in the lower car park which, to many, would be too far to walk.  
The Co-op is an essential supplier to Modbury residents and also relies heavily on passing trade.  If this  trade is 
substantially reduced by the lack of adjacent parking the shops might become unviable and eventually close. I 
suggest that the Co-op is a draw to  the town and an essential feeder for Modbury's other fine shops which 
would suffer substantial loss of footfall due to lack of parking.   
 
Modbury has very little public transport so many residents rely on our shops. The whole town would be 
seriously affected should any of our shops close.  Please do not let this happen. 
 



Name/Organisation Comments 

Modbury has existed for hundreds of years without a 'town square' and I see no sensible reason for 
introducing one in a much needed car park . Who will benefit? Will it become a beer garden extension to the 
adjacent public house?  
There are three other licensed premises with garden facilities  
 
 Please retain our short term parking facility in order to save our town. 
 
Yours faithfully, 

Pip Ainsworth 
 

Sirs, 
 
Whilst not expressing an opinion on the proposed housing estate to the East of Ayleston Park I would ask 
whether the town's new flood prevention  system would be adequate for such a development.   
 
Whilst the system had worked well until recently I have been advised that it was severely stretched by the 
heavy rainfall at the end of August 2020.  Has an extensive study been undertaken to ascertain whether it 
would cope with an additional housing estate? 
 
I look forward to your response. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

FLOOD RISK - DCC 
Helen Montgomery 
 

In terms of the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan, any new development should produce a surface water 
management strategy in line with our SuDS for Devon Guidance (2017). This will ensure that the development 
will not result in an increase in flood risk by mimicking greenfield runoff rates via attenuation techniques.  We 
would be happy to liaise with developers and/or their consultants through our pre application service 
https://www.devon.gov.uk/floodriskmanagement/planning-and-development/pre-application-advice/. 
 
Kind Regards 

Jo woodcock I have lived in Modbury for nearly 40 years. 
I have tried to buy when I was a young newly wed but our wages did not keep up with mortgage rises and we 
lost both our home and marriage. 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/GRl0C0YY7F17vkHwxGWH?domain=devon.gov.uk/
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I then had a two bedroomed council house and upgraded to a new shared ownership home on the ,then new , 
champernowne estate. This is where I am now although it has not been easy maintaining a home on my own. 
My two younger sons still enjoy to live in Modbury and one has been fortunate to purchase a shared 
ownership on the palm cross estate. 
They are 6 th generation Modbury folk and we do not ever want to leave Modbury, so I would hope that the 
east of aylestone park site will give genuinely affordable homes for young folk ,who have yet to start their 
families ,and older folk like myself who would downsize to a property that was nearer the towns facilities . 
I have visual impairments and would love to live further in the town freeing up my home for a family. 
In our  experience the palm cross shared ownership are not affordable although as a family we are scrimping 
together to keep this new house going. 
The E of A park homes appear to address the needs of the not so affluent. 
We always knew there would be a divide in Modbury when the aylestone park mansions were built. 
Modbury is full of delightful , normal waged people and we need houses that reflect that. 
Also, I do not want to see another divide with so many houses on the palm cross estate. 
It is lovely now, please don't spoil it by making it a small town within a town. 
Jõ. 
 
 

Kate Ashbrook 
General Secretary 
The Open Spaces Society 
25a Bell Street 
Henley-on-Thames RG9 2BA (please note I am 
working part of the time at home) 
tel 07771 655694 email: hq@oss.org.uk 
website www.oss.org.uk 

 

Dear Mr Smith 
 
Could you please remove the Open Spaces Society’s comment on this plan.  Having read further we appreciate 
that we had not taken account of all the issues and it is really best left to local people to determine. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

John Archibald To the Independent Planning Examiner for the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Dear Examiner, As a Modbury 
Resident, I wish to object to one part of the new plan - the late stage decision to propose switching the site for 
additional housing from the previously agreed Pennpark site to the newly proposed East of Ayleston Park/ Old 
Traine Field site: Policy MNP 3. Like the majority of residents, I supported the previous plan that was put 
forward in a Neighbourhood Plan questionnaire in August 2016. A re-consultation document circulated in 
August 2019 proposed the switch of sites from Pennpark to Old Traine Field and I objected most strongly then 

mailto:hq@oss.org.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/EkErCoVVligr9oSz8ENa?domain=oss.org.uk/
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to that proposed switch. There were and are many reasons for this. The main ones from my point of view are 
as follows: Environment. Old Traine Field is one of the best open green field sites in Modbury. It has a much 
used footpath crossing it, with lovely views across the town. This should be designated as one of our most 
precious green spaces in the Plan, and protected as such, not destroyed by building high-density houses and 
flats. Switching to this site would conflict with policies MNP 12, 13 and 14. The Pennpark site has no such 
drawbacks and has more space. Traffic.Brownston Street is already heavily congested and the proposed switch 
would add major increased congestion to it and to Dark Lane, Silverwell Park and Ayleston Park. A professional 
Transport Review (by Miles White Transport, 27th July 2020) has elaborated the disadvantages of the 
proposed switch and the advantages of the Pennpark plan. In particular, adoption of MNP-3 would make it 
impossible to comply with the requirements of MNP7. Flood risk. The proposed switch site is adjacent to 
Modbury's area of highest flood risk and would increase run -off risk into the centre of Modbury, and would 
overload the sewage handling capacity of Modbury. The Pennpark site does not drain through the town and 
would avoid any increased flood risk or drainage problems. Accessibility Many facilities in Modbury are more 
accessible from the Pennpark site than from the Old Traine Field site. It is incorrect to claim otherwise. This has 
been fully documented in the Transport Review referred to above. In particular, Pennpark has an easily 
developable pedestrian access to the school and town. Please note that I do not object to the Plan as a whole, 
only to the Policy MNP 3. The Pennpark site should not be dropped and the plan should revert to that site, as 
was previously agreed by all concerned, including the JLP. Also, I am not at all opposed to affordable housing, 
but 20 flats with no apparent parking provision, squeezed onto a site that is too small and too steeply sloping, 
is not what Modbury needs or wants. Finally, the proposal to build 40 new homes on a site that is much 
smaller than the east of Ayleston Park area that was previously rejected by SHDC and the JLP for 25 new 
homes makes no sense and should be rejected.  
 
Yours sincerely,  

Andrew Rathbone 
 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

The Neighbourhood Plan responds pragmatically to the wishes of Modbury community and includes 

ambitions that will see the quality of life here improved; not everything on a wish-list can be included, 

but this is a very good attempt, meant well. 
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Specifically addressing the Land Swop, the choice for housing is simple; favour either a maximum of 

30% affordable housing at Penn Park to the west of Modbury and hardly worth the title (as these can 

be bought and sold on in due course), or 50% truly affordable housing on Traine Field to the east of 

Modbury (as requested by Modbury folk, a balanced growth the town) and these in perpetuity, for the 

younger and older and not for sale in the future at any time. It seems to me a straightforward choice for 

the social health of Modbury: Vote for the site swop and allow all folk to live here. 
 

David Stuart 
 
David Stuart 
Historic Places Adviser 
david.stuart@historicengland.org.uk 
 

Dear Mr Smith 
 
Modbury Neighbourhood Plan:  Regulation 16 consultation 
 
Thank you for your Regulation 16 consultation on the submitted version of the Modbury 
Neighbourhood Plan.  Our apologies for not responding before now and we hope that our advice can 
still be accommodated. 
 
The focus of our attention is policy MP3 which proposes the allocation of a site east of Ayleston Park 
for the development of 40 homes. 
 
In our response to the re-consultation of the Plan’s housing site proposals as policy MP3 in the 
summer of 2019 we reiterated the need, originally identified in our response to the preceding 
Regulation 14 consultation relating to other proposed development sites, for appropriate evidence to 
demonstrate that the site could be developed in the manner proposed without causing harm to 
heritage assets.  This would ensure that the Plan would be in conformity with overarching policy in 
the Local Plan and National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) for the protection and enhancement of 
the historic environment. 
 
Having gone through the suite of documents submitted with the Plan and those available on the 
Plan’s own website unfortunately we can still only find very limited information to indicate that our 
advice may have been heeded.  The submitted Consultation Statement and related documents, for 



Name/Organisation Comments 

example, provide little indication of how our advice has been received, acknowledged and 
accommodated. 
 
The SEA Environmental Report (p37-) helpfully confirms the relevance of our guidance on SEAs and 
the role of Setting, inter alia, in Site Assessment exercises to determine their suitability for 
development (p62) but there appears to be no detail on how this has been applied to the site in 
question.  Paras 5.22 & 5.23 (p38) and the site assessment in Table 4.3 (p22) make assertions about 
which assets may be relevant and how their heritage significance might be affected, stating that 
development will be within the setting of the Grade II Listed Gate Cottage but not elaborating on how 
this should inform both the allocation in principle and its ability to accommodate the quantum of 
proposed development in particular.  The site is stated as not being within the setting of the 
Conservation Area but again the basis of this conclusion is not evident.  No other features within the 
Historic Environment Record are on or adjacent to the site but this excludes any reference to the 
relevance their settings might have to the proposed policy.  The stated reasons for the choice of 
preferred site are set out in para 4.26 (p32) but there is no reference to the historic environment, and 
particularly that there would be an absence of harm, in the list of considerations.  Given that Table 
4.3 concludes that there is likely to be an adverse effect on the historic environment (without 
mitigation measures) this would seem to be something of an oversight. 
 
None of this is to assert that the allocation of the site and the specific development of 40 homes will 
cause harm to heritage assets, nor is there any automatic implication that heritage assets other than 
those which have been identified are in fact relevant to the site assessment process.  The issue is that 
the evidence base falls short of an appropriate demonstration that harm will not be caused, or that if 
it will it has been avoided as much as possible and/or can be mitigated to a reasonable extent. 
   
We are conscious of the advanced stage which the Plan process has now reached and 
notwithstanding that our original advice was offered two years ago we recognise the desirability of a 
ready and easily expeditable solution.  One approach which has worked successfully in other similar 
scenarios is to secure the advice of your authority’s Conservation Officer to confirm the suitability of 



Name/Organisation Comments 

the policy from an historic environment perspective, and to identify whether the policy would benefit 
from modification or additional acceptance criteria to make it acceptable from a conformity point of 
view. 
 
If such an approach is pursued we would be happy to defer to its outcome and the discretion of the 
Examiner in its accommodation.      
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Questionnaire Responses 

Questionnaire Response – Vicky Perry 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication from 

the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and the 

community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

I was very surprised when residents were asked in 2019 to consider a change of 

site. I do not think it was made clear at the time, why the sites should be changed 

and there was limited time to respond. I had not been made aware of any 

residents in the town unhappy with the original proposal. It felt like a committee 

somewhere had decided that they knew best and that Old Traine Field should the 

site to develop regardless of how the town's residents felt, so they were going to 

try and change the proposal. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

The opportunity to comment and respond to proposals has been very limited. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 



Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or 

parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if 

the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Brownston Street is already very congested. Cars regularly park on the double 

yellow lines, which reduce the already small amount of passing places. If Old Traine 

Field was to be developed then I dread to think of difficulties the increase in traffic 

will cause. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate 

and sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the 

town’s unique natural environment, protect important views and 

skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No Opinion 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained 

away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Flooding is a problem for many towns and villages around the country and almost 

always caused by over development. Extensive work has been carried out in the 

town to try and prevent the floods we've had in the past, and I am concerned that 

impact of a development in the Old Traine Field has not be fully considered with 

regards to flooding. 



Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do 

you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned 

proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique 

environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at 

Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

I understand that we don't have much choice in accepting some additional housing 

has to be built in Modbury. However the sudden change of sites is alarming. Why, 

when it has been stated many times by various organisations and professionals 

that the Old Traine Field should not be developed, are we suddenly being told that 

this is the better site? I feel that the residents are being railroaded into accepting 

the proposal. 



Name Vicky Perry 

  



 

 

Questionnaire Response – Neill Kovacic-Clarke 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and 

the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

The first time I heard about this was when the Stop the Swap campaign launched 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Absolutely  

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or 

parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 



Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if 

the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

The traffic through sheepham, dark lane & Brownston street is already a nightmare. 

This will cause more congestion on these roads 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

The MPC have consistently lied about the flooding risks here  

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 



The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do 

you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at 

Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

I agree with further developments in Modbury but there are many other sites which 

would be much more suitable. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

The MNP is basically an article of contradictions, as too is the rather intimidating letter 

sent out from the parish council in response to the Stop the Swap campaign. 

The MNP looks good at first but saying things like will not develop Palm Cross Green is 

silly. Of course they’ll be no development there. It’s nothing more than a traffic island! 

Also the idea of a bypass would be devastating to the town. As a local business owner I 

am under no illusion that if there was ever to be any form of bypass then I would have 

to close down. The amount of custom created by passing trade is unbelievable. On 

days when there are parking suspensions on Church Street my business suffers 

massively. If there was no traffic passing through it would definitely be the end for 

myself & a lot of other local traders. 

This plan looks like it has been put together by people who think we’ll put all the right 

words in & make it sound good but there is no substance to it at all. 

I know that this is not necessarily a Parish Council document but I know that a lot of 



councillors are involved with the MNP & I do not have any faith whatsoever in the 

parish council I’m afraid. 

This plan goes against everything that I would want to see for Modbury. I am not 

against growth & new housing, but this has not been though through from a 

community perspective at all. Makes you wonder what’s really going on here? 

Name Neill Kovacic-Clarke  

 

 

 

 

 

Questionnaire Response – S McCoy 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to develop the site 

East of Ayleston? 

No Opinion 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No Opinion 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 



Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if the Old 

Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Congestion and traffic flow is already a problem along Brownston 

Street. A development at Old Traine could gridlock Modbury.  

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause additional issues 

for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique natural 

environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained away from 

the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues within the 

town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Flooding has become a frequent problem in recent years. Any 

development which could potentially worsen the issue would be 

illogical.  

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The poor 

vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely limit the 

development potential of this land’? 

Yes 



The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of easily 

accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public footpath should be 

retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you feel that 

MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal that will realise 

these aspirations to protect our unique environment and save our open spaces for 

the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 development at 

Old Traine Field? 

Green space is more important than ever for mental wellbeing.  

Name S McCoy 

  



 

 

Questionnaire Response – Joe Saunders 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and the 

community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

The communication has been limited and the general feeling of a change being 

hidden among the overall plan is evident. Communication has also been 

planned across busy summer holiday periods which for many may not work. 

Recent publications against stop the swap have suggested that people against 

the development are doing it through a lack of empathy for those in difficult 

situations; completely not the case and the use of emotive language throughout 

was appalling. This document should have stated facts! Not simply have been an 

expression of someones emotion. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to influence 

the future development of Modbury?  

