Rep ID: Dev001

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Figure should much lower as there is no road infrastructure.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Reduce traffic through Devizes

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

100% not as London road always super busy. New traffic light did not improve situation, only moved traffic from Windsor Drive to
London road. So you still have same polution from hardly moving vehicles.




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Possibly Cean hill site, but Wiltshire Council needs to think how to build bypass like Melksham is having.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

All sites around Windsor Drive will have even greater impact on polution.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments

Building expensive houses 400k+ does not help local people to get on property ladder.




Rep ID: Dev002

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Whilst the scale of growth (330 dwellings) appears modest, it doesn't explain why so much Greenfield land has remained 'viable'
for assessment. Some (Area 3 for example) appears wildly out of place.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Considerable care when choosing suitable sites would be needed in order to minimise the impact of additional traffic emerging on

to London Road/A361.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




No. Site 8 (SHELAA 549b) apparently requires "screening" to avoid spoiling the view from Roundest Down. A hedge would be
pointless, and a row of trees would take 30 - 40 years to become sulfficiently established. The heritage criteria for excluding site
SHELAA 3115 (Hillworth) seems rather "NIMBYish" on the face of it.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Unused Devizes College grounds (however not even considered for assessment !).

DES5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factorsyou t hi nk we that aeedto sex@endidered
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Additional traffic congestion.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Access to the planned railway station at Lydeway isn't given serious consideration. Assessment Areas 4, 5, and 6 would be best
located to avoid further air quality impacts.

Further comments

Why not more Town Centre development ?




Rep ID: Dev003

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

| think the scale of growth is excessive given the lack of an infrastructure including new GP practices, schools, transport links etc
to meet the needs of the occupants of proposed new housing. Also the definition of 'brownfield' needs to be clearly defined.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

The importance of woods and other green areas to people's well-being doesn't seem to be a priority.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

No




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5. Arether e 1 mportant social, economic or envi r tha meedtd laelconsidecet o
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Site 6 Greenacre nursery is adjacent to Drews Pond Nature Reserve and is used as an extension of the woods by the large
number of people, individuals and families and dog walkers, who exercise in the area. | don't see how this meets the criteria of a
brownfield site, 'land previously used for industrial or commercial purposes with known or suspected pollution including soil
contamination due to hazardous waste." Using the site for housing will impact on the well-being of the Devizes community and
the natural habitat of the area. It is an invaluable resource which should be nurtured rather than destroyed.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Yes. As mentioned earlier, more GP practices, schools and transport and recreational facilities should be created before
considering further house building. The importance of maintaining green areas and making them easily accessible to all should
be prioritised. Any housing should be affordable, fully energy efficient, social housing.

Further comments

I hope that councillors will listen to the protests over the proposed development of Greenacre nursery and acknowledge how
important the Nature Reserve is to our well-being and to the wildlife who inhabit it. Rather than build housing on the site, the
Council should consider charities to once again use the space for horticultural therapy.




Rep ID: Dev004

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Appalling. Devizes is cramped, traffic bound and polluted already. No further development should be permitted whilst this state of
affairs continues or until the infrastructure of this historic market town is improved dramatically.
There should be no Brownfield target

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

No. | fear that further development will stifle Devizes altogether, and certainly not achieve the stated objectives

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




No. The Greenacres site, adjacent to the Local Nature Reserve is the worst of all suggestions.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

None

DES5. Are there important social, economic or environment al f act or s you tthat nedd tolbe onsedered ¢
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Traffic, pollution, lack of appropriate infrastructure. Applies to all sites.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Properly independent cycleways, quiet walkways to the town
adequate entertainment and social facilities.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev005

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Local resident

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Yes, but you also need to consider which brownfield sites to use. the site at Green Lane is on the edge of Drews Pond Wood
and would do considerable damage to the ecology of Drews Pond and put added pressure on an already busy nature site.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

There are no priorities which take account of environmental impact. This also needs to be a priority and taken into account

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Site 6 - the Greenacre Nursery site needs to be removed. There has already been increased housing in the area and the
construction of a floodlit sports pitch and skatepark. These developments place excessive pressure on Drews Pond Wood which
Is already a busy area and creates problems for the flaura and fauna on the site. In particular the bat population is put at risk with
such high volumes of human traffic through the site and the strain on the ecology of the site is greatly increased.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Areas 2, 3, 4 and 7 all seem to be more appropriate sites for development and use open farmland.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

See above RE site 6. There needs to be considerable thought given to its impact on the ecology of the area.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Development which leads to increased diversity and a positive environmental gain should be favoured. There is also a
requirement for increased health services in Devizes to meet a growing population, in particular GP and Dentistry services.

Further comments

Priority should also be given to construction which works to have a lower carbon emission in its construction and greater
reduction of carbon post construction e.g. highly insulated and efficient heating, etc.




Rep ID: Dev006

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Personal

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:
Dev006

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The figure is probably about right.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

These are the right priorities.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Site no. 6 is not appropriate for development. Please see my answer to Q11.




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Brownfield Land, or low-lying, well-screened poor-quality agricultural land.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Site no. 6: Greenacres:

This site should be excluded from further consideration for residential development due to its significant value in terms of ecology
and the historical association with the care of people with mental health issues. The site could, and should become the home of
the Wiltshire Wildlife Trust and a Forest Schools facility.

The Council 6s stage 2A and 2B overall judgement 1is incorre
Brownfield - also known as previously developed i land (PDL) is defined in Annex Two of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2012) as:

Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the curtilage of the developed land (although it should not be
assumed that the whole of the curtilage should be developed) and any associated fixed surface infrastructure. This excludes:
land that is or was last occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings; land that has been developed for minerals extraction or
waste disposal by landfill, where provision for restoration has been made through development management procedures; land in
built-up areas such as residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds and allotments; and land that was previously developed but
where the remains of the permanent structure or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape.

Greenacres has only ever been used as a nursery or for therapeutic, informal horticulture/agriculture. This has either been as
part of the Hospital ds tr eat me n titied such agitte Richenant Bellowship. Thete has begrh
no change ofusetocommer ci al activity for the site and, as such the
own register of Brownfield Land.




DES6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Housing for self-builders should be given more priority, i.e. individual building plots.

Further comments

No thank you.




Rep ID: Dev007

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Sole respondant

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The initial scale seemed excessive, however after the exclusion of a number of proposed sites, | have no quarrel

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Unknown

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Yes with the exception of Greenacres (ref 3259 on the map)




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Those areas to the North of the town centre which are well served for road access, transport and amenities.

DE5. Are there important social, economi ¢ Iissedtlrahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Yes... the site known as Greenacres (ref 3259 on the map), is inappropriately identified as a brownfield site. Originally the
Roundway Hospital gardens, and more recently used as therapy facility for the rehabilitation of people with mental iliness, it is an
important natural social amenity for townsfolk.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

At the site known as Greenacres (ref 3259 on the map), access to the site is down a very narrow road, and the proposal would
encroach onto the Drews Pond nature reserve, an important local natural habitat.

Further comments

At the proposed site known as Greenacres (ref 3259 on the map), any development would be within the curtilage of a listed
building (Drews Park), and would be visible to homeowners and tenants there.




Rep ID: Dev008

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

It should be higher, town centre accomodation helps the town to thrive, edge of town new homes just puts more people on the

road and destroys the green areas

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

These priorities do not even mention protecting the green spaces in Devizes and how important they have been particularly this

year. More houses and less open space is a bad idea.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Leave Drews Pond alone.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DES5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factorsyout hi nk we 0 viheat nead sosbe abnsidered
generally or in respect of individual sites?

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments

Drews Pond is one of this town's treasures. Don't ruin it.




Rep ID: Dev009

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

No, the figure should be lower with existing buildings reallocated to meet targets.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

New homes should not be to the detriment of green belt, or brown filed sites.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

There are probably existing buildings that could be replaced by new accommodation.




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

The land at Coate bridge or east of Windsor Drive would have the least impact given they are not visible from existing homes,
and the road infrastructure is such to accommodate additional housing.
The least appropriate options are the land to the North

DES5. Are there important social, economic or environmentalfact or s you t hi ntkat needdtobe cansidesee d
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Impact to road congestion is important. This is a factor to discount option 8 as it would add to traffic on the London Road.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Additional Health facilities - such as Minor Injuries Unit at Green Lane hospital, and parkway train station at Lydeway.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev010

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): resident

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

| think the scale of growth is too great taking over areas that are boundaries to the countryside. Brownfiedl should be targetted
but only if not in conservation areas

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

NO. Development proposals 806, 3259, 543 encrouch on the countryside and heritage site of Roundway hospital. 3259 at
Greenacres is not an appropriate site for development. It will be next to a historical orchard and mean losing some ancient
habitat. It will be in very close proximity to the grade 2 listed hospital and its parkland. It will increase traffic and foot fall to the
area. Residents have already seen a vast increase in Drews Park due to new housing being built. 3259 will increase traffic
significantly and also block views for residents along Marshall Road. Better sites for housing rather than on green land sites.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

NO

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

NOT 3259 or digging up any ancient woodland.

DE5. Arethere I mportant social, economic or envi r otmatmeedttoabe cohsadered r
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Definitely not considered the environmental issues on 3259 to 524. These are not appropriate or respect the residents who live
there. Already we have seen an increase in traffic and foot fall since the hospitals and new housing has been built. Drews Pond
foot fall has increased and the parkland around the hospital. Buildng more housing in these areas will only increase this further.
Drews Park residents purchased their properties for its uniqueness. It is utterly devastating to consider what will be lost in this
area of natural beauty and the long term environmental effect it will have on the area. Greenacres site backs onto an ancient
orchard which is a piece of history linked to Roundway hospital.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

YES. The area does not have the capacity for more traffic. For site 3259 this is a narrow lane used by dog walkers, it is not
appropriate for a large amount of traffic.




Further comments

| am devastated to see areas 3259 Greenacres and 543 even considered for planning. Both sites are not appropriate for
housing. Both sites are in areas of outstanding natural beauty. 3259 is proposed next to ancient woodland and parkland and will
encroach an area of Devizes heritage. It is shocking to see such disregard for this area but once again proposing building.
Already this area has had a new development encroach on Drews Park. And yet it is threatened again. As for 543, this again
threatens to use farmland and a green area for development. It will significantly threaten the wildlife and increase the traffic on
an already congested trunk road into Devizes. | am at a loss to understand why both sites are being considered.




Rep ID: Dev011

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

| note that Devizes has already had 1000 homes built in the current core strategy, leaving only 330 to be planned up to 2036. |
support the use of brownfield sites but think that site 6 Greenacre Nursery is misclassified as a brownfield site when it has only a
very small mobile building on it and has only ever been used for small scale agricultural purposes.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

| would agree with the above points. But | would add that new housing must be built in places which are not to the detriment of
local greenspaces, such as nature reserves and public open spaces

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Environmental factors at site 6 which is adjacent to the nature reserve and has a very narrow access road.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev012

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

No comment

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Given the government and Wiltshire Council targets for net zero carbon emissions, there should be a priority for ensuring that all
new housing is built to the highest levels of energy efficiency. Anything less will require expensive retrofitting of energy efficiency

measures early in the lifetime of these properties.

Similarly we now know that fossil fuelled cars will no longer be on sale before the end of this plan. So provision of suitable EV

charging infrastructure should also be a priority.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Sites 1 and 2 seem a long way from the town and are only served by the very busy London Road. So these seem less suitable
than the others.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

New housing should be as close to the centre of the town as possible and should be high density, but perhaps with shared
garden areas.

DE5. Are there important social, economivemissedtlrahmneedrtodrn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

| am concerned that many of the residents of new housing will live in Devizes, but will work elsewhere. For instance sites 1, 2 & 8
may be more attractive to people working in Swindon. This would fail to contribute to the community here and would mean
unsustainable levels of commuting, most likely by private car.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Access to healthcare remains an issue in Devizes, the new health centre has been a long time coming. Access to hospitals for
emergency care is difficult for most with Swindon being the nearest.

The road layout brings a lot of traffic through Devizes and congestion has long been a problem. Adding housing will make this
worse unless major efforts are made to increase walking & cycling and to provide convenient public transport to nearby tons and
villages.




Further comments

Is this plan really compatible with the Wiltshire Council goal of making Wiltshire zero carbon by 2030?

If so then it needs to address how we remove almost all fossil fuelled vehicles from the road and how we ensure that all new
homes are zero carbon, both in construction and in use.




Rep ID: Dev013

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Dr e wds Par k

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Yes

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Yes

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Not Greenacre Lane




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Any site that does not encroach on a nature reserve.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The Greenacre site encroaches on a nature reserve. We should be spending money on maintaining nature reserves and making
them more accessible to local people especially in these times. Greenacre site has also become an important bio diverse habitat.
The access road is narrow and the building of this housing estate will disrupt hugely this habitat. We should also spend money on
the Greenacre Nursery which supports adults with learning difficulties - a very under supported Tier Three part of our community.
If the developers succeed they should make a donation to this nursery (or build them 3 large polytunnels) . Planners - make a
deal! and work for all of the community instead of just the money makers. Ccmpare the profit they are going to make and the
erection of three large polytunnels and thereby extend the nursery for other vulnerable parts of the community, children and

adults with mental health issues.

In addition If you do go ahead with this housing estate will the houses incorporate energy saving details such as solar panels. We
al | need to play our partt ®@adanredtdo pwst dwatyohurin Oun tPer fbed t

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Solar panels, more than the legal requirement for insulation

Further comments

Already made above




Rep ID: Dev014

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Lower. Devizes has a unique market town chracter. The area has a finite amount of land, roads and ancillary services that can be
accessed by the residents - it is currently in danger of being overloaded by the various sites proposed by the council

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

These are good priorities for the area. A concern is how to improve the quality of air in the town with the increased housing
development and subsequent car use by those who are not able to get local employment and who will therefore have to travel for
work. Also the further from the services housing developments are the more vehicles will be used to access the local amenities
(shopping etc.).




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Not sure which 4 sites you are concentrating on - you happear to have 8 listed on the map. Having said that this does seem to be
a lot of development for the town

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

I do not think developers should be allowed to build on either greenfield sites or brownfield sites where there is not already
considerable development that has become vacant, derelict or contaminated.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Sites to be developed need to take into account the importance of green space, access roads, local facilities and have at least
40% social/affordable housing for first time buyers. All to often it seems that companies allowed to build in Devizes are only
interested in their own profits and charging as much as possible for houses that are neither well built or affordable to first time
buyers.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Wildlife areas should be conserved. Clean air is an increasing priority. Houses should only be built where there is local
employment opportunity for the new householders.