There has been an overriding feeling that a select group wish to rush into 

develop the site east of Ayleston park. Influence over the decision has also been 

further reduced by individuals who took to the Modbury next door forum and 

chose to again display their views rather aggressively by describing Ayleston 

park as "monstrosities." This kind of behaviour makes it difficult for those 

opposing the development to feel comfortable making their viewpoints heard. 



If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking 

conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if the 

Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

The traffic is already busy through the town. It is evident that more cars using 

Brownston street is not a viable option with issues already prominent there. The 

other site would have easy access from the far side of Modbury and have far 

less impact on the town. Ayleston Park will also undoubtedly become congested 

with construction traffic throughout the build; an issue which could be 

alleviated by using the other site which has greater infrastructure for 

construction traffic. The difficult turns along dark lane and also into the Old 

Traine site could also pose issues for deliveries of materials to site. With 

proposals for Modern methods of construction in order to speed up the build 

and reduce cost access could be crucial for large prefab units 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate 

and sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s 

unique natural environment, protect important views and skylines and 

safeguard wildlife? 

No 



Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained 

away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

The town is already prone to flooding. Work that was carried out to try to 

prevent this raises the questions of council intentions. The Old Traine site was 

certainly not viable for development prior to these works; was profiting from 

this site an intention when extensive works were carried out? Without a doubt 

the development will lead to increased water run off from the site! Questions 

should be asked over whether the drainage in place for the town can handle 

additional stormwater without affecting locals and business' in the town. Has 

the cost of additional SUDS to reduce the peaks in water volume been factored 

in? Only the other week there were officials having to check for flooding after 2 

days rain! Is the additional cost of Green roofs, permeable pavements or 

infiltration basins really worth the switch of sites?  

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that 

‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography 

severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits 

of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned 

proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique 

environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 



Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old 

Traine? 

No 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in relation 

to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

N/A 

Name Joe Saunders 

 



Questionnaire Response – Andrea Burton 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication from 

the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and the 

community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

Yes, what communication there was seemed to be poorly judged and executed. It 

took residents by surprise and appeared to fly in the face of earlier consultation. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to influence 

the future development of Modbury?  

It seems a bit like many other referenda both here and abroad; keep going until 

you get the decision that suits. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or 

parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if 

the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Any reasonable inspection of the site at Old Traine and objective analysis would 

reveal a narrow, dog-legged approach road leading to an elevated site is a recipe 

for congestion, pollution and difficulty for the emergency services. 



Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate 

and sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s 

unique natural environment, protect important views and skylines and 

safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained 

away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

I would query any assumption by MPC that the site is suitable and that any run off 

can be adequately contained at the bottom of the town. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that 

‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography 

severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits 

of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do 

you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned 

No 



proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique 

environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old 

Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

Old Traine is a site of much natural beauty and no little historical significance 

being close to a medieval site. It offers a diversity of wildlife including grass 

snakes, common lizards and even kingfishers. All this and more would be 

jeopardised with the proposed development. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

That Modbury needs more development at this point in time is a moot point 

given developments recently completed or in progress. Where further 

development is needed surely brownfield sites such as Penn Park ought to be 

developed first. 

Name Andrea Burton 

 

  



 

 

Questionnaire Response – Edward Smith 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication from 

the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and the 

community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

See attached letter to neighbourhood.planning@swdevon.gov.uk 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to influence 

the future development of Modbury?  

See attached letter to neighbourhood.planning@swdevon.gov.uk 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or 

parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

mailto:neighbourhood.planning@swdevon.gov.uk
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Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if 

the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

See attached letter to neighbourhood.planning@swdevon.gov.uk 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate 

and sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s 

unique natural environment, protect important views and skylines and 

safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained 

away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

See attached letter to neighbourhood.planning@swdevon.gov.uk 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that 

‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography 

severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits 

of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

mailto:neighbourhood.planning@swdevon.gov.uk
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The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do 

you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned 

proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique 

environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old 

Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

See attached letter to neighbourhood.planning@swdevon.gov.uk 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

See attached letter to neighbourhood.planning@swdevon.gov.uk 

Name Edward Smith 
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Questionnaire Response – Oliver Smith 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to develop the 

site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained away from 

the town should be used if available? 

Yes 



Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The poor 

vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely limit the 

development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of easily 

accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public footpath should 

be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you feel 

that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal that will 

realise these aspirations to protect our unique environment and save our open 

spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? No 

Name Oliver Smith 

  



 

 

 

Questionnaire Response – Emma Smith 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal 

to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Yes 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have 

an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of 

the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional 

traffic if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

The narrow streets of Modbury struggle to cope with the current traffic at the best of 

times due to the streets being lined with vehicles. Without enough parking for the 



proposed development being provided there will be more vehicles parking on roads 

nearby even though they can't cope. Additional building of dwellings in an area with only 

one access road would cause even more strain on a road network built for much less use. 

An additional 72000 movements on Brownston Street each year will only increase the risk 

of pedestrians' safety, and that isn't to mention the harm of the pollution to their health. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 



The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, 

do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site 

at Old Traine? 

No 

Name Emma Smith 

 



Questionnaire Response – Mary Smith 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal 

to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

Communication was poor . 

The Neighbourhood Plan website was down for many months. 

Minimum consultation period of six weeks has not been long enough. 

I found the Modbury Parish Council last minute leaflet posted through the door 

somewhat intimidating. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Clearer presentation of the facts would have been welcome with a more open and longer 

consultation. 

Voting should have been conducted in a constitutional manner. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will 

have an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic 

flow and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested 

parts of the town? 

Yes 



Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional 

traffic if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

The additional traffic particularly on roads without pavements poses a risk to pedestrians. 

Access to the Old Traine Field involves driving through many narrow roads. Many of the 

roads suffer from lack of parking spaces for residents.Visibility at junctions is often 

impaired by parked high-sided vehicles. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may 

cause additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark 

Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

The site is very boggy and steeply sloped towards the brook. 

Any development may have a detrimental affect on the costly flood defences which have 

recently been completed. 

Nobody wants to see Modbury town flooded again. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine 

site that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the 

steep topography severely limit the development potential of this 

land’? 

Yes 



The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine 

field with its public footpath should be retained as an open 

space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. 

But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and 

well-reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to 

protect our unique environment and save our open spaces for the 

future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for 

the removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a 

site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed 

MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

The access to the site is poor. 

Traffic congestion through the approach roads will cause safety problems as well as 

increasing pollution. 

The site is teeming with wildlife and wildflowers which would be a loss. 

Penn Park was the agreed site in 2018. There has not been a proper, transparent 

consultation on the proposed change of site. 

The re-consultation vote was rushed, poorly communicated and flawed with only 167 

votes , with an unsafe voting method. 



Do you have any general comments that you would like to make 

in relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

. 

Name Mary Smith 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Questionnaire Response – Francis Perry 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the 

proposal to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of 

communication from the Neighbourhood Planning 

Group/Modbury Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

The level of information that had been given out prior to the Stop the Swap campaign was very 

limited. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the 

future development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities 

to influence the future development of Modbury?  

Yes, I feel that a more open discussion should have taken place on the proposed swap from the 

previously agreed PennPark Development to the East of Ayleston site. Properly scheduled 

meetings with greater engagement of the town residents at an earlier stage would have been 

beneficial. 



If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will 

have an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, 

traffic flow and/or parking conditions, particularly for the 

congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential 

additional traffic if the Old Traine Field development goes 

ahead? 

I strongly believe that the current situation regarding Brownston Street and the volume of 

traffic already using the road should rule out any sizeable development of any area in the town 

that would then rely on the use of Brownston Street as a main route in and out of the town. 

The congested state of Brownston Street and the lack of adherence to any parking restrictions; 

parking on double yellow lines, in entrance ways and on kerbs, means that this 'main road' in 

and out of the town is a massive bottle neck and on times gauntlet run! 

Surely the current parking/traffic issues should be addressed by the Parish Council, SHDC and 

Highways before any additional burdens are added to that side of the town.  

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may 

cause additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, 

Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve 

and enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 



Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding 

that drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental 

flooding issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is 

developed? 

From my understanding the Old Train Field was part of the recent works carried out to alleviate 

the flood risk to the town, in particular the establishments in the bottom of the town.  

My understanding was that the field would have been part of the overall calculations and any 

development of this field would undo a large amount of this work. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old 

Traine site that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape 

and the steep topography severely limit the development 

potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and 

recreation benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you 

feel Old Traine field with its public footpath should be 

retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and 

ideas. But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a 

balanced and well-reasoned proposal that will realise these 

aspirations to protect our unique environment and save our 

open spaces for the future? 

No 



Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning 

for the removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to 

develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the 

proposed MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

I Strongly feel that the Old Traine Field should be retained as an open green field space for the 

community to enjoy. I Understand that we are in the very fortunate position of being 

surrounded by fields, but the majority of these either require a much longer travelling time to 

get to, steeper access routes or are understandably more actively used and protected by the 

farmers that farm them. 

I believe where possible we should be looking to re-purpose brown field sites in favour of 

destroying green field sites. 

Open green spaces such as Old Traine Field are a rarity for any town to have, especially so close 

to the centre of the town. This is an asset that we as a town should be looking to protect and if 

possible the Parish Council should look to secure it as an area to never be developed for housing 

but maintained as a place for the entire community to enjoy.  

Do you have any general comments that you would like to 

make in relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

I feel the previously agreed Neighbourhood Plan met the desires of the majority of the town 

residents and that the residents had been given ample time to deliberate and discuss the 

various solutions to fulfilling the housing requirements that had been put on us. The current 

swap feels rather rushed through and seems to lack the thoroughness and transparency of the 

previous consultation. 



Given the recent Pandemic and the way in which the town pulled together, it saddens me to see 

a town divide and 'in-fight' in this way. I feel a lot of this could have been avoided if the swap 

had been properly reasoned, discussed and agreed before being put in the final plan. 

Name Francis Perry 

 

 

 

 

Questionnaire Response – Stephen Kyffin 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

I mostly keep track of all the developments through Modbury Messenger so this is an 

unpleasant surprise. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Yes 



If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have 

an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic 

is the Old Traine Field development t goes ahead? 

I think the traffic management in Modbury is bad enough as it is with little time given to 

properly consider or deal with the current traffic issues let alone adding further 

inappropriate schemes in place. It will result in serious incidents.  

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 



Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

I live in Burns Lane and despite the new anti flood developments we still get rising 

waters in the Burns Lane brook and in Autumn we still avert overflows by clearing out 

sticks and leaves. So less drainage will further aggravate the situation.  

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, 

do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site 

at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

I cannot believe anyone would actually consider using that site and the way it has been 

handled has made me feel distrustful of the process and system. 



Name Stephen Kyffin 



Questionnaire Response – Kath Tooley 

 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to develop 

the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect 

on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking 

conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth 

Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard 

wildlife? 

No 



Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained 

away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The 

poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely 

limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal 

that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique environment and 

save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal 

of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old 

Traine? 

No 

Name Kath Tooley 

  



 

Questionnaire Response – Suzanne Hawkins 

Do you feel you have been bettet informed of the proposal to develop the 

site East of Ayleston? 

No 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect 

on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking 

conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth 

Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard 

wildlife? 

No 



Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained 

away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The 

poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely 

limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal 

that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique environment and 

save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal 

of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Name Suzanne Hawkins 

  



Questionnaire Response – Suzanne Hawkins 

Do you feel you have been better informed of the proposal to develop the site 

East of Ayleston? 

No 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained away 

from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 



Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The poor 

vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely limit the 

development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of easily 

accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public footpath should 

be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you feel 

that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal that will 

realise these aspirations to protect our unique environment and save our open 

spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Name Suzanne Hawkins 

 



Questionnaire Response – Katharine Hope 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

No Opinion 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No Opinion 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or 

parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic is 

the Old Traine Field development t goes ahead? 

Brownston Street is unable to cope with current levels of traffic. It absolutely could 

not sustain the growth that would be related to this development. Equally, Dark 

Lane and Barrack Road would see increased levels of traffic on dangerous roads 

that are unsafe for pedestrians (no footpaths) but provide critical links to the 

school and recreation ground. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 



Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate 

and sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s 

unique natural environment, protect important views and skylines and 

safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained 

away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that 

‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography 

severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits 

of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do 

you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned 

proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique 

environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No Opinion 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No Opinion 



Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old 

Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

The footpath through this field is incredibly well-used by locals and provides ready 

access to the outdoors and exercise. It has fantastic views, is a prominent site and 

is a valued part of the landscape. It absolutely should not be built on.  

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

I think that people were on board with the Traine Field development before the 

Bloor Homes development was built. It felt like a more sympathetic and 

appropriately sized development but I think people thought this would be an 

alternative to the Palm Cross developments. Now that those are actually in place it 

makes much more sense to add on to that area by developing Penn Parks. That site 

is much better placed to managed increased traffic and parking. If Modbury has to 

have more housing then I feel strongly that this is built at Penn Parks not Old Traine 

Field. Any more housing must bring with it improved infrastructure in particular 

more play spaces, a bigger school and more pavements. 

Name Katharine Hope 

 



Questionnaire Response – Jane Dacre 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to develop the 

site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No Opinion 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained away from 

the town should be used if available? 

Yes 



Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The poor 

vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely limit the 

development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of easily 

accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public footpath should 

be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you feel 

that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal that will 

realise these aspirations to protect our unique environment and save our open 

spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? No 

Name Jane Dacre 

 

 

 

 



Questionnaire Response – Genny LUXMOORE 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal 

to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

Very poor. I thought it was unusual that the change was communicated at the height of the 

holiday season last year and was only aware due to chatting to neighbours 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Yes, I thought the initial survey on housing a few years ago was clear. The NPG website 

seems to have been flaky throughout as I signed up for updates but received nothing 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have 

an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of 

the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional 

traffic is the Old Traine Field development t goes ahead? 

I feel sorry for Brownston Street residents, Silverwell Park residents and Ayleston Park. 

Ultimately it will cause pollution for the whole town as we all breathe the same air. Most 

work opportunities are outside Modbury so commuting will increase. Burma Gage 



appeared unannounced at my door last month to say the Traine field development was 

good for health, I think that is debatable since the data on times from Penn Parks. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

I hope they have been really well considered as it is devastating to clear up after flooding.  

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 



The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, 

do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site 

at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed 

MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

Have any other sites been considered by the Parish Council ? Seems amazing other flat 

sites are not considered first. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

I am not against development if it is needed but real thought should go into what is 

required. I understand the new development is not selling quickly- is there demand? 

Name Genny LUXMOORE  

 



Questionnaire Response – Carol Holgate 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the 

proposal to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of 

communication from the Neighbourhood Planning 

Group/Modbury Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

Communication and details of the proposed development have been sadly lacking. There is now 

an unusually short consultation time during a month when families are preoccupied with 

holidays. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the 

future development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities 

to influence the future development of Modbury?  