Further comments

The Greenacre site.

| object to the building of new houses/release of planning approval for this site for the following reasons:

1. The site is encroaching onto the local nature reserve. It is an important natural habitat for a wide variety of wild animals and a
very popular local amenity used by many local residents. Building on it would remove this amenity for local people.

2. It is not within the spirit of the definition of a brownfield site. 'Brownfield' land is an area of land or premises that has been
previously used, but has subsequently become vacant, derelict or contaminated. Greenacre has one mobile building on it (hardly
making it an area of vacant or derelict land) and has reverted to the wild. It is an important biodiverse habitat which will be totally
lost if building is permitted.

3. Access to the site is down a very narrow road and, due to the buildings that have been recently build next to this site and the
recent development of the Green Lane sports field, there is no room for subsequent access routes.

4. The development is next to and visible from Drews Park, a listed building area.




Rep ID: Dev015

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Sustainable Devizes

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The plan has contradictory priorities with growth around the edges of town and to improve air quality in the centre. Growth on the
edge of town will lead to increased traffic into the town centre. Use of development funds is only targeted at one particular
problem and does not address overall increase of traffic. Yes there should be increase of brownfield site and no development on
greenfield sites.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Reducing traffic as opposed to citing air quality, ahead of more homes, improve the quality of the overall environment and living
space first. There is no correlation between present employment levels cited as low against need for more housing. There is no
correlation between present employment levels cited as low against need for more housing. There is no mention of the
environment and protecting biodiversity




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

No - this is just expanding the boundary of the town with no significant infrastructure to change mobility so will only lead to an
increase in trffic.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

There need to be formed plans that invest in low impact mobility (pedestrian, cycling, electric mobility scooters) so that there is a
chance to reduce traffic. Biodiversity needs to be protected building on the edge of Drews Pond woods and removing potential
gardening are will significantly impact biodiversity.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

There is no discussion of electric vehicle (EV) charging. It is being left to chance.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev016

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Yes there should be brown fields used

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Yes | agree but not at the expense of destroying the historic and natural beauty and wildlife.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

No , | can only comment on Greenacre nursery site




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Not the Greenacre nursery site

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The wild life and environment

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Sports and leisure facilities and green infrastructure

Further comments

| do not think Greenacre site is appropriate, it is too close to Drews Wood where many people walk and enjoy the wildlife and
peace of the area. Also any building so close to the wood would be detrimental to the wild life. Why spoil an area that is used for

| ei sure and relaxation. It would destroy a wild I ife cooadi
and Windsor Drive which encircles the south east side of Devizes. It can also adversely affect the seven springs which emerge
into the valley feeding into the stream on the south side of the site. There is a natural roe deer and muntjac population existing on
that site and in the wood.




Rep ID: Dev017

Consultee code: ADJ Parish/Town Council

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Potterne Parish Council

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Brownfield Only

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Devizes is set up for a future based on tourism. It has subjects of interest in spades. New build music NOT add to the traffic of

the the London road or Shares Castle road

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




NO. Both the Mouchel Survey of 2010 and the Mott MacDonald survey of 2012 declared that the roads were inadequate to avoid
serious delays.
THEY WERE UNABLE TO OFFER ANY POSSIBLE SOLUTION. HENCE BROWNFIELD CLOSE TO TOWN CENTRE ONLY

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Post Covid, Consider redundant shops.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

| am not qualified to answer

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

THIS IS THE ELEPHANT IN THE ROOM. IT MAY ALREADY BE TOO LATE
IF OUR ECONOMIC FUTURE IS TO BE BASED ON TOURISM IT WILL FAIL IF COACHES CANNOT KEEP TO A TIMETABLE.
IF MORE HOUSES MEAN MORE DELAYS, FORGET DEVIZES AS A SCHEDULED DESTINATION FOR TOURIST COACHES

Further comments

SEE ANSWER TO PREVIOUS QUESTION




Rep ID: Dev018

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): retired

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

It seems reasonable, but not in the Drews Park area.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

No comment

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

| do not believe the impact of the Greenacre site, particularly on Drews Park, is appreciated. No mention is made of the upheaval
Drews Park has recently suffered with the development on Byron Road followed by the new football ground. As a result of the




Byron Road development, the East end of Drews Park now has a view of a block of very unattractive 3 story dwellings, at a
distance of about 150 yards. Between the two, is an area of ground owned by Ashbury Homes, which is totally unkempt and only
makes the situation worse.

From my own house, | can see the Greenacre site, so the statement that says this will be hidden by trees, is incorrect, particularly
in winter. Since the ground rises as it reaches the far side of the development ( away from Drews Park) so buildings in that area
will be even more visible to me.

As you may gather, | am against the Greenacre development, and in addition to the above, | believe it would present traffic
problems, and would overload the sewage system and even the supply of water and electricity. These are serious concerns since
the development will probably be twice the size of the Byron Road development, and will create a high concentration of people.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

We should be looking at brownfield sites.

DE5S5. Are there i mportant social, economic or teahneedrtodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Please look again at Greenacre site , and consider again its impact on Drews Park, Byron Road, and the area in general.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

See comments above.

Further comments




No further remarks.




Rep ID: Dev019

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Yes these seem right

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

No | object to the proposed greenacre nursery site




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Yes for greenacre nursery site

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev020

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Lower

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Not enough emphasis on providing green space and no consideration for local wildlife.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Greenacre gardens too close to Drew's Pond, any development would impact on that area.




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Land adjoining main roads, sited so that it joins up existing developments, is, London Road.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The environmental impact would be appalling if Greenacres is developed, situated as it is, adjacent to Drew's Pond and the
orchard/open space of Roundway hospital.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Only as mentioned above.

Further comments

| walked through Green Acres on the morning of heavy snowfall and there were numerous animal tracks going across the area,
back and forth to Drew's Pond woods. Housing development would cause incalculable damage to the local wildlife.




Rep ID: Dev021

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Yes

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Yes

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

| do not see the-need for the Greenacres site.




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

It is very important to consider medical and schooling requirements for the town. As well as road access that causes frustration
and damage to the environment. We should be considering the environmental impact of all this added building.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Walking and cycling

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev022

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): MOD

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Scale of growth ok
Brownfield sites should be higher than 150 homes

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Walking and cycling routes should be high priority

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Save site 3259 do not build there on Greenacres or number 5




Why not push out number 8 area?

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Number 8 and 2

DE5. Arethereimpor t ant social, economic or envi r on nleahnealltobé ensidereds
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Cycle routes

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Roads are already congested - what are the plans for A342 if you put 180 houses and circa 400 more cars in the vicinity of the
quiet Marshall Road area?

Further comments

Yes sort out the no through road on Newman Road which now has no bus bollards to stop cars coming through.
Also, more cycle routes like Windsor Druve which is great!




Rep ID: Dev023

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/a

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Yes there should be a brownfield target and it should be higher.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

These priorities do not recognise the lack of facilties in Devizes.We do not have enough health care.There is no A and E close
by.We do not have enough GPs.There is not enough NHS Dental places. Building more houses will only add to these
problems.And | do not see how you can come up with long term employment opportunities for the thousands of people who

commute to work elsewhere.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




This is too many sites to be considering.Sites 4 ,5 and 6 are only going to add to the current residents problems. There is only
limited access to the estates. There is not enough parking for the current number of houses. This makes access for emergency
vehicles difficult. And building here is only going to add to the congestion problems in the town centre.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

As little as possible. Only on the Swindon side of town. Swindon is where the most employment is.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The lack of employment in Devizes. The major lack of health care in Devizes. The lack of range of shops in Devizes. This is due
to buisness rates being too high. There are no mens clothes shops in Devizes.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

As mentioned before | believe Devizes has already been over developed. | have lived here for 16 years.At certain times of day it
can take twenty minutes to get through town.By 2025 the prediction is Devizes will be permantly gridlocked. | can belive it.It does
not matter what solution people come with to solve the problem,someone always disagrees.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev024

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Home owner

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The scale of growth appears adequate but no Brownfield target as it would depend on what those targets are and where the land

IS.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Yes, but also consideration should be given to the proximity and access to schools, Doctors and Dentists

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




You say there are four potential development sites that have been identified but there are separate sites in your list. This does
not make sense, do you mean of these eight only four could be developed?

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Sites 2,3,4 and 5 would appear most appropriate when you consider access requirements, proximity to the town, schools and
employment areas and could accommodate the remaining 330 homes that are needed.

DES5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you thin k we 6 v e thatineed ® the considered
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Yes, land that could have greater potential for leisure purposes and as educational purposes for special needs groups. Also the
protection of the environment in respect of an abundance of wild life, in particular site 8 Greenacres. Its very close proximity to
Drews Pond and the Grade 11 listed old Roundway Hospital and protected parkland surrounding it.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Yes the potential and the ability to further protect the green environment surrounding Devizes in particular those green spaces
where as | previously stated the abundance of wildlife including some rare species and the abundance of such a wide variety of
trees.

Further comments




Please pay more attention to the environmental issues and the protection of those areas of land which are really special and
needed in many ways that do not include development.




Rep ID: Dev025

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Devizes is a small market town and the rate of housing proposals particularly towards the Upavon and Marlborough Roads
appears excessive. The normal traffic in and around Drews Pond area is already increased due to the building of the new football
facility and the skate park in Green Lane. This road is narrow and already attracts a considerable number of people parking to go
walking. There are limited double yellow lines along the road. The old NHS garden site is directly adjacent to Drews Pond Woods
and has badgers setts, foxes many birds and wildflowers. The disruption to the existing nature reserve and this piece of land with
yet more housing does not fit with the historic nature of this landscape. Creating more nature in this space would be ecologically
the right thing to do. The area would cope badly with more traffic and people.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

The priorities appear well thought out. But more houses mean more traffic in an already congested small town. This will only
contribute to increased air pollution and will ultimately impact on wildlife and the nature of the AONB. Marshall Road is




considering a new housing development opposite the Hare and Hounds, another housing development opposite the Green Lane
Mental Health facility plus an Urgent Care unit. This plus more housing down Green Lane means the quality of life for the existing
residents will be greatly impacted by more traffic and noise pollution.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Too much off Marshall Road. It is already extremley busy due to the two health facilities, housing,people accessing Drews Pond
Woods, the football grounds and the skate park. The Greenacre site should not be used for further housing but recreated into
further nature for the people of Devizes. The wildlife and nature should be preserved not destroyed for monitary gains.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

The land nearer London Road which is closer to the area of employment and land that is closer to main road networks.

DES. Are thereimportants oci al , economi c or environment athat heecctd lwercensigered
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Drews Ponds Woods are already used well. However although they have only two parking spaces for disabled people and you
cannot access the woods in a wheelchair or a pushchair. The development of the Greenacre site could be used to enhance the
quality of life for more disadvantaged people by creating properly wheelchair/pushchair accessed trails. Plus a small creative
centre that could be used by local groups and schools to learn about nature and wildlife. There could be wildlife meadows,
growing vegetables and bee hives which would connect with the existing hives for the orchard nearby. This is such an opportunity
to think away from the monitary gain towards the environmental gain.




DES6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Needs of disadvantaged groups for leisure activities are rarely adressed. Needs of young mothers with children in pushchairs are
also rarely addressed. This leaves people isolated and unable to access site such as Drews Ponds Woods. This is a real
opportunity to provide proper country activities to such groups by extending the nature resrve instead of destroying another
complex wildlife habitat for more houses.

Further comments

| really hope that however Devizes expands it will not be responsible for continuing to destroy existing wildlife habitats. There are
so many sites other than towards the AONB that could be used. Otherwise there will be no AONB left if houses continue to
encroach over the decades.




Rep ID: Dev026

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

| accept there needs to be new housing (the government tells us this is the case) but | would rather we build on existing arable
greenfield sites than a brownfield site if the site was Greenacre Nursery on Green Lane. Devizes has very little going for it, but
Drew's Pond is it's one redeemable feature. Greenacres should be used to increase the nature reserve and/or improve the
sparce facilities available to Devizes residents.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

| think you have forgotten that it needs to be a nice place to live with actual facilities for residents, rather than just a sleepy
commuter town with nothing on offer. May | suggest looking at more forward thinking towns (almost everywhere else) and see
what people need, rather than just building housing with nothing to do. Each house build has to give funds for facilities so actually
create some or at least include that in your priorities!




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

| think most of the sites are fine (with some facilities provided so children and adults have something to do (not just the usual
benches and playground for toddlers) but Greenacres has the potential to turn Drew's Pond into an amazing woodland & Park
area together of a decent size that is actually required for a town with lots and lots of new residents. It will never happen in
Devizes but needs to be said anyway.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Area 2 next to the canal, seems the most obvious choice of those chosen, although | don't understand why they're aren't done
options on the Chippenham side of town. If you count the Market place as the town centre then the building is all to the East and

DE5S5. Are there i mportant social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Huge environmental & social wellbeing impact of Greenacres is chosen. It will ruin the best bit of natural land in Devizes. This
area is perfect for a walk with family and will be much poorer with houses built immediately next to it. Give half of it to Drew's
Pond as open parkland and put some running and biking facilities on the half nearest town.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Much more sports/leisure families around the whole area. Go and see what other towns are doing. Bournemouth/Basingstoke.

Further comments







Rep ID: Dev027

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

If possible higher. However | don't have the knowledge base to comment in depth.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Ensure a wide range of habitats for local animal species are protected and ensure that building work does not disrupt threatened
species or encroach upon nature reserves. Maintain high environmental standards.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

| believe the Greenfield site currently has a great mix of habitats which are vital for wildlife in the local area. It also encroaches
close to the drews pond nature reserve. The plot of land adjacent to the treatment centre nearby seems a much more sensi

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Yes, see above (10)

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev028

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Higher

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

You can't achieve development of housing and employment without all the traffic that goes along with it. Our infrastructure is poor
within the town both for those who live here and those passing through. A ring road of some kind would be beneficial but again at

what cost?

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Caine hill farms looks like a difficult site due to the high speed of traffic in that area.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5. Are there important social, economi ¢ ssedtkrahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Has the possibility of a rail station on the outskirts of town been taken into consideration?