I would hope that there would be more effort in accommodating that opportunity for personal 

opinion.  

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will 

have an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, 

traffic flow and/or parking conditions, particularly for the 

congested parts of the town? 

Yes 



Do you have any comments regarding the potential 

additional traffic is the Old Traine Field development t goes 

ahead? 

I fear that the now challenging traffic congestion on Brownston Street will be severely 

exacerbated. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may 

cause additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, 

Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve 

and enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding 

that drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental 

flooding issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is 

developed? 

Any development which could potentially add to the risk of flooding should without doubt be 

avoided given the history of flooding in Modbury. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old 

Traine site that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape 

and the steep topography severely limit the development 

potential of this land’? 

Yes 



The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and 

recreation benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you 

feel Old Traine field with its public footpath should be 

retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and 

ideas. But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a 

balanced and well-reasoned proposal that will realise these 

aspirations to protect our unique environment and save our 

open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning 

for the removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to 

develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the 

proposed MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

I believe this to be an inappropriate place for development for the many reasons highlighted by 

the in-depth report provided by the Stop the Swap campaign. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to 

make in relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

I am not sure why there is a need for this additional site to be developed when Penn Parks has 

already been agreed for development and is better situated to that end. 

Name Carol Holgate 

  



 

Questionnaire Response – Clive Holgate 

 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

There was a rushed consultation which was poorly publicised last August when many 

people were busy with leisure activities. The same approach has been taken this year 

with an inappropriately short consulatation period at a time when people are distracted 

by holidays, COVID-19 and financial uncertainty. The proposal to swap sites is not made 

clear in communications from the parish council. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

I do not feel that objections to the proposal have been answered convincingly and feel 

that the process from the beginning has lacked objectivity and has been biased towards 

developing the Old Traine site (east of Ayleston Park). This is an important change to the 

NP and yet when the proposal was made last August there were no public meetings and 

there was no questionnaire and no referendum unlike when the original NP was put 

forward. I can only think that when the NPG did not achieve the result they had 

anticipated from the consultation on the original NP they decided not to risk repeating 

the process. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 



Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have 

an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic 

is the Old Traine Field development t goes ahead? 

Modbury suffers from severe traffic congestion especially in the summer months but 

also in relation to large vehicles. Development of the Old Traine site will inevitably 

increase traffic in the town especially in Brownston Street and on the A379 in the region 

of the junction with Brownston Street. It is not unusual for traffic to become ‘log-

jammed’ in both areas. On-street parking is also a problem in the town and a high-

density housing estate can only add to the difficulties as there will certainly be 

insufficient room for parking on the site.  

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 



Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Recent flood defences have doubtless to some extent mitigated the risk of flooding in 

the town although as yet they are relatively untested. However, I note that the run-off 

from Old Traine field goes directly into the brook and is not retained by the bund. The 

demands on the system of future climate change are unknown but are almost certain to 

increase. Also, the antiquated culverts beneath parts of the town centre are likely to 

deteriorate further and it does not seem sensible to drain more water through them 

than absolutely necessary. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, 

do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site 

at Old Traine? 

No 



Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

The visual impact of the development from the town will be highly detrimental and in 

view of the density of the housing screening will not be possible. Additionally it is clear 

from the sloping nature of the site, previous comments from SHDC and from an 

independent report that development of the site will be difficult, expensive and involve 

very high, potentially unsightly, retaining structures. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

A need in Modbury for community housing or for apartments is not part of the existing 

MNP. If these are desirable it is difficult to understand why they were not included in 

the approved plan. It is also important to recognise that this is not just a local plan but 

part of an area plan for housing to meet the needs of Plymouth and the South Hams. 

Since houses are now being exchanged for apartments it seems that the principle of an 

integrated plan for the entire area is being breached. It is also noteworthy that SDHC 

stated that a swap of sites would only be considered if it delivered 40 houses to replace 

those being lost at the Penn Parks site. Clearly, SHDC in supporting this proposal have 

lost sight of their own conditions for approval of the scheme. 

Name Clive Holgate 

 



Questionnaire Response – Sharon Dearsley 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the 

proposal to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of 

communication from the Neighbourhood Planning 

Group/Modbury Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

It feels as though a brown field site on the main through road 379 would be a much better 

proposal Brownston street and Silverwell and Ayleston Park 

Will not be able to cope with all the extra traffic 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the 

future development of Modbury? 

No 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will 

have an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic 

flow and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested 

parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may 

cause additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, 

Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 



Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve 

and enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine 

site that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the 

steep topography severely limit the development potential of 

this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and 

recreation benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel 

Old Traine field with its public footpath should be retained as an 

open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. 

But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and 

well-reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to 

protect our unique environment and save our open spaces for 

the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for 

the removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 



Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a 

site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make 

in relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

Modbury has had a large site developed at Palm Cross 

The schools, Health Centres and roads cannot take much more development 

This summer with all the extra holiday COVID traffic the roads have been at a standstill 

Brownston Street cannot take much more traffic 

Devon is being overbuilt and where are all these people working who are moving here  

Name Sharon Dearsley 

 



Questionnaire Response – Jill Rooney 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to develop 

the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No Opinion 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to influence the 

future development of Modbury?  

No, council will do what they want in the end, it's just lipservice. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect 

on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking 

conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic is the 

Old Traine Field development t goes ahead? 

More cars near Brownston Street. You must be mad. Bigger school run? Crazy 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth 

Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 



Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard 

wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained 

away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

It will result in the drains having to be completely relaid. Imagine the disruption 

to Church/Broad Street then. Remember when the carnival float broke the 

sewer pipe next to the coop? #funtimes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The 

poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely 

limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal 

that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique environment and 

save our open spaces for the future? 

No 



Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal 

of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old 

Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

Any building away from the current development area will be unsightly and 

impractical. Modbury's visual appeal is very important to us. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in relation 

to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

They will do what they want to do. It's window dressing. 

Name Jill Rooney 

  



 

Questionnaire Response – Alex Hammerstein 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to develop 

the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and the community 

on the proposal to swap the sites? 

The communication from the NPG/Parish Council has been abysmal. The 

NPG web site was unavailable for many months following the proposal so no 

informed information could be obtained. The Parish Council have ignored 

repeated requests from myself, and others, for information. The so called 

're-consultation" of 2019 was held at very short notice during the peak 

summer holiday season, and was not very well publicised, resulting in a very 

low response from the community. It was a further six months before the 

results were announced with no explanation as to why it took so long to 

analyise the very low number of responses. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future development 

of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to influence the 

future development of Modbury?  

yes, the NPG and Parish Council should have been far more proactive in 

keeping the community up to date on progress and proposals. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 



Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect 

on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking 

conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic is the Old 

Traine Field development t goes ahead? 

The traffic situation is already bad in Brownston Street and a further 70,000 

movements per year will have a devastating effect on access within the 

town. There is no provision for any additional pedestrian traffic along roads 

to the community amenities, which these pedestrians will have to walk. The 

access into Silverwell Park already serves three estates, and previous 

planning inspectors have all said that there should be no further increases 

through this point. The NPG's assumption that children will be walked to the 

school is somewhat fanciful given that the children will have to walk about 

1km down one hill, up another, down a second and then up a second hill.  

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard 

wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained away 

from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 



Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The 

poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely 

limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal 

that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique environment and save 

our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old 

Traine? 

No 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in relation to 

the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

Please see my additional and more lengthy written submission. 

Name alex Hammerstein 

 



Questionnaire Response – Robert Wormald 

 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and the 

community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

I was informed of the NPG's proposal to replace the development site at 

Pennpark with the site East of Ayleston Park via a leaflet distributed with the 

Modbury Messenger in August 2019. Before this date I had not even been made 

aware that the matter was under consideration at all. The leaflet lacked any 

evidence based argument for why the Planning Group considered the East of 

Ayleston site to be more suitable. While the leaflet contained a voting form, the 

voting process was not auditable and was open to abuse. The results of the 

consultation were withheld by the Parish Council until February 2020, and the 

flawed voting process was only responded to by 167 persons from a population 

in excess of 1600. Overall, I consider the communication from the Planning 

Group and Parish Council to have been very poor. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to influence 

the future development of Modbury?  

The Planning Group did not inform me that the choice of development sites for 

Modbury was being reviewed during 2019, so I had no opportunity to influence 

the proposal by the Planning Group to swap the Pennpark site for the site to the 

East of Ayleston Park. This was a missed opportunity. There was no public forum 

in which the residents of Modbury could challenge the recommendation of the 

Planning Group. Furthermore the voting process associated with the proposed 

change of development site was totally flawed and open to abuse. I have not 



confidence whatsoever that the consultation effectively considered the views of 

the community. Despite raising a number of comments that challenged the 

Planning Group's recommendations, I received no response from the Planning 

Group or Parish Council before the plan was approved and forwarded to SHDC. 

Overall, I feel that my views as a resident of Modbury have been unwelcome 

and ignored by the Parish Council.  

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking 

conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if the 

Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

The MNP states in its Policy for Safe Movement and Transport that 

development shall not worsen traffic congestion or adversely affect highway 

safety. The Pennpark site could readily be provided with direct access on to the 

A379 and would therefore have relatively low impact in terms of traffic 

congestion, road safety and air pollution in the town. Conversely, road access to 

Old Traine Field is poor and is likely to lead to approximately 70,000 additional 

vehicle journeys per year along Ayleston Park, Silverwell Park, Dark Lane and the 

already heavily congested Brownston Street. In 2017 SHDC concluded that the 

Old Traine Field site was unsuitable for development because of its poor 

relationship to the town, access roads with poor alignment, poor vehicular 

access, its mature landscape and steep topography. Additionally, how can the 

car parking needs of 40 homes (in all probability at least 80 vehicles) be 

accommodated at the East of Ayleston Park site without spill-over into the 

surrounding streets (Tuckers Brook, Ayleston Park, Silverwell Park and 



Brownston Street), which are already exploited fully as on-road parking by the 

residents of the town?  

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate 

and sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s 

unique natural environment, protect important views and skylines and 

safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained 

away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Modbury has a history of flooding in times of high rainfall and is particularly 

vulnerable to surface water flow from the catchment to the East of the town. 

Despite recent flood alleviation works, the town’s flooding and drainage 

problems can only be exacerbated by development of the Old Traine Field site, 

whereas Pennpark poses no such threat. It follows that by replacing the 

Pennpark site with the site to the East of Ayleston Park, the MNP is failing to 

observe JLP policy, which requires development sites less prone to flooding to 

be used if available. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that 

‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography 

severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 



The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits 

of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned 

proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique 

environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old 

Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

While Old Traine Field is closer to some of Modbury’s shops than Pennpark, 

several other amenities (e.g. the primary school, churches, Memorial Hall, 

Business Parks and bus stops) are closer to Pennpark. It is of particular note and 

of environmental significance that pedestrian access to the primary school from 

Pennpark via the existing footpath is safer and easier than the route from Old 

Traine Field via Dark Lane (which has no footpath and is poorly lit).  

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in relation 

to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

Fundamentally, it defies all logic to squeeze 40 new dwellings into a beautiful 

green field when there is a more suitable brownfield site available, on which 

development would create significantly less adverse impact in terms of the 

visible landscape, flood risk and traffic congestion. I believe the site to the East 

of Ayleston Park to be unsuitable for the development of 40 homes, and that 



the late change to MNP Policy 3 should be reversed to favour the previously 

approved and far more suitable site at Pennpark.  

Name Robert Wormald 

 

 

  



Questionnaire Response – Peter Preston 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to develop 

the site East of Ayleston? 

No 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and the community 

on the proposal to swap the sites? 

What I find concerning is the issue of Nimbyism. The stop the swap site is totally 

anonymous Whether it is representative of the majority of objective unaffected 

residents or merely those who may have a vested interests is impossible to say. 

No one wants their nice cosy residential area inflicted by development. That 

was the same with the development of Palm Cross, Cromwell Park, Aylestone 

etc etc. when Aylestone was identified as a development site the majority of 

Modbury residents opposed it. Nowadays it is accepted as a part of the town. 

Without knowing the origins and make up of the stop the swap campaign it is 

difficult to comment on its objectivity and accuracy. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No Opinion 

Name Peter Preston 

 



Questionnaire Response – Mervyn Kettle 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to develop 

the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and the community 

on the proposal to swap the sites? 

I have frequently communicated with the PC over the 'inadequate' use of the PC 

website, to no avail. This, if used more effectively and kept up to date could 

have made the transfer of information more seamless. To date that does not 

appear to have been the case. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

Yes 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to influence the 

future development of Modbury?  

As above. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect 

on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking 

conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if the 

Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

The original location at Pennpark would be a far more suitable site as originally 

agreed in relation to developing an existing brownfield site (why tear up more 

of our countryside when 'derelict' land can be far better used)? 



Far less environmental impact in developing Pennpark. 

The Pennpark site gives immediate access to a good through road (A379) and 

bus stops in both directions - therefore hopefully reducing some vehicular 

traffic. 

Footpath access can be supplemented through recent development therefore 

giving freedom of movement for pedestrians. 

Looking at the revised plans parking is in short supply for both sites and this 

needs to be given more consideration overall. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth 

Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard 

wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained 

away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Regarding pedestrians, undoubtedly their will be an increased vehicle flow into 

Old Traine Field, but good footpaths are already in place and improved traffic 

management schemes (unlike the more than useless one located outside the 

school, that has never been resolved - and cost US money) can negate any 

increased risk. 



The question regards flooding is a non issue, I think any resident would agree 

that the answer has to be yes, no matter where increased building was to be 

situated. In addition, more regular clearing of the gulleys up and out of 

Brownstone Street would further reduce the risks. These gullies in particular are 

continually full of debris which blocks drains. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The 

poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely 

limit the development potential of this land’? 

No 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal 

that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique environment and 

save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal 

of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old 

Traine? 

No 



Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

The development of Traine I believe has a greater environmental impact and 

will introduce more traffic in an already congested Brownston Street - to the 

detriment of all Modbury residents. Using brownfield sites makes more sense in 

the majority of circumstances.  

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in relation 

to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

I think people find it too cumbersome and therefore shy away from becoming 

involved - I include myself! 

Name Mervyn Kettle 

 

 



Questionnaire Response – Mary McClarey 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal 

to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

I understood that following wide consultation and numerous public meetings in Modbury, 

there had been a final decision by JLP inspector to develop the Penn Park site. 

The Modbury community were not informed that there had been a change in order to 

develop Old Traine Field/East of Ayleston Park in lieu of Penn Park until the Modbury 

Messenger, in July or August last year announced, in a small article in the middle of the 

newsletter, that there was an opportunity to vote on whether the east of Aylestone park 

site or Penn Park site was preferable. This was news to everyone in Modbury, except 

those involved in the process themselves. Indeed,many people were unaware that there 

was an opportunity to vote, not being regular readers of the Modbury Messenger. There 

was no other attempt to alert the community to the 'reconsultation'. 