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Better connection to Rail station if developed. Already a congested road system. | can't think of a way of charging electric
vehicles in Devizes car parks.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev029

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

All things considered the scale seems reasonable, building on brownfield also seems resonable, | would like to see the figure
being lower.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

There is more to life than shopping, | would like to see more attention given to services and infrastructure such as our, roads,
leisure centre, and nature reserves which already seem strained in respect of the volume of people already in, or using the town.
Protecting the quality of areas for leisure, nature, health and wellbeing for residents and visitors should be a high priority.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




| think sites 5 and 6 are too close to important nature reserves, to warrant development. Any large scale developments
irrevocably change the surrounding areas.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

8,2,3 and 4.

DES5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factorsyout hi nk we 0 vtheat nead sosbe abnsidered
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Greenacres and Marshall Road sites are close to nature reserves, building on these sites will undoubtedly affect these valuable
assets in a negative way.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev030

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

| was impressed at the meeting about how the scale of growth has been calculated with reference to other Wiltshire towns, | think
it is correct

Would be preferable to build on brownfield sites. However Greenacres is misclassfied as a brown field site, as it has only ever
had agricultural use.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

| agree with these points.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Using this map alongside the DEFRA map you will see that areas 5 and 6 are classified as prime agricultural land. There isn't
much of this left around Devizes and it must be protected from building development.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Devizes is close to the target amount for new homes. | wonder if the target can be achieved by using small brownfield sites,
redevelopment of old buildings in the town centre to produce small affordable homes. This would fulfil the councils criteria abo

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Greenacres. | feel that this land it much more important to the people of Devizes to be used for housing. Acess to it is down a
narrow lane. Your Stage 2 judgement does not make it clear that it is immedately adjacent to the Drews Pond Nature Reserve,
because it has only ever been used for small scale agricultural use, it is mis classified as a brownfield site and has become an
addition to the nature reserve containing many species of animals, inculding bats and birds.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

No, | think those points cover the issues.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev031

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Drews Park Resident's
Association

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

We think the scale of growth is appropriate for Devizes, given the geographical constraits that were discussed at the meeting.
There is not much high grade agricultural land around Devizes so development on brownfield sites (if they are correctly classified
as brownfield sites, whcih we believe Greenacres is not) would protect valuable agricultural land.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

We agree on these points.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




We are concerned that, though you have rejected area 806 at present, you say that you may restore previously rejected sites.
We think area 806 is a buffer site preventing sprawling development all the way to Potterne. It is adjacent to the nature reserve,
contains the orchard, allotments, sKate park and new football facility, all are important amenity areas and not suitable to develop.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

We think that the criteria that you have put in place lead to the most appropriate land for building being brownfield sites (if they
are correctly classified as brownfield which we don't think Greenacres is), as close as possible to the town centre.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

In respect of Greenacres: this site is very important environmentally. We would wish to refer you to the bat survey done in 2016
which showed many species of bats widespread and not just in the nature reserve. The site has only ever been used for small
scale agricultural use, has small buildings on for that purpose (which we have heard have never had planning permission) and
has a long border with the nature reserve. Thus many species of mammals, birds and insects are found there. During lockdown,
this areas has been widely used by local people and would be a great loss socially, to say nothing of the wildlife, if it were to
become a building site. Access is down a very narrow lane, which now also gives assess to the skate park and football club.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

We think you have covered all matters, the important thing now is to use these criteria in selecting the best site for the (relatively)
small number of homes Devizes needs to build.

Further comments




Your planning for Devizes document mentions the AONB but we think equal weight needs to be given to protect landscape and
biodiversity.




Rep ID: Dev032

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

To high. Drews pond should not be built on

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Preservation of rare bats and wildlife and green space at Drews Pond. Greenacres

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

No site 6 should be removed from development




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

A bypass to reduce traffic. More houses will add to the congestion and pollution

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Thousands of people enjoy Drews pond each week. Not having this space would effect social welfare

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

No

Further comments

Please consider the benefits of Greenacre and Drews pond to the community, environment and wildlife




Rep ID: Dev033

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Brownfield should be lower

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Priority needs to be given before all the above to the infrastructure of Devizes and the fact that the road system does not allow
large volumes of traffic without major holdups. Also limited services such as access to hospital since local hospitals closed
down, shops, community facilities with the closure of the college, limited supermarkets - all designed for a small market town not
on the scale of the recent amount of building, particularly along the London Road.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Regarding Greenacres site - this is a valuable area which was used for community rehabilitations and therapy and could be used
for this purpose again with the increase in mental health issues. The area is a very important, historic part of Devizes and the old
Roundway Hospital, orchard, Drews Pond Woods, the cricket pitch, the surrounding hills etc which have immense character and
have a large number of listed buildings. This area is a valuable resource for wildlife including birds, deer and bats (rare species
live here) and houses in this area would destroy the peace and tranquillity and be devastating for all the wildlife which lives in the
woods and surrounding area. It is also well used by children, people with dogs, young people accessing the skate park, the
allotments and would become unsafe with houses so close to the nature reserve. The area beyond (the hills and paths beyond
Drews Pond woods are also widely used by people walking, cycling, horse riding, running etc and are a very special place to be
with beautiful views.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Community resources for young people general arts facilities.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev034

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

While | prefer the choice of building on Brownfield sites over Greenfields BY FAR, | would firstly move against the notion of
meeting the proposed number of houses listed in the above section. Devizes as a town is already swollen in a population far
outstripping the available resources. Even with thousands of houses being added in recent years little has been added in
infrastructure or in the town centre. This results in numerous issues, such as traffic. Increased population has resulted in no
benefits to our ailing high streets. Furthermore, our town is a place of beauty and tranquility. Slapping on some more houses at
any available site in the interest of making more money, will slowly erode that wonderful feeling of our unique town.

On top of that, | worry about what is categorised as Brownfields site. Specifically, | talk of the Greenacres area, which has been
designated as a Brownfield site. The buildings there were for therapeutic horticultural use, the majority of the space is full of
wildlife, plant life, and a wonderful green area. This does not properly apply to the spirit of the term '‘Brownfield' and should not be
counted as such in this instance.

In conclusion, Brownfield over Greenfield AT ALL TIMES, but less development in general if we can help it.




DEZ2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

While priorities geared towards maintaining air quality and recognising nearby areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty are well-
intentioned, they near the status of an oxymoron. Further building of houses will NEVER 'improve' air quality as suggested in
point 2. Maintenence would be the highest hope, and that would be incredibly questionable. | recognise the intention would be to
move people/vehicles away from the town centre, but further houses sites will not help this problem, they will merely add to it.
Similarly, the intention to help the local economy and aid the town's tourism cannot be achieved by simply adding in more
numbers. That view is simplistic and unrealistic. If there is a genuine desire to aid the town's economy it is the town centre, our
businesses, shops, roads, access, and local schemes that need help. Not just building more houses. Hundreds if not thousands
of houses have been added to the town in recent years, and our high streets are at their most volatile. Just adding more and
more houses/people to a town undergoing no actual change in itself is not a recipe for success. We can see this incredibly clearly
in neighbouring towns. In the same vein, point 3 about adding more jobs to Devizes is simply false. More houses doesn't equal
more jobs. Investment in the town equals more jobs. All more houses would do is increase the number of people who live in
Devizes and work elsewhere in other towns, again adding on to our already crippling traffic problems.