The 'reconsultation' itself took the form of a tear-off slip within the newsletter and was 

anonymous. The responses could be neither be coded nor validated. There was no 

explanation as to why the change had come about and when I spoke to the parish 

councillor in the parish office the day after I received the Messenger he informed me that 

one of the main benefits was to enable sheltered housing for elderly people. This 

provision, not fourty dwellings, would have been a positive for the town, wherever it had 

been sited. Regrettably, that now appears not to be the case. I believed the methodology 

of the 'reconsultation' to be inadequate and raised my concern. The councillor disagreed 

and also denied that the anonymity of the 'reconsultation' slip gave an opportunity to 

duplicate responses. As a result, when the replies were collated several ( number not 

revealed to the community) were apparently deemed inadmissable due to duplication. 

No audit of results or external validation has been undertaken and the townspeople were 

not given a second opportunity to vote. Due to the very low response rate (167 in a 

population of over 1600, which I suggest is not generalisable), and the errors from 



duplication,a repeat opportunity with improved methodology should most certainly have 

been undertaken. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Overall the MNP is good, reads well and has good aims. However, the sudden change of 

tack and substitution of sites without consultation contradicts the collaborative stated 

intent. For example ' Maintain and enhance the historic character of Modbury through 

listed building and conservation areas policies, the preservation of historic sites and 

buildings and appropriately scaled phased and sympathetic development.' The fourty 

dwellings planned for the East of Aylestone site abut and surround grade two listed 

development of significant historic interest, known as Old Traine. As well as houses, the 

planned dwellings include 20 two-storey flats, 16 of which are one-person. These cannot 

be described as appropriately scaled and sympathetic to the historic character of 

Modbury. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have 

an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of 

the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional 

traffic if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Traffic will have to traverse to the top of Ayleston Park, then turn left along Silverwell 

Drive, before turning onto either Dark Lane or Brownston Street. The top of Aylestone 



Park is very steep, can become impassable in icy conditions and the council does not treat 

the road for gritting etc. Brownston Street, which I understand is a conservation area, is 

already heavily congested, with traffic only able to traverse one way most of the time due 

to cars parking on both sides of the road. The junction from Brownston Street onto the 

A379 is difficult to negotiate due to only one vehicle at a time having room to turn. Along 

Dark Lane the pavement peters out after around 50 yards and thereafter pedestrians 

share the road with vehicles.This situation then continues onto Barracks Road i.e. no 

pavement. If residents travel to school or work from the east of Aylestone Park site by car 

they will add a significant burden to this already congested route. If they travel to school 

or work from Penn Park these issues will be non-existent for the school journeys ( there is 

a path from Penn Park site facilitating pedestrian access) and cars will have direct access 

from their site onto the A379 for other purposes Plymouth (avoiding the town altogether) 

or Kingsbridge ( avoiding the junction at Brownston Street ). 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 



Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Building fourty homes will generate runoff down roads and paved areas which will enter 

an already at capacity water system. This will probably give rise to flooding and is in 

contradiction to the MNP stated intention to 'Ensure all new development... takes into 

account environmental factors such as landscape, flood risk,,' A bund, at taxpayers 

expense, has recently been built in an attempt to reduce or eliminate the flooding which 

Modbury has suffered in the past few years.The runoff from the fourty dwellings is likely 

to be downstream of the bund which wasn't built to take any additional capacity. Every 

winter ,town traders are impacted by flooding at the lower ( east) end of town and some 

have been closed for many weeks due to flooding.One must anticipate that this will be 

exacerbated with the establishment of 40 more dwellings replacing the more absorbent 

pastureland as well as additional sewage requirements. There is no identified flood risk 

from the Penn Park site, which runs away from the town, not into it. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, 

do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 



Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site 

at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed 

MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

I am completely at a loss to understand why the Old Traine Site has been proposed as a 

suitable site for fourty dwellings on the East side of town. There has not been any 

research done which has demonstrated the need for one bedroom flats,( there are 16 on 

the plan) and these are also without parking spaces in a town whose demographic is 

young families or older people. There is only a bus service at the most once an hour to 

either Kingsbridge or Plymouth so should the occupants of the smaller flats want to leave 

the town they will need transport. Public consultation which took place before the plan 

did not identify the need for this type of accommodation, houses or bungalows where the 

identified need. To refer again to the MNP , it states' It ( Modbury) will be a place where 

development is in keeping with the existing built form and surrounding landscape and 

managed to meet the needs of residents and visitors.' 

There is also a safety issue for pedestrians along Dark Lane which currently has to be 

negotiated very carefully due to oncoming traffic, blind corners and no pavement. With 

the increase in traffic along Dark Lane accidents will certainly occur. Accessibility for 

emergency vehicles to Brownston Street and Ayleston Park will be severely compromised 

by the increase in traffic and the inevitable increase in on-street parking generated by the 

development coming from the east of the town. None of these issues applies if the 

development is situated at Penn Park which is on the west of the town. The 2018 

Independent Inspector concluded ' Penn Park is the most effective way of delivering the 

needs of Modbury and the wider area.' There is no evidence that anything has changed 

for the needs of Modbury therefore I would hope that this Inspection would support that 

of the 2018 Inspector.  



Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

With the exception of MP3 I support the plan. But we have been betrayed by the MP3 

and there hasn't been any logical or timely explanation given to the people of Modbury as 

to why there has been a sudden change inserted into an already agreed plan. 

The only conclusion people can come to is that the field at Old Traine has been proposed 

by someone with a vested interest in its sale. There are no benefits to Modbury for its 

being swapped with the Penn Park site which is already approved. In addition, it is 

environmentally damaging. The increase in traffic and the loss of the open green space 

(some refer to it as Modbury's green lung) is indefensible. Modbury Parish Council have 

been disingenuous in their descriptions of what is being proposed ( sheltered 

accommodation for the elderly, parking spaces for all etc.). They have been less than 

transparent in their communication with the townspeople and only informed the town of 

the swap after SHDC had been engaged in the proposal. We have recently learned that 

SHDC has now spent hundreds of thousands of pounds of taxpayers money on assessing 

the site and many of us expect that our vote will not be taken seriously. The Parish 

Council have lost our trust and our loyalty and are not acting in our best interests. You 

will note that my address is Ayleston Park, but I am not close enough or adjacent to the 

proposed site. I am not a NIMBY but a NIMBI .The term Not In Modbury's Best Interests is 

now in common use in Modbury to describe the substitution. 

Name Mary McClarey 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Questionnaire Response – Judy Archibald 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal 

to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

The MPN website was down for months and the revised Plan was not made available on 

the Parish website until 4th May 2020. Information was withheld from residents by 

delaying the new website going live until after formal approval by SHDC officers in late 

May. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have 

an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of 

the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional 

traffic if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Brownston Street is already heavily congested and has a massive parking problem. MNP-3 

would make this much worse as well as causing congestion on Dark Lane, Silverwell Park 



and Ayleston Park. Also, the access into MNP3 is far too narrow and steeply sloping and 

the field is much too small to allow for adequate residents parking. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Old Traine Field is in the highest flood risk part of Modbury and 40 homes on this site 

would exacerbate run-off risk and further overload Modbury's sewers and drains. Devon 

County Council has not been consulted about the MNP3 proposal. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 



The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, 

do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site 

at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed 

MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

Old Traine field is one of Modbury's most precious open green fields in an AONB. It 

should be recognised as such and preserved, not destroyed by building on it.  

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

The plan as a whole is an excellent document, but the late stage proposal to switch sites 

is in conflict with much of the document's policies. To propose 40 new homes on Old 

Traine Field when a larger site east of Ayleston Park was previously rejected for 25 new 

homes makes no sense and should be abandoned..  

Name Judy Archibald 

 

 

 

 



Questionnaire Response – Tim Farrow 

 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the 

proposal to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of 

communication from the Neighbourhood Planning 

Group/Modbury Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

For me it is not so much the level of official communication, but its quality that has not been 

particularly helpful. There is clearly a suspicion of a conflict of interest for the SHDC in it’s 

desire to favour the Ayleston Park site, which to me mind has Consciously or otherwise 

imparted bias into consultation communications in its favour. Furthermore and as an 

example of the quality of official communications, the self serving and so called ‘Fact 

Checker’ put out by the PPC at unnecessary expense was anything but factual in several 

material particulars. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the 

future development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

It would appear that it has taken the emergence of the ‘Stop the Swap’ campaign and the 

level of debate it has caused in the town to bring proper opportunity to influence Modbury’s 

future. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will 

have an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic 

Yes 



flow and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested 

parts of the town? 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional 

traffic if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

The Highways Authority have apparently indicated in excess of an additional 70,000 traffic 

movements per annum in the already congested street leading to the Old Traine field, which 

speaks for itself as an unwise possibility. On the other hand the potential for ease of access 

and egress to and from Penn Parks from/to the A£&( makes that a much more favourable 

proposition in terms of traffic movements alone. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may 

cause additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, 

Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve 

and enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Despite completion of the recent flood prevention scheme to the east of Modbury in the 

vicinity of the Old Traine Field, it seems to me that to allow development there would only 

increase flooding risk. On the other hand the Penn Parks site does not contribute to the flood 

risk of Modbury. The JPL makes it clear as a major factor in its decision making that sites like 

Penn Parks less prone to flooding should be used for development if available. 



Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine 

site that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the 

steep topography severely limit the development potential of 

this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and 

recreation benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel 

Old Traine field with its public footpath should be retained as an 

open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. 

But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and 

well-reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to 

protect our unique environment and save our open spaces for 

the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for 

the removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a 

site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed 

MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

An informal objective comparator between the Penn Parks and the Old Traine sites 

published on-line appears to indicate there are some 9 good reasons why Penn Parks should 

be the chosen site for further development. On the contrary, the comparator shows only 3 

good reasons why the Old Traine site should be chosen. In the light of this, it would seem the 



existence of vested interest(s) could be the only material reason why the Old Traine Site 

would be chosen for development in lieu of Penn Parks. 

Name Tim Farrow 

 

 

Questionnaire Response – Graham Grose 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the 

proposal to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of 

communication from the Neighbourhood Planning 

Group/Modbury Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

The whole process has been badly flawed from the start. Not only were we not told that this is 

a SHDC Community Housing Scheme until half way through this current consultation on the 

MNP itself but the consultation on the swap last August was less than six weeks and at a time 

when many missed it altogether . The claim that this consultation resulted in “broad support” 

for the swap Cannot be relied on when there was no audit of votes cast . I call on the Examiner 

to rule this consultation on the Swap from Pennpark to Old Traine Field East of Ayleston to be 

invalid. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the 

future development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

I thought that I had after the JLP had been adopted by the Councils involved had approved it. 

As far as I was concerned the matter had been decided after the Examiner found in favour of 

Pennpark supported by the whole community in a properly constituted and valid vote. 

It is quite clear that MPC and MNPG are ,and always have been, in favour of development on 



Old Traine Field even though the people of Modbury and even SHDC approved the JLP with 

Pennpark as the best site to develop 40 houses. The consultation in August 2019 was to them 

a tick box exercise and they had no intention of listening to and even less acting upon any 

comments made. That does not constitute a consultation. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will 

have an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic 

flow and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested 

parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional 

traffic if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

The congestion in Brownstone Street is already severe. Another 72k traffic movements per 

annum would make it nigh on impossible. A one way system would have to be introduced to 

prevent complete gridlock. No mention was made about this important possible consequence 

in the consultation document despite it being a requirement to consider the impact on traffic 

congestion of the development of 40 homes at Old Traine Field. 

This development would create a cul de sac of more than 100 dwellings accessed from just 

one turning from Brownston Street to Silverwell . This must have safety implications for blue 

light services at a time of emergency. 

The lack of footpaths in long sections of both Dark Lane and Barracks Road Is another concern 

that is simply not addressed by the NP. But it does claim that Pennpark has no pedestrian path 

to the town when there is already an off road access available. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may 

cause additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, 

Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 



Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve 

and enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding 

that drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental 

flooding issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is 

developed? 

The site East of Ayleston Park has already been rejected as unsuitable for 25 houses. The new 

proposal is for 40 dwellings (not houses) is a ghastly overdevelopment of the site which is 

necessary to effect a like with like number with Pennpark. It inevitably means that much more 

of the site will be concreted over and create much more surface water run off into the brook 

below the new flood defences. This inevitably increases the risk of flooding in the town centre. 

This problem does not exist at Pennpark. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old 

Traine site that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape 

and the steep topography severely limit the development 

potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and 

recreation benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel 

Old Traine field with its public footpath should be retained as 

an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. 

But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced 

No 



and well-reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations 

to protect our unique environment and save our open spaces 

for the future? 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning 

for the removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop 

a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed 

MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

It is really difficult for me to see how anyone could possibly argue the case for this swap. The 

only thing is the prospect of approx 8 more affordable homes. 

However these would be one bed flats with apparently no space for parking. No case has been 

made for the need of such dwellings in Modbury. 

Furthermore these homes as part of the SHDC Community Housing Scheme would be largely 

allocated by that Council and not necessarily for local people. 

The infrastructure costs of developing the Old Traine Field would be very high which might in 

turn lead to rather less affordable homes being actually provided . 

This is not an uncommon consequence. In my opinion this is too high a price to pay for the 

removal for ever of this beautiful greenfield site. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to 

make in relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

Unless the swap is removed from the plan I shall have no option but to vote against the MNP 

in the forthcoming referendum. 

I hereby request that I am sent the ruling made by the Independent Examiner when available. 

Name Graham Grose 

 



 

 

 

 

Questionnaire Response – Jackman ROY 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to develop 

the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future development 

of Modbury? 

No 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect 

on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking 

conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if the Old 

Traine Field development goes ahead? 

It is bad enough now 



Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard 

wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained away 

from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The 

poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely 

limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal 

that will realise these aspirations to protect our unique environment and save 

our open spaces for the future? 

No 



Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old 

Traine? 

No 

Name Jackman ROY 

 



Questionnaire Response – Tom Hendy 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and 

the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

I was interested in the proceedings to arrive at the decisions on the positioning of the 

new dwellings in Modbury up to the point that I felt was the conclusion, ie that Penn 

Parks was the last site. 

Consequently it came as a great surprise to find out that things had not in fact been 

concluded at all and that there was a somewhat underpublicised move to swap the 

site with behind Brownston Street. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

Yes 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

I felt that the people of Modbury had their say in these matters during the preparation 

of the plan. 

This is not to say that their opinions were interpreted accurately though. 

It is well known that surveys can be interpreted in a number of ways, and I felt that 

the interpretations here were usually to fit a specific goal. 

That having been said it still came as a great surprise to find that the most nonsensical 

of all sites had been resurrected and proposed for a swap . 

This can only reinforce the feeling that a faction of the group set to assimilate the 

feeling of the people of Modbury were in fact moulding the results of the surveys to 

appear to steer things towards their own personal vision of the future of our town. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 



Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or 

parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if 

the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

I strongly feel that it completely beggars belief that this site is entertained at all, one 

reason being the awful impact it would have on the existing traffic and safety issues 

that Modbury has already to deal with. 

Even more significantly, It would exacerbate the potentially lethal situation along 

Barracks Road and Dark Lane. 

If this roposal were to be adopted then it should be held entirely responsible for any 

future adverse eventuality and those proposing it held answerable. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

If, as is strongly suggested, the outflow of this proposal comes out below the Bund in 

Galpin Street, then the proposal should be dismissed immediately. 

A great deal of money has been spent to alleviate the flooding issues and before the 



dust has settled this crackpot proposal is brought forward despite the weight of 

evidence to prevent it. 

As someone who over the lifetime that I have lived in Modbury has experienced many 

floods and the disastrous ramifications, I am simply amazed that this proposal is even 

entertained, and along with many others shall hold those so fervently proposing it 

responsible for future flooding issues. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do 

you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at 

Old Traine? 

No 



Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

I do not feel much more is needed to condemn this proposal for the ill considered 

nonsense that it is. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

I am deeply sorry that the sheer volume of hard work and sense that has gone into the 

Plan up to this point should be railroaded by this harebrained idea. 

Name Tom Hendy 

  



Questionnaire Response – Allan Jenkins 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal 

to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

No 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

The Parish Council is failing the people of Modbury by endorsing building on this beautiful 

open space. ( Trainee Field) 

A referendum by all residents is long overdue!  

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Simple , understandable language has been omitted in reaching all Modbury residents 

concerning development of any housing project. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will 

have an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic 

flow and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested 

parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional 

traffic if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

A better entrance and exit roads would be needed .  



Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may 

cause additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark 

Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine 

site that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the 

steep topography severely limit the development potential of this 

land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine 

field with its public footpath should be retained as an open 

space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. 

But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and 

well-reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to 

Yes 



protect our unique environment and save our open spaces for the 

future? 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for 

the removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No Opinion 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a 

site at Old Traine? 

No Opinion 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed 

MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

This field , is perhaps the best ‘open space’ surrounding Modbury , stunning views , to 

build on this precious land would destroy the existing benefits enjoyed by so many . 

Name Allan Jenkins  

 

Questionnaire Response – Joanna Owen 

 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the 

proposal to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of 

communication from the Neighbourhood Planning 

The Swap was too complicated and was published in AUGUST LAST YEAR. In August there is no 

messenger and many people are on holiday with their families. 

This caused suspicion and distrust. 



Group/Modbury Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the 

future development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities 

to influence the future development of Modbury?  

We all can try but it seems the SHDC have decided themselves against advice that the Old 

Traine site is a better option as its cheaper to buy. There is more time spent on the hedgerows 

and 'sustainability' than thinking of the people that are to be housed and what would be 

better for them. WE ALL WANT MORE SOCIAL HOUSING. Houses properly built with gardens 

and parking and space.  

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will 

have an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, 

traffic flow and/or parking conditions, particularly for the 

congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential 

additional traffic if the Old Traine Field development goes 

ahead? 

Pavements along Dark lane, Barracks road and on A379. And a one way system. 

Modbury needs a bypass. 



Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may 

cause additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, 

Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve 

and enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding 

that drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental 

flooding issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is 

developed? 

We have been flooded in twice. Since the bund was built there has been a significant 

improvement in the amount of water in Aylestone Brook. After last year, the wettest of 

winters, we have not seen the brook in serious flood. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old 

Traine site that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape 

and the steep topography severely limit the development 

potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and 

recreation benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you 

feel Old Traine field with its public footpath should be 

retained as an open space? 

Yes 



The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and 

ideas. But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a 

balanced and well-reasoned proposal that will realise these 

aspirations to protect our unique environment and save our 

open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning 

for the removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to 

develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the 

proposed MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

The Old Traine site is of historical interest being adjacent to the site of the 'Doomsday' old 

Tythe Barn. 

Modbury can be visualized from this valley as it has been for ages past, unimpeded by the 

pace of modern life, as the ancient settlement it is. 

This site is beautiful, its important to EVERYONE who lives here and who will live here, as a 

quiet place to walk, enjoy, convenient - physically and literally in the heart of the town. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to 

make in relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

There is always a balance to be made between cost and aesthetics. Good cost effective 

housing for locals is desperately needed and always will be. Places to breathe are as 

important, once these rare places are under concrete they are gone forever, to everyone's 

detriment. 

I think the plan is unbalanced. 

Name Joanna Owen 

 



 

Questionnaire Response – Sue Grist 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

No doubt the information was made available but the first I have been aware of the 

changes proposed was through the stop the swop leaflet which was delivered. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Consultation periods should be extended due to C19 restrictions. Is it displayed publicly 

( notice board in town maybe) for all to see? 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have 

an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

Yes 



Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic 

if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Traffic is an issue in Modbury, especially Brownston and includes all traffic, not just 

commercial. This would be an added pressure and exacerbate the problem of 

congestion in the town.  

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, 

do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

No 



reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No Opinion 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site 

at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

How will the biodiversity of surrounding hedgerows be protected - distance of new build 

from hedgerows? Illumination issues wrt impact on wildlife? What impact will new build 

have on the biodiversity and what studies have been done on this?  

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

I do not support either development . I do believe the PC and NPG have, and are, 

working hard within the constraints of JLP for Plymouth and the National PPF, but I think 

that a swop would have more negatives than positives for this site. Pennpark will be 

built on in the end as well I have no doubt, in the future. 

The JLP originally earmarked the site at Pennpark for housing and as such, why was 

there no provision for access to the town centre and school made when Palm cross 

development was planned?  

Name Sue Grist 

  



 

 

Questionnaire Response – A Edmonds 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

It appears that MPC and NPG have omitted to be clear and transparent about the last-

minute swap proposal. This has undermined my confidence in the integrity of the 

MPC/NPG. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Yes. There should be clear and open information at all times, especially if a change of 

plan is proposed at short notice and without consultation.  

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have 

an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

Yes 



Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic 

if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Brownston Street, which would be Old Traine Field residents' only entrance/exit, is 

already seriously congested and so narrow in the lower section towards the town that 

only one car can pass at a time. At peak traffic times in the summer, there already are 

occasions when upcoming cars cannot turn into Brownston Street, and they therefore 

clog up the main road. To increase the flow down Brownston Street is simply 

irresponsible. 

Re Old Traine Field residents turning up Brownston Street: along Dark Lane, there is no 

pavement for pedestrians after Cromwell Park entrance; to increase the traffic flow 

along Dark Lane increases the existing danger to pedestrians and is equally 

irresponsible. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Modbury has suffered for years from repeated flooding. Clearly with global warming, 

we are going to experience more severe weather in the future including more rainfall. A 

development that involves a risk of flooding, however small that risk is currently, should 

always be avoided when there are valid alternatives.  



Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, 

do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site 

at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

The attitude of the Parish Council, as evidenced in their recent publication, is unpleasant 

and aggressive in tone. I was at first surprised; then I thought that there must be some 

hidden motive why MPC is pushing for the Old Traine Field swap. Is there some deal 

between South Hams and MPC? 

Note that I do not have a vested interest in either Penn Park or Old Traine Field 

developments, since neither have a direct affect on my street.  



Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

Overall the aims of the Plan are good, but Modbury people need to be properly 

consulted about any changes, and given time to properly view and understand such 

changes. 

Name A Edmonds 

 



Questionnaire Response – Dan Turner 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

No 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

The communication provided was excellent throughout. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

Yes 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

There were multiple consultations and public events with opportunities to get involved. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

No Opinion 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have 

an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

No 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic 

if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

I think it is a better site for walking. 



Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

No 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

Yes 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

SWW and DCC day it is okay and I believe they have sufficient knowledge to make this 

judgement. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

No 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

No Opinion 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, 

do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

Yes 



reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

Yes 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site 

at Old Traine? 

Yes 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

It is a more sustainable site and well integrated into town. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

Well done on an excellent plan. 

Name Dan Turner 

  



 

Questionnaire Response – Reid Oliver 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and 

the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

Given the impact of swapping a brown field site (Pennparks) for a green field site (Old 

Traine Field) a more significant opportunity should have been given to us as residents to 

have our say. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

Yes 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Yes in the early stages our views were thoroughly sought. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or 

parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 



Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if 

the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

There have already been identified problems with the traffic on Brownston Steet, adding 

extra load to this problem is illogical. Traffic congestion regularly spills onto Church street 

(A379) in the Middle of Modbury which is a known bottleneck. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

We have seen the effects of flooding in our Town and any additional development in this 

catchment will add speed up run off and add to the problem.  

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 



The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do 

you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at 

Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

The Neighbourhood plan states 4.31 Modbury lacks sufficient public open space. Surely 

we should be protecting green field sites such as Old Trains Field, especially as there is 

access for all to enjoy as there is a footpath running through it. 

Name Reid Oliver 

  



 

 

 

Questionnaire Response – Hazel Hill 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and 

the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

I believe the communication has been severely limited and also portrayed in a 

'suggestive' way so as to get people to vote for something that they don't particularly 

want! I also believe things should be written in black and white with whole truths to 

enable a Y/N answer. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

yes. As it stands at the moment one can't help but feel things are careering away on a 

path that only a select few can walk upon. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or 

parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 



Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if 

the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

It would be nothing short of dangerous! Already our lanes are hair raising with the 

amount of cars that park on the roads due to no off road parking! This is just likely to 

make things 100% worse! 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Quite simply it should not be allowed. The town of Modbury has suffered more than 

enough with flooding over the years and it seems more than crazy to even think about 

allowing the potential.  

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 



The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do 

you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at 

Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

Everything has been centered around traffic/housing/pedestrians etc... One very big 

hole in this, is the absolute devastation to wildlife, flora,fauna,etc... not discounting the 

huge amount of sheer pleasure, pure breathing, and food for the soul and mental health 

and well-being of the people who already live here. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

It doesn't feel very 'neighbourly'! 

Name Hazel Hill 

  



Questionnaire Response – Angela Farr 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and 

the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

Inadequate 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No Opinion 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Yes 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or 

parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if 

the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Traffic already very bad and this will make it far worse 



Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Flooding is a major issue  

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do 

you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

No 



reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at 

Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

It seems to be badly thought out and needs a re think 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

Modbury is choca bloc with traffic and needs some sympathetic planning 

Name Angela Farr 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Questionnaire Response – Shelagh Tearle 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and 

the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

I feel that communication about the change in plan was almost non-existent. If it is such 

a good plan and worthwhile change to what had already been agreed in the JLP, why 

were the council not “shouting it from the rooftops”? Instead they have tried to “fly it in 

under the radar.” Why would this be? 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

A much more transparent approach with proper consultation with residents of Modbury 

should have been undertaken. The supposed “reconsultation” of 2019 was unknown to 

most residents and open to abuse. It came up with a non-democratic “result”. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or 

parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic if 

the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

If the Old Traine Field site is developed with access solely via Ayleston Park and 

Silverwell park onto Brownston Street this will not only cause increased congestion on 

Brownston street, already severely compromised by on-street parking and a very 



narrow junction with the A379, but is unsafe because that will create 4 cul-de-sac roads 

with well over 100 houses served through the narrow Ayleston Park (with pinch points) 

and the one Silverwell Park exit, whose turn out is often obscured by parked vehicles. 

Accidents will happen. Access for emergency vehicles could be severely compromised. 

Traffic along Dark Lane and Barracks Road will also be increased and this is of concern 

due to the lack of footpaths for much of their length. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding issues 

within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

The Old Traine Field is within the Modbury Critical Drainage area, draining through and 

old culvert which is already under stress. The lower part of the town has been subject to 

flooding and much work as carried out very recently you try to alleviate this, at great 

expense. This is a palliative, not a solution. To build in front of the dam seems to be 

counter productive and should not be contemplated. Government policy requires 

development to be directed to areas of least flood risk. 



Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do 

you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at 

Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

If Covid 19 has taught us anything it is the importance of the availability of open air 

space for mental well being. We should not be destroying it on those grounds alone. 

The proposal of 20 “flats” with no allocated parking space is totally wrong, and I suggest 

only there in order to cram in 40 “dwellings”. Modbury does not need 1 bedroom flats. 

Parking must be provided in an adequate amount - there is already a shortage of 

suitable off- road parking in the town. 



Name Shelagh Tearle 



Questionnaire Response – David Tearle 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal 

to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

The detail of the proposed switch to the SHDC Community Housing proposal was known to 

Modbury Parish Council and the Planning group well before the flawed re-consultation held 

in July 2019. Why was this information not included then. Why did the Parish Council claim 

"community support" when it does not properly exist. Why did they not use the process to 

confirm the type of housing required, since no survey has been done since 2015? 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

A much more transparent approach from the MNPG, MPC and SHDC. If nothing else the 

"Localism Act" requires it. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will 

have an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic 

flow and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested 

parts of the town? 

Yes 



Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional 

traffic if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

There is a direct relationship between houses and traffic/parking and pollution. More 

houses feeding into Brownston Street means more traffic. 72,000 more movements 

according to DCC. The MNP's traffic policy determines not to increase traffic or congestion 

but by making this proposed switch they will be knowingly doing just that! 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may 

cause additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark 

Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

The Old Traine field is part of the Modbury drainage catchment area and is within the 

Modbury Critical Drainage area. This was one of the major constraints that led the JLP 

examiners to reject the site for development. The Modbury catchment drains through the 

aged town culvert, which is already under extreme stress.  

Government policy, included in the JLP, requires development to be directed to areas of 

least flood risk. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine 

site that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the 

Yes 



steep topography severely limit the development potential of this 

land’? 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine 

field with its public footpath should be retained as an open 

space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. 

But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and 

well-reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to 

protect our unique environment and save our open spaces for the 

future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for 

the removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a 

site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed 

MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

The Old Traine site has been rejected since the 1970's. None of the reasons have changed. 

By means of this switch SHDC are attempting to develop this undevelopable site, with all its 

problems, apparently just to use up a Government grant which is burning a hole in its 

pocket. Shameful, certainly illegitimate, and probably illegal - and this is currently being 

tested, I understand. 



Name David Tearle 



Questionnaire Response – Eileen Berry 
 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal 

to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

Whilst the re-consultation was referenced in the Messenger last August, it did not 

specifically inform the community of the proposed swap of sites. The fact that it was the 

August messenger means that those away on holiday, busy with the summer holidays etc 

are more likely to have missed it or not found the time to respond. 