Point 6 on encouraging alternative transportation methods is well-intentioned and one | support.

In terms of priorities, the largest should be maintaining, if not improving, our areas of green space, wildlife, and natural beauty.
Devizes is one of the most beautiful, most peaceful places to live in the UK. To lose that would be a crime, and | would like to
passionately point out that simply not building on a green space (such as Drew's Pond or the Cricket Field) is NOT ENOUGH. We
must also NOT, UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCES, build NEXT to a green space such as those listed. Doing so still has a gigantic
effect on wildlife, pollution, drainage, and footfall ruining these areas. Even before the pandemic, these places were of high
importance to many people. With Covid-19 the importance of natural spaces is clearer than ever. All such areas like the Orchard,
the Cricket Field, ANY green space all contribute to the natural beauty, heritage, and character of our town and should remain
our HIGHEST priority going forward to maintain the spirit of Devizes and keep it a wonderful place to live.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

This is absolutely, resolutely the WRONG pool of potential development sites. While | understand Area 1 adjoining Lay Wood as
a natural expansion of a new estate that will move into areas not accessible to the public anyway, as well as Area 2 and Area 8




for the same reason, Areas 3 and 6 are abhorrent as development sites. If | had the choice | would not include areas 4 or 5, but |
at least understand them more, though Area 4 will have a significant impact on surrounding areas of beauty and wildlife spots.
Area 3 is perhaps the most upsetting. This is an area used by dozens and dozens of people every single day for dog walks,
exercise of their own, walks with their children. In the recent snows, the area was filled with families with sledges or building
snowmen. On top of that, the views from said area are spectacular. There is also more than enough wildlife living in that area for
it to be a non-starter. Deer, foxes, dozens of different types of birds. The entire eastern side of Devizes use this area for their
dog-walking or their exercise. Build on it and we only increase the amount of drivers on the road now forced to go elsewhere.
This will also have a knock on effect the fields between this area and Coate. How long until the Byway is turned into an access
road, and we have that area ruined too? There is yet more wildlife along those parts that, even if they are not being physically
built on, would suffer from increased pollution and footfall.

This is one of the very best areas in Devizes, please do not take it from us

If I were to be greedy | would speak against Area 5 as well, but in the interest of fairness | instead focus on Area 6, another area
of outstanding beauty heavily tied into surrounding wildlife and one of our protected spaces in Drew's Pond. The bat population
that nests nearby would be negatively affected by this site, as well as countless other species, such as the Red Kite. Again,
though it does not literally build on Drew's Pond, that area would be HUGELY affected. We already lost Green Lane to the FA,
there is already building going ahead on Marshall Road to increase the traffic and footfall and have negative effect, building on
Area 6 would only worsen it far beyond our worst guesses.

This is one of the very best areas in Devizes, please do not take it from us.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Though | remain firm in my opinion there should be NO further developments brought forward | realise that is unrealistic.
If forced to choose, | would nominate Area 1 as best choice.

Area 7 and 8 would be next on my list.

Begrudgingly, | would give up A

DES5. Are there iIimportant soci al|, economi c or tkahneedrtodr coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?




Absolutely. | have mentioned above but will do so again. | am against further development of Devizes in general in respect of
harming our town's beauty and tranquility. Adding more people does not solve our problems. It hasn't in the past, it won't in the
future, at least not within significant interest in investing in the town infrastructure. At current, all it does is drive up the population,
the pollution, and the traffic while ruining the green and beautiful spaces that make our town what it is.

That is a general overview but as for these specific sites, | would again argue I'd like to see none built on, but I will like to focus
on Areas 3, 4, and 6. These are beloved places used by dog walkers, exercisers, and families every single day. They are
beautiful places where we can enjoy our natural world (which is more important than ever considering the events of the past
year), teach our young about said natural world, and just get outside for some fresh air. Area 3 offers stunning views of half of
Devizes, Monument Hill, the Byway, and Roundway Hill. To rob the general public of that would be a travesty. To lose such a
wonderful area would be a crime. That is without the considerable effect on local wildlife, not just in Areas 3 and 4 but the
surrounding fields of the Byway. Deer live there, rabbits, foxes and more birds than | can personally count. Building on this area
would rob them all of a home, to say nothing of increased footfall and traffic ruining the wonderful Byway and its surrounding
areas. This would have a huge impact both socially and environmentally.

Much of the same can be said for Area 6. That site is right up against Drew's Pond. The effect of building on this site would have
a devastating effect on local biodiversity, the current pressure of the local nature reserve, the local bat population which needs to
be protected, as well as the uncountable numbers of other wildlife that dwell in the planned site and next door in Drew's Pond.
Building here would ruin what is another favourite place for dog walking, exercising, taking children, or simply ENJOYING
DEVIZES. It would ruin Drew's Pond, the Orchard Area, the Cricket Field and all surrounding roads and would be devastating to
Devizes' status as a wonderful place to live.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments

| was horrified to learn of the intent to build on Greenacres, and would like to acknowledge those who have made the community
aware of such plans via social media and posters in the area. It took me reading through this form to learn about Areas 3 and 4,




which might be even more horrifying. Endless development does not improve a town. That has always been proven. It will put
money in certain pockets but in general it will drain our central infrastructure, clog our towns, and stretch our already stretched
sense of community. Just adding more people is short-sighted and self-defeating. And where do such intentions end? Will Coate
just be part of Devizes in twenty years? How long until we border Urchfont?

| realise the reality, much as | might disagree with it, that new houses will always come, but | IMPLORE you to think heavily on
where such must go. Lay Wood, is a prime example of somewhere where it is acceptable to build and cause the least amount of
recompense to the town, its beauty, and its wildlife. Areas 3, 4, and 6 (the areas surrounding Nursteed School and Greenacres)
would rob us of so, so much. Beauty, open spaces important for both physical and mental well-being, places for our pets and our
children to enjoy without us having to get in a car first. Do we want Devizes to be a place where we can 'LIVE' in all senses of the
word, by which | mean appreciating our leisure time and our connection with the natural world, with our beautiful county, where
we spend our leisure time and can feel good about ourselves? Or do we want Devizes to be somewhere we sleep, with
thousands of others, and then we need to travel somewhere else upon waking to actually enjoy the things that make life worth
living?

Please do not turn us into a horizontal block of flats. Do not box us in along the bypass, and reconsider at least some of these
development sites

Thank you for the opportunity to express these views.




Rep ID: Dev035

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Much more extensive than Devizes can cope with in the absence of infrastructure improvements.