Why was the proposal not put on media sites such as Next-door Modbury of the 

Facebook news page? 

Why was there not a separate communication delivered to each household to have their 

say on the plan that is for us and has been worked on for years by dedicated volunteers? 

Why were the results not published sooner and available for scrutiny? 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

Yes 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

I have had the opportunity to have my say on the MNP previously - but not for this 

particular issue. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used 

before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will 

have an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic 

Yes 



flow and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested 

parts of the town? 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional 

traffic if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Approximately 110 dwellings will have their only access as via Silverwell Park onto 

Brownston Street. Modbury, as a town, readily becomes congested because of on-street 

parking and Brownston Street essentially being single track. The wider access roads are 

narrow. It is not unusual for Modbury to 'grind to a halt' and the risk of this will be 

increased.  

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may 

cause additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark 

Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

Modbury has previously suffered significant flooding with impact on businesses and 

homes - we should not risk a recurrence of this. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine 

site that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the 

Yes 



steep topography severely limit the development potential of this 

land’? 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine 

field with its public footpath should be retained as an open 

space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. 

But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and 

well-reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to 

protect our unique environment and save our open spaces for the 

future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for 

the removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a 

site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed 

MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

We also need to consider the needs of those moving into the area. Penn Parks would be 

closely aligned to the Palm Cross development which is now established with a very 

positive community feel, children able to play out, proximity to the school and amenities 

such as the Memorial Hall and play park. It is my understanding that there is to be a play 

area on that site. It is possible that those moving onto Old Traine Field may feel more 

isolated. 



It is important that the town has the infrastructure to support the additional housing 

(applies to both sites) in terms of school provision (some year groups currently over 

subscribed), public transport (woefully inadequate) and road access. There may also be a 

requirement for local support agencies such as the CAB.  

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make 

in relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

I would like to thank all those involved for their hard work and time investment. I feel 

saddened that the lack of effective communication (and we know it was not effective as 

many people were unaware of the swap) may influence the view and potential 

acceptance of he plan.  

Name Eileen Berry 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 



Questionnaire Response – Sharon Dearsley 

Question Response 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the 

proposal to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of 

communication from the Neighbourhood Planning 

Group/Modbury Parish Council and the community on 

the proposal to swap the sites? 

It feels as though a brown field site on the main through road 379 would be a much better 

proposal Brownston street and Silverwell and Ayleston Park 

Will not be able to cope with all the extra traffic 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence 

the future development of Modbury? 

No 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be 

used before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field 

will have an effect on traffic congestion and highway 

safety, traffic flow and/or parking conditions, particularly 

for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field 

may cause additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston 

Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 



Question Response 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be 

an appropriate and sympathetic development that will 

conserve and enhance the town’s unique natural 

environment, protect important views and skylines and 

safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to 

flooding that drained away from the town should be 

used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old 

Traine site that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature 

landscape and the steep topography severely limit the 

development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and 

recreation benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do 

you feel Old Traine field with its public footpath should 

be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and 

ideas. But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a 

balanced and well-reasoned proposal that will realise 

No 



Question Response 

these aspirations to protect our unique environment and 

save our open spaces for the future? 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced 

reasoning for the removal of Pennpark as a development 

site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to 

develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any general comments that you would like 

to make in relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood 

Plan? 

Modbury has had a large site developed at Palm Cross 

The schools, Health Centres and roads cannot take much more development 

This summer with all the extra holiday COVID traffic the roads have been at a standstill 

Brownston Street cannot take much more traffic 

Devon is being overbuilt and where are all these people working who are moving here  

Name Sharon Dearsley 

 

  



Questionnaire Response – Phil Bluett 
 

Question Response 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council 

and the community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

Only heard from a neighbour. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better opportunities to 

influence the future development of Modbury?  

Yes 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before 

developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have 

an effect on traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

Yes 



Question Response 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential additional traffic 

if the Old Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Brownston street is busy enough as it is. This will only make it much worse! 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause 

additional issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an 

appropriate and sympathetic development that will conserve and 

enhance the town’s unique natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that 

drained away from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the potental flooding 

issues within the town if the Old Traine Field site is developed? 

No 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site 

that ‘The poor vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 



Question Response 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation 

benefits of easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field 

with its public footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, 

do you feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the 

removal of Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site 

at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

Modbury lacks sufficient open space for walkers. Most footpaths have to be accessed 

from the lanes, this will reduce it further if it goes ahead. 

Do you have any general comments that you would like to make in 

relation to the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

Need to be informed every step of the way well in advance of any changes of plans. 

Name Phil Bluett 

 



Questionnaire Response – Kath Tooley 
 

Question Response 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to develop the site 

East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause additional issues 

for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique natural 

environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 



Question Response 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained away from 

the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The poor 

vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely limit the 

development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of easily 

accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public footpath should be 

retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you feel that 

MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal that will realise 

these aspirations to protect our unique environment and save our open spaces for 

the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? No 

Name Kath Tooley 

 



Questionnaire Response – Suzanne Hawkins 
 

Question Response 

Do you feel you have been bettet informed of the proposal to develop the site 

East of Ayleston? 

No 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 



Question Response 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained away 

from the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The poor 

vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely limit the 

development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of easily 

accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public footpath should 

be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you feel 

that MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal that will 

realise these aspirations to protect our unique environment and save our open 

spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Name Suzanne Hawkins 

 

 



Questionnaire Response – Katharine Hope 

 

 

Question 

Response 

Do you feel you could have been better 

informed of the proposal to develop the 

site East of Ayleston? 

No Opinion 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity 

to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No Opinion 

If available, do you think that brownfield 

sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop 

Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, 

traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

Yes 



 

Question 

Response 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

potential additional traffic is the Old 

Traine Field development t goes ahead? 

Brownston Street is unable to cope with current levels of traffic. It absolutely could not sustain the growth 

that would be related to this development. Equally, Dark Lane and Barrack Road would see increased levels of 

traffic on dangerous roads that are unsafe for pedestrians (no footpaths) but provide critical links to the 

school and recreation ground. 

Do you believe that any development at 

Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston 

Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field 

proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will 

conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less 

prone to flooding that drained away from 

the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original 

assessment of the Old Traine site that 

Yes 



 

Question 

Response 

‘The poor vehicular access, mature 

landscape and the steep topography 

severely limit the development potential 

of this land’? 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted 

the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel 

Old Traine field with its public footpath 

should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many 

laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a 

balanced and well-reasoned proposal that 

will realise these aspirations to protect 

our unique environment and save our 

open spaces for the future? 

No Opinion 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully 

evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No Opinion 



 

Question 

Response 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 

proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in 

relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

The footpath through this field is incredibly well-used by locals and provides ready access to the outdoors and 

exercise. It has fantastic views, is a prominent site and is a valued part of the landscape. It absolutely should 

not be built on.  

Do you have any general comments that 

you would like to make in relation to the 

Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

I think that people were on board with the Traine Field development before the Bloor Homes development 

was built. It felt like a more sympathetic and appropriately sized development but I think people thought this 

would be an alternative to the Palm Cross developments. Now that those are actually in place it makes much 

more sense to add on to that area by developing Penn Parks. That site is much better placed to managed 

increased traffic and parking. If Modbury has to have more housing then I feel strongly that this is built at 

Penn Parks not Old Traine Field. Any more housing must bring with it improved infrastructure in particular 

more play spaces, a bigger school and more pavements. 

Name Katharine Hope 

 

  



Questionnaire Responses – Jane Dacre 

 

Question Response 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of the proposal to develop the site 

East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No Opinion 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine Field may cause additional issues 

for pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and Barracks 

Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve and enhance the town’s unique natural 

environment, protect important views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 



Question Response 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to flooding that drained away from 

the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The poor 

vehicular access, mature landscape and the steep topography severely limit the 

development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health and recreation benefits of easily 

accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public footpath should be 

retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies and ideas. But, do you feel that 

MNP3 site swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal that will realise 

these aspirations to protect our unique environment and save our open spaces for 

the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? No 

Name Jane Dacre 

 



Questionnaire Responses – Genny Luxmoore 

 

Question Responses 

Do you feel you could have been better 

informed of the proposal to develop the 

site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury 

Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

Very poor. I thought it was unusual that the change was communicated at the height of the holiday season 

last year and was only aware due to chatting to neighbours 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity 

to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been 

better opportunities to influence the 

future development of Modbury?  

Yes, I thought the initial survey on housing a few years ago was clear. The NPG website seems to have been 

flaky throughout as I signed up for updates but received nothing 

If available, do you think that brownfield 

sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 



Question Responses 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop 

Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, 

traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

potential additional traffic is the Old 

Traine Field development t goes ahead? 

I feel sorry for Brownston Street residents, Silverwell Park residents and Ayleston Park. Ultimately it will cause 

pollution for the whole town as we all breathe the same air. Most work opportunities are outside Modbury so 

commuting will increase. Burma Gage appeared unannounced at my door last month to say the Traine field 

development was good for health, I think that is debatable since the data on times from Penn Parks. 

Do you believe that any development at 

Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston 

Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field 

proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will 

conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 



Question Responses 

Do you agree that development sites less 

prone to flooding that drained away from 

the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to 

the potental flooding issues within the 

town if the Old Traine Field site is 

developed? 

I hope they have been really well considered as it is devastating to clear up after flooding.  

Do you agree with SHDC’s original 

assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The 

poor vehicular access, mature landscape 

and the steep topography severely limit 

the development potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted 

the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel 

Old Traine field with its public footpath 

should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many 

laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a 

No 



Question Responses 

balanced and well-reasoned proposal that 

will realise these aspirations to protect 

our unique environment and save our 

open spaces for the future? 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully 

evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 

proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in 

relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

Have any other sites been considered by the Parish Council ? Seems amazing other flat sites are not 

considered first. 

Do you have any general comments that 

you would like to make in relation to the 

Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

I am not against development if it is needed but real thought should go into what is required. I understand the 

new development is not selling quickly- is there demand? 

Name Genny LUXMOORE  

 

  



Questionnaire Responses Carol Holgate 

 

Question  Responses 

Do you feel you could have been better informed 

of the proposal to develop the site East of 

Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level of 

communication from the Neighbourhood Planning 

Group/Modbury Parish Council and the community 

on the proposal to swap the sites? 

Communication and details of the proposed development have been sadly lacking. There is now an 

unusually short consultation time during a month when families are preoccupied with holidays. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to 

influence the future development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better 

opportunities to influence the future development 

of Modbury?  

I would hope that there would be more effort in accommodating that opportunity for personal 

opinion.  

If available, do you think that brownfield sites 

should be used before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old 

Traine field will have an effect on traffic congestion 

Yes 



Question  Responses 

and highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking 

conditions, particularly for the congested parts of 

the town? 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential 

additional traffic is the Old Traine Field 

development t goes ahead? 

I fear that the now challenging traffic congestion on Brownston Street will be severely exacerbated. 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine 

Field may cause additional issues for pedestrians in 

Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal 

would be an appropriate and sympathetic 

development that will conserve and enhance the 

town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard 

wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to 

flooding that drained away from the town should 

be used if available? 

Yes 



Question  Responses 

Do you have any comments with regard to the 

potental flooding issues within the town if the Old 

Traine Field site is developed? 

Any development which could potentially add to the risk of flooding should without doubt be 

avoided given the history of flooding in Modbury. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of 

the Old Traine site that ‘The poor vehicular access, 

mature landscape and the steep topography 

severely limit the development potential of this 

land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health 

and recreation benefits of easily accessed open 

spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable 

policies and ideas. But, do you feel that MNP3 site 

swap proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned 

proposal that will realise these aspirations to 

protect our unique environment and save our open 

spaces for the future? 

No 



Question  Responses 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced 

reasoning for the removal of Pennpark as a 

development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal 

to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to 

the proposed MP3 development at Old Traine 

Field? 

I believe this to be an inappropriate place for development for the many reasons highlighted by the 

in-depth report provided by the Stop the Swap campaign. 

Do you have any general comments that you would 

like to make in relation to the Modbury 

Neighbourhood Plan? 

I am not sure why there is a need for this additional site to be developed when Penn Parks has 

already been agreed for development and is better situated to that end. 

Name Carol Holgate 

 

  



Questionnaire Responses – Clive Holgate 

 

Question Responses 

Do you feel you could have been better 

informed of the proposal to develop the 

site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury 

Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

There was a rushed consultation which was poorly publicised last August when many people were busy with 

leisure activities. The same approach has been taken this year with an inappropriately short consulatation 

period at a time when people are distracted by holidays, COVID-19 and financial uncertainty. The proposal to 

swap sites is not made clear in communications from the parish council. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity 

to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been 

better opportunities to influence the 

future development of Modbury?  

I do not feel that objections to the proposal have been answered convincingly and feel that the process from 

the beginning has lacked objectivity and has been biased towards developing the Old Traine site (east of 

Ayleston Park). This is an important change to the NP and yet when the proposal was made last August there 

were no public meetings and there was no questionnaire and no referendum unlike when the original NP was 

put forward. I can only think that when the NPG did not achieve the result they had anticipated from the 

consultation on the original NP they decided not to risk repeating the process. 



Question Responses 

If available, do you think that brownfield 

sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop 

Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, 

traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

potential additional traffic is the Old 

Traine Field development t goes ahead? 

Modbury suffers from severe traffic congestion especially in the summer months but also in relation to large 

vehicles. Development of the Old Traine site will inevitably increase traffic in the town especially in Brownston 

Street and on the A379 in the region of the junction with Brownston Street. It is not unusual for traffic to 

become ‘log-jammed’ in both areas. On-street parking is also a problem in the town and a high-density 

housing estate can only add to the difficulties as there will certainly be insufficient room for parking on the 

site.  

Do you believe that any development at 

Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston 

Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 



Question Responses 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field 

proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will 

conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less 

prone to flooding that drained away from 

the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard 

to the potental flooding issues within the 

town if the Old Traine Field site is 

developed? 

Recent flood defences have doubtless to some extent mitigated the risk of flooding in the town although as 

yet they are relatively untested. However, I note that the run-off from Old Traine field goes directly into the 

brook and is not retained by the bund. The demands on the system of future climate change are unknown but 

are almost certain to increase. Also, the antiquated culverts beneath parts of the town centre are likely to 

deteriorate further and it does not seem sensible to drain more water through them than absolutely 

necessary. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original 

assessment of the Old Traine site that 

‘The poor vehicular access, mature 

landscape and the steep topography 

severely limit the development potential 

of this land’? 

Yes 



Question Responses 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted 

the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel 

Old Traine field with its public footpath 

should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many 

laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a 

balanced and well-reasoned proposal that 

will realise these aspirations to protect 

our unique environment and save our 

open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully 

evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 

proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in 

relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

The visual impact of the development from the town will be highly detrimental and in view of the density of 

the housing screening will not be possible. Additionally it is clear from the sloping nature of the site, previous 



Question Responses 

comments from SHDC and from an independent report that development of the site will be difficult, expensive 

and involve very high, potentially unsightly, retaining structures. 

Do you have any general comments that 

you would like to make in relation to the 

Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

A need in Modbury for community housing or for apartments is not part of the existing MNP. If these are 

desirable it is difficult to understand why they were not included in the approved plan. It is also important to 

recognise that this is not just a local plan but part of an area plan for housing to meet the needs of Plymouth 

and the South Hams. Since houses are now being exchanged for apartments it seems that the principle of an 

integrated plan for the entire area is being breached. It is also noteworthy that SDHC stated that a swap of 

sites would only be considered if it delivered 40 houses to replace those being lost at the Penn Parks site. 

Clearly, SHDC in supporting this proposal have lost sight of their own conditions for approval of the scheme. 

Name Clive Holgate 

 

  



Questionnaire Responses – Jill Rooney 

Question Response 

Do you feel you could have been better informed of 

the proposal to develop the site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to 

influence the future development of Modbury? 

No Opinion 

Do you feel that there could have been better 

opportunities to influence the future development 

of Modbury?  

No, council will do what they want in the end, it's just lip service. 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites 

should be used before developing greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old Traine 

field will have an effect on traffic congestion and 

highway safety, traffic flow and/or parking 

conditions, particularly for the congested parts of 

the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the potential 

additional traffic is the Old Traine Field 

development t goes ahead? 

More cars near Brownston Street. You must be mad. Bigger school run? Crazy 



Question Response 

Do you believe that any development at Old Traine 

Field may cause additional issues for pedestrians in 

Brownston Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal 

would be an appropriate and sympathetic 

development that will conserve and enhance the 

town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard 

wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less prone to 

flooding that drained away from the town should be 

used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the 

potental flooding issues within the town if the Old 

Traine Field site is developed? 

It will result in the drains having to be completely relaid. Imagine the disruption to Church/Broad 

Street then. Remember when the carnival float broke the sewer pipe next to the coop? #funtimes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of the 

Old Traine site that ‘The poor vehicular access, 

mature landscape and the steep topography 

Yes 



Question Response 

severely limit the development potential of this 

land’? 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the health 

and recreation benefits of easily accessed open 

spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its public 

footpath should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable policies 

and ideas. But, do you feel that MNP3 site swap 

proposal is a balanced and well-reasoned proposal 

that will realise these aspirations to protect our 

unique environment and save our open spaces for 

the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully evidenced 

reasoning for the removal of Pennpark as a 

development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 proposal 

to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 



Question Response 

Do you have any further comments in relation to 

the proposed MP3 development at Old Traine Field? 

Any building away from the current development area will be unsightly and impractical. Modbury's 

visual appeal is very important to us. 

Do you have any general comments that you would 

like to make in relation to the Modbury 

Neighbourhood Plan? 

They will do what they want to do. It's window dressing. 

Name Jill Rooney 

 

  



Questionnaire Response – Alex Hammerstein 

 

Question Response 

Do you feel you could have been better 

informed of the proposal to develop the site 

East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury 

Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

The communication from the NPG/Parish Council has been abysmal. The NPG web site was 

unavailable for many months following the proposal so no informed information could be obtained. 

The Parish Council have ignored repeated requests from myself, and others, for information. The so 

called 're-consultation" of 2019 was held at very short notice during the peak summer holiday 

season, and was not very well publicised, resulting in a very low response from the community. It 

was a further six months before the results were announced with no explanation as to why it took so 

long to analyise the very low number of responses. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to 

influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better 

opportunities to influence the future 

development of Modbury?  

yes, the NPG and Parish Council should have been far more proactive in keeping the community up 

to date on progress and proposals. 



Question Response 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites 

should be used before developing greenfield 

sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old 

Traine field will have an effect on traffic 

congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the 

congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

potential additional traffic is the Old Traine 

Field development t goes ahead? 

The traffic situation is already bad in Brownston Street and a further 70,000 movements per year will 

have a devastating effect on access within the town. There is no provision for any additional 

pedestrian traffic along roads to the community amenities, which these pedestrians will have to 

walk. The access into Silverwell Park already serves three estates, and previous planning inspectors 

have all said that there should be no further increases through this point. The NPG's assumption that 

children will be walked to the school is somewhat fanciful given that the children will have to walk 

about 1km down one hill, up another, down a second and then up a second hill.  

Do you believe that any development at Old 

Traine Field may cause additional issues for 

pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field 

proposal would be an appropriate and 

No 



Question Response 

sympathetic development that will conserve 

and enhance the town’s unique natural 

environment, protect important views and 

skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

Do you agree that development sites less 

prone to flooding that drained away from the 

town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment 

of the Old Traine site that ‘The poor vehicular 

access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development 

potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the 

health and recreation benefits of easily 

accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine 

field with its public footpath should be 

retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable 

policies and ideas. But, do you feel that MNP3 

site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

No 



Question Response 

reasoned proposal that will realise these 

aspirations to protect our unique environment 

and save our open spaces for the future? 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully 

evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 

proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any general comments that you 

would like to make in relation to the Modbury 

Neighbourhood Plan? 

Please see my additional and more lengthy written submission. 

Name Alex Hammerstein 

 

  



Questionnaire Responses – Robert Wormald 

 

Question Response 

Do you feel you could have been better 

informed of the proposal to develop the 

site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding 

the level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning 

Group/Modbury Parish Council and the 

community on the proposal to swap the 

sites? 

I was informed of the NPG's proposal to replace the development site at Pennpark with the site East of 

Ayleston Park via a leaflet distributed with the Modbury Messenger in August 2019. Before this date I had 

not even been made aware that the matter was under consideration at all. The leaflet lacked any evidence 

based argument for why the Planning Group considered the East of Ayleston site to be more suitable. 

While the leaflet contained a voting form, the voting process was not auditable and was open to abuse. 

The results of the consultation were withheld by the Parish Council until February 2020, and the flawed 

voting process was only responded to by 167 persons from a population in excess of 1600. Overall, I 

consider the communication from the Planning Group and Parish Council to have been very poor. 

Do you feel you have had the 

opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been 

better opportunities to influence the 

future development of Modbury?  

The Planning Group did not inform me that the choice of development sites for Modbury was being 

reviewed during 2019, so I had no opportunity to influence the proposal by the Planning Group to swap 

the Pennpark site for the site to the East of Ayleston Park. This was a missed opportunity. There was no 

public forum in which the residents of Modbury could challenge the recommendation of the Planning 

Group. Furthermore the voting process associated with the proposed change of development site was 

totally flawed and open to abuse. I have not confidence whatsoever that the consultation effectively 



Question Response 

considered the views of the community. Despite raising a number of comments that challenged the 

Planning Group's recommendations, I received no response from the Planning Group or Parish Council 

before the plan was approved and forwarded to SHDC. Overall, I feel that my views as a resident of 

Modbury have been unwelcome and ignored by the Parish Council.  

If available, do you think that brownfield 

sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to 

develop Old Traine field will have an 

effect on traffic congestion and highway 

safety, traffic flow and/or parking 

conditions, particularly for the congested 

parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding 

the potential additional traffic if the Old 

Traine Field development goes ahead? 

The MNP states in its Policy for Safe Movement and Transport that development shall not worsen traffic 

congestion or adversely affect highway safety. The Pennpark site could readily be provided with direct 

access on to the A379 and would therefore have relatively low impact in terms of traffic congestion, road 

safety and air pollution in the town. Conversely, road access to Old Traine Field is poor and is likely to lead 

to approximately 70,000 additional vehicle journeys per year along Ayleston Park, Silverwell Park, Dark 

Lane and the already heavily congested Brownston Street. In 2017 SHDC concluded that the Old Traine 

Field site was unsuitable for development because of its poor relationship to the town, access roads with 

poor alignment, poor vehicular access, its mature landscape and steep topography. Additionally, how can 

the car parking needs of 40 homes (in all probability at least 80 vehicles) be accommodated at the East of 

Ayleston Park site without spill-over into the surrounding streets (Tuckers Brook, Ayleston Park, Silverwell 



Question Response 

Park and Brownston Street), which are already exploited fully as on-road parking by the residents of the 

town?  

Do you believe that any development at 

Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston 

Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field 

proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will 

conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard 

wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less 

prone to flooding that drained away 

from the town should be used if 

available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard 

to the potental flooding issues within the 

Modbury has a history of flooding in times of high rainfall and is particularly vulnerable to surface water 

flow from the catchment to the East of the town. Despite recent flood alleviation works, the town’s 

flooding and drainage problems can only be exacerbated by development of the Old Traine Field site, 



Question Response 

town if the Old Traine Field site is 

developed? 

whereas Pennpark poses no such threat. It follows that by replacing the Pennpark site with the site to the 

East of Ayleston Park, the MNP is failing to observe JLP policy, which requires development sites less prone 

to flooding to be used if available. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original 

assessment of the Old Traine site that 

‘The poor vehicular access, mature 

landscape and the steep topography 

severely limit the development potential 

of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted 

the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel 

Old Traine field with its public footpath 

should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many 

laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a 

balanced and well-reasoned proposal 

that will realise these aspirations to 

protect our unique environment and 

save our open spaces for the future? 

No 



Question Response 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully 

evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 

proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in 

relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

While Old Traine Field is closer to some of Modbury’s shops than Pennpark, several other amenities (e.g. 

the primary school, churches, Memorial Hall, Business Parks and bus stops) are closer to Pennpark. It is of 

particular note and of environmental significance that pedestrian access to the primary school from 

Pennpark via the existing footpath is safer and easier than the route from Old Traine Field via Dark Lane 

(which has no footpath and is poorly lit).  

Do you have any general comments that 

you would like to make in relation to the 

Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

Fundamentally, it defies all logic to squeeze 40 new dwellings into a beautiful green field when there is a 

more suitable brownfield site available, on which development would create significantly less adverse 

impact in terms of the visible landscape, flood risk and traffic congestion. I believe the site to the East of 

Ayleston Park to be unsuitable for the development of 40 homes, and that the late change to MNP Policy 3 

should be reversed to favour the previously approved and far more suitable site at Pennpark.  

Name Robert Wormald 

 

  



Questionnaire Response – Peter Preston 
 

 

Question Response 

Do you feel you could have been 

better informed of the proposal to 

develop the site East of Ayleston? 

No 

Do you have any comments 

regarding the level of communication 

from the Neighbourhood Planning 

Group/Modbury Parish Council and 

the community on the proposal to 

swap the sites? 

What I find concerning is the issue of Nimbyism. The stop the swap site is totally anonymous Whether it is 

representative of the majority of objective unaffected residents or merely those who may have a vested interests 

is impossible to say. No one wants their nice cosy residential area inflicted by development. That was the same 

with the development of Palm Cross, Cromwell Park, Aylestone etc etc. when Aylestone was identified as a 

development site the majority of Modbury residents opposed it. Nowadays it is accepted as a part of the town. 

Without knowing the origins and make up of the stop the swap campaign it is difficult to comment on its 

objectivity and accuracy. 

Do you feel you have had the 

opportunity to influence the future 

development of Modbury? 

No Opinion 

Name Peter Preston 

 

  



Questionnaire Responses – Lucy McTaminey 

 

Question Responses 

 

Do you feel you could have been better 

informed of the proposal to develop the 

site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury 

Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

Until the stop the swap leaflet came through the door, my husband and I had had no communication about 

the proposed development east of Aylestone. I feel the MNP hasn't been communicated effectively as I have 

no idea why they feel the need to change the location, other than it will be easier to walk into town for old 

people.  

Do you feel you have had the opportunity 

to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been 

better opportunities to influence the 

future development of Modbury?  

I filled out the original questionnaire on proposed development but haven't heard anything since then. I feel 

as though, if you don't have time to go to meetings due to work or other commitments, then you are not 

included in any decision making.  



Question Responses 

If available, do you think that brownfield 

sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop 

Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, 

traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

potential additional traffic if the Old 

Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Old Traine field is right in the centre of Modbury, in an area where traffic congestion is already terrible! It 

will direct traffic down brownstone street, which is already a one lane road due to parking, and it will cause 

issues. There is not enough parking proposed for the development which will lead to even more on street 

parking, which is already a huge issue in Modbury. The development is quite far from the school which will 

lead to more parents driving their children to school. Barrack Road is already heavily congested at school 

drop off and pick times. We need to be making it easier for people to walk their children to school, not 

harder. Dark lane and barrack road are already dangerous tobwalnwith children as their is a large stretch on 

the roads with no pavement and a blind bend. More traffic on these roads will be dangerous for those who 

do walk to school.  

Do you believe that any development at 

Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston 

Yes 



Question Responses 

Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field 

proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will 

conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

Yes 

Do you agree that development sites less 

prone to flooding that drained away from 

the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original 

assessment of the Old Traine site that 

‘The poor vehicular access, mature 

landscape and the steep topography 

severely limit the development potential 

of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted 

the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel 

Yes 



Question Responses 

Old Traine field with its public footpath 

should be retained as an open space? 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many 

laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a 

balanced and well-reasoned proposal that 

will realise these aspirations to protect 

our unique environment and save our 

open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully 

evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 

proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in 

relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

I have no idea why this site has been chosen. The access is not sufficient, parking is not sufficient, its too far 

from the school, there are no bungalows or sheltered accommodation for the elderly and disabled, no play 

parks. I would be interested to know more about the reasons that this site was chosen.  

Name Lucy McTaminey  



Questionnaire Responses – Mary McClarey 

 

Question Responses 

Do you feel you could have been better 

informed of the proposal to develop the 

site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury 

Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

I understood that following wide consultation and numerous public meetings in Modbury, there had been a 

final decision by JLP inspector to develop the Penn Park site. 

 

The Modbury community were not informed that there had been a change in order to develop Old Traine 

Field/East of Ayleston Park in lieu of Penn Park until the Modbury Messenger, in July or August last year 

announced, in a small article in the middle of the newsletter, that there was an opportunity to vote on 

whether the east of Aylestone park site or Penn Park site was preferable. This was news to everyone in 

Modbury, except those involved in the process themselves. Indeed,many people were unaware that there 

was an opportunity to vote, not being regular readers of the Modbury Messenger. There was no other 

attempt to alert the community to the 'reconsultation'. 

 

The 'reconsultation' itself took the form of a tear-off slip within the newsletter and was anonymous. The 

responses could be neither be coded nor validated. There was no explanation as to why the change had 

come about and when I spoke to the parish councillor in the parish office the day after I received the 

Messenger he informed me that one of the main benefits was to enable sheltered housing for elderly people. 