No Brownfield target

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

1. Appropriate infrastructure must come first. All new building will harm even more the pollution in the town centre. The
importance of LNRs should be recognised. 2. Will make pollution worse. 3. Infrastructure again. 6.Pedestrian and cycle access
from the south of the town is poor and far from encouraging for those who will prefer to use their cars

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




No.Site 6 should notbe buiton gi ven its proximity to a LNR. Dr ewb6s Kemnetd 6
Long may that continue, but the land north of the LNR needs to be protected too. Site 6 is in danger of overdevelopment judging
by the plans accompanying a separate consultation. This is good agricultural land and should be retained as such. The NHS site
Is more than enough development in Marshall Rd

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

A

I f 1 to6s t o haepmeneshouldlie low dehsitycdhmdcerthinly not include sites 5 and 6

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

I donodt swirenmentahsaues sach as pollution and traffic jams in the town centre,and the need for suitable new
pedestrian and cycling routes into the town, have been fully and properly considered

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Yes. New non car access to the town centre from any newly developed area needs to be properly planned and delivered

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev036

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Resident

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Yes 150 houses in ok.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

High quality build should include as standard 1. solar panels on all roofs to provide cheap power for each house and the building

site |.e. street lighting.

2. electric car charging points for each house to anticipate the electric car revolution about to happen

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




NO. The total number of houses proposed should be collectively built in a New Town development around the proposed new
railway station planned for Devizes.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Land around the proposed Devizes railway station.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or terahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Yes. Devizes is already overwhelmed by new housing causing local social, medical and schooling facilities to be overstretched.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Devizes infrastructeme is at itdéds | imits at pres

Further comments

Yes. Planners should go back to the drawing board and develop a new town housing site instead of dumping thousands of new
residents on an already overcrowded town.




Rep ID: Dev037

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Resident Living near by

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

As long as it doesn't impact the nature and well reserved green area's protected then it is a good plan.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Protect the nature old historical houses & environment please.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Yes, but we are strongly opposed o number 5 and 6.




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

1,2,3,4.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Species in dangers, natural reserve & historical listed houses should be protected.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev038

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The brownfield site areas need to be much larger than they are in this document. Building over good agricultural and horticultural
land is a poor option.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Devizes Wharf has been on and off for years. When will it be on - if ever? Wadworths wants to move its production so then what?
There are no jobs to speak of in Devizes and unlikely to be any new ones of the order required by people moving here. They will
simplyget in their cars and drive to Swindon/Bath/Bristol. The town is already congested so | can't see this helping. High design
and sustainability in new housing is a joke. The developers need to be TOLD what is required if they wish to build here - solar
panels/geo-thermal heating as an absolute must. Take a stand. Our green credentials look like they are about to be squeezed to
the limit - and after the year we have had we are ALL aware of green spaces and their importance.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

The Greenacres site is the one that concerns me most. | had reason to visit Greenacres when it was run by The Richmond
Fellowship in my capacity as a Devizes In Bloom judge. Are you seriously saying that none of the work that they did was
important? Are you saying that Drews Pond Wood and its furry and winged inhabitants are not important? You can see for
yourself that it is an important - VERY important corridor for bats of many sorts. | can not for the life of me understand why this
seems to be so unimportant when we all know that wildlife in all its forms is under serious threat from human activity.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

| think the only sustainable area to develop would be Lay Wood - although | am concerned about the giant water catchments that
have been put in there. | wouldn't live there - would you?

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

| understand that we need more housing and that the demographics are shifting....... | understand that being young and not able
to afford to buy is a real problem - I didn't buy my first flat until I was 31 so nothing has changed that much. The problem will be
sustainable, decently paid jobs in this area. The town as in the inner town is not an option for this. What else can be done? If you
are bringing in another 4,000 people to live in this area, where will they work? Where will their GPs and dentists be? Many will
have 2 cars per household - how does that help air pollution? We have no bypass or ringroad - everything has to go through the
town one way or another. There are plenty of areas on your maps with high water tables. WHY are developers allowed to build
on flood plains or in areas where the flood risk is high - especially given the crisis of climate change which we can already see
happening and the difficulty in getting house insurance.




DES6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

| have already answered this - please read what | have said previously.

Further comments

Obviously the town has to grow - but growing and just chucking up more housing to meet the targets is not the way to go. People
need jobs - near to where they live - they need schools, Gps and dentists, green spaces to enjoy and a feeling of worth and
social cohesion. Simply slapping up more boring, lift-off-a website plans and squeezing as many in so as to make a profit is OFF
the agenda - or it should be. COME ON Wiltshire Council - lead by example for goodness' sake.




Rep ID: Dev039

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Overall | think the scale of growth looks too high. Whilst | agree that the target for building on brownfield sites (150 homes) is OK.
I'm concerned that sites (such as Greenacres) which have reverted to the wild should not be treated as brownfield without full
consideration for the impact on biodiversity & landscape.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Yes the priorities are correct. Choosing sites where the impact on the environment ,bio diversity & surrounding landscape should
be a major consideration.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




No . Site 6 should be excluded because of the impact on local wildlife . Any development on this site will impact biodiversity and
disturb wildlife at the local nature reserve (Drews Pond Wood). This whole area is also an important green space for local
residents and has been widely used during 'lockdown’ to help mental well being.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Sites3,4,5&7.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Yes. Site 6 is next to an important local nature reserve (supporting endangered species) it is also close to the historic former
Roundway Hospital site. The combination preserves the sense of place (good mental health) in a peaceful natural setting. Further
development will put pressure on the LNR by destroying the open green space next to it.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Yes - the COVID lockdowns have high-lighted that local people need access to green spaces to support mental well being.
Housing planning needs to ensure easy access (ideally within walking distance) to green open spaces.

Further comments

none




Rep ID: Dev040

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Brownfield sites should be used first. Do there need to be large estate developments and some provision should be made for the
building of smaller, detached properties with gardens for older residents. This could free up some of the family homes in the
town.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

The plan should not lose sight of the fact that part of the attraction of Devizes is that it is a vibrant market town and this could be
lost if it were to have the wrong type of development. The town centre is in danger of losing shops and those empty retail
premises being taken over by charity shops which have a retail advantage. Better internet connections are needed for
homeworking.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

It is worth bearing in mind that during the recent pandemic footpaths around these areas have been a valuable source of excerise
space. Many of the paths in town have been too narrow and in the areas highlighted the paths are wider. Developing this areas
would make future excercise for many people difficult and mean they would have to drive somewhere.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Brownfield

DE5. Arether e i mportant social, economic or envi thatmeee to beacbnsilaaedt
generally or in respect of individual sites?

While these have been mentions, safe areas for excercise are essential for all ages and abilities. The potential for population
increase without an increase in primary health care, shops, schools and leisure facilities is a worry. Has the council considered
encouraging a private leisure provider to build a new gyn and swimming pool? This would reduce some of the strain on the
current facilities.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Health, education, retail and leisure are all important areas which need to be expanded. If Lydeway is to be develped a regular
bus is needed from the town so people do not need to rely on cars.




Further comments




Rep ID: Dev041

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/a

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

| think the figure should be lower as the amenities and transport links are not sufficient for more growth. Brownfield sites should
be used only where the land cannot be used for wildlife/community projects like at Greenlands.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Priority should also be given to creating a better balance of housing to meet the demographics of the population. More eco

housing projects and sustainable materials

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Site 6 is in an area of wildlife and conservation. | live nearby and the site is rich with diverse species including bats and many
birds who would be irrevocably harmed by this development. The council should be looking to further develop the community
gardening project here and providing more educational green space for local schools and projects.

A further consideration is the traffic which will already be increased with the NHS development on Marshall road.

This area should be protected alongside the Drewds pond na

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Until there is better flow of traffic managed through the town | think only the areas in walking distance of the amenities should be
redeveloped.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Yes, environmental factors on all the Marshall Road sites as do near to the nature reserve areas which should be being
supported and promoted by the town for health and well-being and also education.