This provision, not fourty dwellings, would have been a positive for the town, wherever it had been sited. 

Regrettably, that now appears not to be the case. I believed the methodology of the 'reconsultation' to be 

inadequate and raised my concern. The councillor disagreed and also denied that the anonymity of the 

'reconsultation' slip gave an opportunity to duplicate responses. As a result, when the replies were collated 

several ( number not revealed to the community) were apparently deemed inadmissable due to duplication. 



Question Responses 

No audit of results or external validation has been undertaken and the townspeople were not given a second 

opportunity to vote. Due to the very low response rate (167 in a population of over 1600, which I suggest is 

not generalisable), and the errors from duplication,a repeat opportunity with improved methodology should 

most certainly have been undertaken. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity 

to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been 

better opportunities to influence the 

future development of Modbury?  

Overall the MNP is good, reads well and has good aims. However, the sudden change of tack and substitution 

of sites without consultation contradicts the collaborative stated intent. For example ' Maintain and enhance 

the historic character of Modbury through listed building and conservation areas policies, the preservation of 

historic sites and buildings and appropriately scaled phased and sympathetic development.' The forty 

dwellings planned for the East of Aylestone site abut and surround grade two listed development of 

significant historic interest, known as Old Traine. As well as houses, the planned dwellings include 20 two-

storey flats, 16 of which are one-person. These cannot be described as appropriately scaled and sympathetic 

to the historic character of Modbury. 

If available, do you think that brownfield 

sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop 

Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, 

Yes 



Question Responses 

traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

potential additional traffic if the Old 

Traine Field development goes ahead? 

Traffic will have to traverse to the top of Ayleston Park, then turn left along Silverwell Drive, before turning 

onto either Dark Lane or Brownston Street. The top of Aylestone Park is very steep, can become impassable 

in icy conditions and the council does not treat the road for gritting etc. Brownston Street, which I 

understand is a conservation area, is already heavily congested, with traffic only able to traverse one way 

most of the time due to cars parking on both sides of the road. The junction from Brownston Street onto the 

A379 is difficult to negotiate due to only one vehicle at a time having room to turn. Along Dark Lane the 

pavement peters out after around 50 yards and thereafter pedestrians share the road with vehicles. 

This situation then continues onto Barracks Road i.e. no pavement. If residents travel to school or work from 

the east of Aylestone Park site by car they will add a significant burden to this already congested route. If 

they travel to school or work from Penn Park these issues will be non-existent for the school journeys ( there 

is a path from Penn Park site facilitating pedestrian access) and cars will have direct access from their site 

onto the A379 for other purposes Plymouth (avoiding the town altogether) or Kingsbridge ( avoiding the 

junction at Brownston Street ). 

Do you believe that any development at 

Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston 

Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 



Question Responses 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field 

proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will 

conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard 

wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less 

prone to flooding that drained away from 

the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard 

to the potental flooding issues within the 

town if the Old Traine Field site is 

developed? 

Building fourty homes will generate runoff down roads and paved areas which will enter an already at 

capacity water system. This will probably give rise to flooding and is in contradiction to the MNP stated 

intention to 'Ensure all new development... takes into account environmental factors such as landscape, 

flood risk,,' A bund, at taxpayers expense, has recently been built in an attempt to reduce or eliminate the 

flooding which Modbury has suffered in the past few years.The runoff from the forty dwellings is likely to be 

downstream of the bund which wasn't built to take any additional capacity. Every winter, town traders are 

impacted by flooding at the lower ( east) end of town and some have been closed for many weeks due to 

flooding. One must anticipate that this will be exacerbated with the establishment of 40 more dwellings 

replacing the more absorbent pastureland as well as additional sewage requirements. There is no identified 

flood risk from the Penn Park site, which runs away from the town, not into it. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original 

assessment of the Old Traine site that 

‘The poor vehicular access, mature 

Yes 



Question Responses 

landscape and the steep topography 

severely limit the development potential 

of this land’? 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted 

the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel 

Old Traine field with its public footpath 

should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many 

laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a 

balanced and well-reasoned proposal 

that will realise these aspirations to 

protect our unique environment and save 

our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully 

evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 

proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 



Question Responses 

Do you have any further comments in 

relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

I am completely at a loss to understand why the Old Traine Site has been proposed as a suitable site for 

fourty dwellings on the East side of town. There has not been any research done which has demonstrated 

the need for one bedroom flats,( there are 16 on the plan) and these are also without parking spaces in a 

town whose demographic is young families or older people. There is only a bus service at the most once an 

hour to either Kingsbridge or Plymouth so should the occupants of the smaller flats want to leave the town 

they will need transport. Public consultation which took place before the plan did not identify the need for 

this type of accommodation, houses or bungalows where the identified need. To refer again to the MNP , it 

states' It ( Modbury) will be a place where development is in keeping with the existing built form and 

surrounding landscape and managed to meet the needs of residents and visitors.' 

 

There is also a safety issue for pedestrians along Dark Lane which currently has to be negotiated very 

carefully due to oncoming traffic, blind corners and no pavement. With the increase in traffic along Dark 

Lane accidents will certainly occur. Accessibility for emergency vehicles to Brownston Street and Ayleston 

Park will be severely compromised by the increase in traffic and the inevitable increase in on-street parking 

generated by the development coming from the east of the town. None of these issues applies if the 

development is situated at Penn Park which is on the west of the town. The 2018 Independent Inspector 

concluded ' Penn Park is the most effective way of delivering the needs of Modbury and the wider area.' 

There is no evidence that anything has changed for the needs of Modbury therefore I would hope that this 

Inspection would support that of the 2018 Inspector.  

Do you have any general comments that 

you would like to make in relation to the 

Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

With the exception of MP3 I support the plan. But we have been betrayed by the MP3 and there hasn't been 

any logical or timely explanation given to the people of Modbury as to why there has been a sudden change 

inserted into an already agreed plan. 

The only conclusion people can come to is that the field at Old Traine has been proposed by someone with a 

vested interest in its sale. There are no benefits to Modbury for its being swapped with the Penn Park site 
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which is already approved. In addition, it is environmentally damaging. The increase in traffic and the loss of 

the open green space (some refer to it as Modbury's green lung) is indefensible. Modbury Parish Council 

have been disingenuous in their descriptions of what is being proposed (sheltered accommodation for the 

elderly, parking spaces for all etc.). They have been less than transparent in their communication with the 

townspeople and only informed the town of the swap after SHDC had been engaged in the proposal. We 

have recently learned that SHDC has now spent hundreds of thousands of pounds of taxpayers money on 

assessing the site and many of us expect that our vote will not be taken seriously. The Parish Council have 

lost our trust and our loyalty and are not acting in our best interests. You will note that my address is 

Ayleston Park, but I am not close enough or adjacent to the proposed site. I am not a NIMBY but a NIMBI. 

 

The term Not In Modbury's Best Interests is now in common use in Modbury to describe the substitution. 

Name Mary McClarey 

 

  



Questionnaire Responses – Kathy Milthorp 
 

Question Response 

Do you feel you could have been better 

informed of the proposal to develop the site 

East of Ayleston? 

No Opinion 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to 

influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

No Opinion 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites 

should be used before developing greenfield 

sites? 

Yes 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old 

Traine field will have an effect on traffic 

congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the 

congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

potential additional traffic if the Old Traine 

Field development goes ahead? 

Obviously, traffic in brownston st and dark lane which is already a problem will be even worse. 

I have frequently walked grandchildren along dark lane and it's amazing there have been no accidents. 

We have experienced many hairy moments. 
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Do you believe that any development at Old 

Traine Field may cause additional issues for 

pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field 

proposal would be an appropriate and 

sympathetic development that will conserve 

and enhance the town’s unique natural 

environment, protect important views and 

skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

No 

Do you agree that development sites less 

prone to flooding that drained away from the 

town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment 

of the Old Traine site that ‘The poor vehicular 

access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development 

potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the 

health and recreation benefits of easily 

Yes 
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accessed open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine 

field with its public footpath should be 

retained as an open space? 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable 

policies and ideas. But, do you feel that MNP3 

site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these 

aspirations to protect our unique environment 

and save our open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully 

evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 

proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation 

to the proposed MP3 development at Old 

Traine Field? 

This beautiful field will be lost forever, missed by many of us who love our local walks. It's unlikely 

anyone would be sad at losing an ugly Piece of land at Penn parks 

Name Kathy Milthorp 



Questionnaire Responses – Stephen Kyffin 

 

Question Response 

Do you feel you could have been better informed 

of the proposal to develop the site East of 

Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the level 

of communication from the Neighbourhood 

Planning Group/Modbury Parish Council and the 

community on the proposal to swap the sites? 

I mostly keep track of all the developments through Modbury Messenger so this is an unpleasant 

surprise. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity to 

influence the future development of Modbury? 

No 

Do you feel that there could have been better 

opportunities to influence the future 

development of Modbury?  

Yes 

If available, do you think that brownfield sites 

should be used before developing greenfield 

sites? 

Yes 



Question Response 

Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop Old 

Traine field will have an effect on traffic 

congestion and highway safety, traffic flow 

and/or parking conditions, particularly for the 

congested parts of the town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

potential additional traffic is the Old Traine Field 

development t goes ahead? 

I think the traffic management in Modbury is bad enough as it is with little time given to properly 

consider or deal with the current traffic issues let alone adding further inappropriate schemes in 

place. It will result in serious incidents.  

Do you believe that any development at Old 

Traine Field may cause additional issues for 

pedestrians in Brownston Street, Dark Lane, 

Dartmouth Road and Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field proposal 

would be an appropriate and sympathetic 

development that will conserve and enhance the 

town’s unique natural environment, protect 

important views and skylines and safeguard 

wildlife? 

No 



Question Response 

Do you agree that development sites less prone 

to flooding that drained away from the town 

should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to the 

potental flooding issues within the town if the 

Old Traine Field site is developed? 

I live in Burns Lane and despite the new anti flood developments we still get rising waters in the Burns 

Lane brook and in Autumn we still avert overflows by clearing out sticks and leaves. So less drainage 

will further aggravate the situation.  

Do you agree with SHDC’s original assessment of 

the Old Traine site that ‘The poor vehicular 

access, mature landscape and the steep 

topography severely limit the development 

potential of this land’? 

Yes 

The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted the 

health and recreation benefits of easily accessed 

open spaces. Do you feel Old Traine field with its 

public footpath should be retained as an open 

space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many laudable 

policies and ideas. But, do you feel that MNP3 

site swap proposal is a balanced and well-

reasoned proposal that will realise these 

No 



Question Response 

aspirations to protect our unique environment 

and save our open spaces for the future? 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully 

evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 

proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in relation to 

the proposed MP3 development at Old Traine 

Field? 

I cannot believe anyone would actually consider using that site and the way it has been handled has 

made me feel distrustful of the process and system. 

Name Stephen Kyffin 

 

  



Questionnaire Response – Mervyn Kettle 

 

Question Response 

Do you feel you could have been better 

informed of the proposal to develop the 

site East of Ayleston? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

level of communication from the 

Neighbourhood Planning Group/Modbury 

Parish Council and the community on the 

proposal to swap the sites? 

I have frequently communicated with the PC over the 'inadequate' use of the PC website, to no avail. 

This, if used more effectively and kept up to date could have made the transfer of information more 

seamless. To date that does not appear to have been the case. 

Do you feel you have had the opportunity 

to influence the future development of 

Modbury? 

Yes 

Do you feel that there could have been 

better opportunities to influence the 

future development of Modbury?  

As above. 

If available, do you think that brownfield 

sites should be used before developing 

greenfield sites? 

Yes 
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Do you think MNP03 proposal to develop 

Old Traine field will have an effect on 

traffic congestion and highway safety, 

traffic flow and/or parking conditions, 

particularly for the congested parts of the 

town? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments regarding the 

potential additional traffic if the Old 

Traine Field development goes ahead? 

The original location at Pennpark would be a far more suitable site as originally agreed in relation to 

developing an existing brownfield site (why tear up more of our countryside when 'derelict' land can be 

far better used)? 

Far less environmental impact in developing Pennpark. 

The Pennpark site gives immediate access to a good through road (A379) and bus stops in both directions 

- therefore hopefully reducing some vehicular traffic. 

Footpath access can be supplemented through recent development therefore giving freedom of 

movement for pedestrians. 

Looking at the revised plans parking is in short supply for both sites and this needs to be given more 

consideration overall. 

Do you believe that any development at 

Old Traine Field may cause additional 

issues for pedestrians in Brownston 

Street, Dark Lane, Dartmouth Road and 

Barracks Road? 

Yes 

Do you think that the Old Traine Field 

proposal would be an appropriate and 

No 
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sympathetic development that will 

conserve and enhance the town’s unique 

natural environment, protect important 

views and skylines and safeguard wildlife? 

Do you agree that development sites less 

prone to flooding that drained away from 

the town should be used if available? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments with regard to 

the potental flooding issues within the 

town if the Old Traine Field site is 

developed? 

Regarding pedestrians, undoubtedly their will be an increased vehicle flow into Old Traine Field, but good 

footpaths are already in place and improved traffic management schemes (unlike the more than useless 

one located outside the school, that has never been resolved - and cost US money) can negate any 

increased risk. 

The question regards flooding is a non issue, I think any resident would agree that the answer has to be 

yes, no matter where increased building was to be situated. In addition, more regular clearing of the 

gulleys up and out of Brownstone Street would further reduce the risks. These gullies in particular are 

continually full of debris which blocks drains. 

Do you agree with SHDC’s original 

assessment of the Old Traine site that ‘The 

poor vehicular access, mature landscape 

and the steep topography severely limit 

the development potential of this land’? 

No 
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The Covid 19 pandemic has highlighted 

the health and recreation benefits of 

easily accessed open spaces. Do you feel 

Old Traine field with its public footpath 

should be retained as an open space? 

Yes 

The Neighbourhood Plan has many 

laudable policies and ideas. But, do you 

feel that MNP3 site swap proposal is a 

balanced and well-reasoned proposal that 

will realise these aspirations to protect 

our unique environment and save our 

open spaces for the future? 

No 

Do you feel that the plan provides fully 

evidenced reasoning for the removal of 

Pennpark as a development site? 

No 

Generally are you in favour of the MNP 3 

proposal to develop a site at Old Traine? 

No 

Do you have any further comments in 

relation to the proposed MP3 

development at Old Traine Field? 

The development of Traine I believe has a greater environmental impact and will introduce more traffic 

in an already congested Brownston Street - to the detriment of all Modbury residents. Using brownfield 

sites makes more sense in the majority of circumstances.  
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Do you have any general comments that 

you would like to make in relation to the 

Modbury Neighbourhood Plan? 

I think people find it too cumbersome and therefore shy away from becoming involved - I include myself! 

Name Mervyn Kettle 

 