Socially there is little provided for those isolated with age as providing play areas for children is not the only demographic in the
town. Hillworth Park is an accessible venue but parking is poor, further amenities such as this and other accessible green
spaces with facilities should be included.

The environmental impact of the traffic and pollution it causes during busy periods in the town centre.

Wait and develop nearer to and the other side of the proposed train station and provide links into town.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?




The health provision falls short of supporting mental well-being with facilities and accessible outdoor and community spaces such
as gardens and nature reserves. Community centres are not open and there is a lack of resources available for the elderly and
isolated.

Older children are not provided for in the play areas.

The area alongside the proposed NHS treatment centre should be being used for a health and well-being hub. This could
provide combined facilities for the ambulance service (who are in an old building on a prime town centre site) and also pharmacy
and holistic services too rather than more housing. Green space around the NHS estates is proved to be beneficial to health and
well-being of staff and patients.

Further comments

The Site at Greenlandbés nursery offers great potenti al théror




Rep ID: Dev042

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Sounds a lot but | am not qualified in demographic trends.

Please see my comments at the end of 6

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DES5. Are there important social, economic or environmentalfact or s you t hi ntkat needdto e cansidesee d
generally or in respect of individual sites?

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments

| strongly oppose the proposal to include Site 6 (3259) -Greenacres

This is immediately next to Drews Pond Wood, a local nature reserve, and development here would severely impact the wildlife
dependent on this area. Greenacres acts as a buffer zone. Bats recorded at Drews Pond wood are of international importance
and should be protected from further light pollution. All our wildlife is under pressure and we need to look after what we have got,
not decimate it.

If building was allowed here, it inevitably creates an opening for further development onto Nine Hills which although currently
excluded from the pl an, could be O6reconsideredd. (See al so
The designation of Greenacres as brownfield is questionable. Any buildings have only been for therapeutic horticultural uses and
the majority of the site has been green space and trees. The planning document states this site is on a disused railway line 1 itis
not. Greenacres is an ideal place to continue its role as a therapeutic space i a community asset for outdoor health and well-
being and wildlife activities.. The lessons from Covid 19 should be clear.




Greenacres is an integral part of old the Asylum grounds, along with the Orchard, cricket field and woods that have a unique
sense of place and history that should not be eroded.
| also wish to express further concerns for the fate of site 806 i Nine Hills and the paths above Drews Pond. Although not in final

pool, the planning for Devizes document 2.6 st at ¢ose othehsahat hadt
beenrej ect ed. 6. Any devel opment here would be devastating for
happen.

Site 5 Marshall Road. Housing here could impact on foraging light sensitive bats and the southern part of this site in particular,
would encroach on the landscape with the loss of high grade agricultural land.

It seems that nearly all the sites proposed will impact hugely on the existing unique landscape and its wildlife. Whatever housing
is built needs to be sensitively designed, energy efficient and affordable.




Rep ID: Dev043

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Lower

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Preserve current sites of open green space and wonderful vistas.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

No - you mustn't use Proposed site 6 on the map above: Greenacre nursery (SHELAA site 3259).




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Use sites 1, 2, 3 or 4 on the map above.

DE5. Are there important social, economivemissedtranhmneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Greenacre nursery (SHELAA site 3259) - the name of the site "greenacre" surely refers to the actual size and description of the
site - it is a wonderful green acre of open space which is much enjoyed not only by the immediate local residents but also by local
residents walking on the outskirts of the town. It is a much used open space and is like having a park on the outskirts of the
town.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments

Please don't build on Greenacre nursery (SHELAA site 3259) - it would spoil the wonderful views the current residents have and
it would remove a very precious space which leads directly to the woods by Drews Pond. The woods on the edge of the
greenacre site contain many species of birds - woodpeckers, treecreepers, robins ... and they would almost certainly move as
they would be much closer to the new buildings. You must surely take into account the wellbeing of the residents of the old
Roundway hospital development and the fact that you in effect be removing a park, where people meet and talk.




Rep ID: Dev044

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Given the amount of growth and the extension of the town's natural boundaries in the past 15 years, a further 330 dwellings
would be excessive without substantial improvement to infrastructure and reduction of road traffic. Greenfield sites should be
used only as a last resort.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Yes, the right priorities, though there should be added the priority of increased social housing. Numbers 1 & 6 are the most
important.

Priority 1 can be achieved by adhering to the town boundary as defined in the 2015 Plan.

Priority 2: substantial reductionin road traffic, greater investment in buses.

Priority 6: creation of proper dedicated cycle paths alongside all main routes.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

All of them fall outside the defined urban area boundary, and almost all further than 1600m/ 20 minutes' walk from the Market
Place, as proposed in the current Plan.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Brownfield land only unless absolutely impossible, and refusal to build on land currently used for recreation.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or terahmneedrtodr coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Site 1 (662): the environmental and traffic considerations stated in the proposal should exclude this land from consideration.
Site 5 (543): the NE and S boundaries of the site are very open and would need substantial tree-planting. It is not a 'brownfield’
site', and combined with development already planned on Marshall Road and Green Lane area could cause heavy traffic.

Site 6 (3259): this should be excluded. It is not 'brownfield’, immediately adjacent to nature reserve and close to listed building
(Roundway Hospital), it is itself home to much wildlife as well as recreation space, would increase traffic along a narrow country
lane, and in any case is not large enough for many houses.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments







Rep ID: Dev045

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

It depends on the definition of 'brownfield. If this is ex-industrial land, or land that has had substantial development in the form of
buildings on it, then it is a good idea to accommodate as many houses on this as possible. If the term 'brownfield' encompasses
any land that has had some previous occupation, for instance, horticulture or is an important natural or recreational resource,
then it would be wrong and the number of houses reduced.

| am pleased to see an overall reduction in houses as we have seen a rash of rather badly designed 'estates’ crammed in as
infills (Quakers Walk for instance), Opposition arises because of poor design (all the houses look as though they come from the
same identikit pack) and lack of any spark of originality. If smaller companies were given the chance to show what they could do,
maybe we would all be a little less apprehensive. Looking around at what has been built in the town over the past thirty years. it is
a complete indictment of our planning laws.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?




Yes, especially number 5 which has been woefully neglected over the last thirty or so years. Nothing but small estates of identical
Noddy houses, packed in cheek by jowl. Have a ciompetition to get some new ideas: surely there are some architects out there
who can do more than either neo-Georgian or Barratt. The fact that a large hideous house was allowed to be constructed right
next to St John's churchyard in the centre of Devizes, against the advice of the heritage consultants and contravening the original
criteria for construction, does not bode well for continuation of the 'high-quality built form', as you put it, in the town.

| expect you monitor the use of the buses that link various parts of town to the centre and compare them with use of vehicles.
With all the persuasion in the world, you are not going to wean people off cars, and every house you build will average two more
cars. This is a fact and although you might hope otherwise, we are not all going to be leaping on bicycles or walking, especially in
winter.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Site 6, Greenacres, is not at all suitable. It is a much loved area of green that has a very special atmosphere and its proximity to
the old asylum and Drews Wood makes it part of a corridor or oasis for nature and recreation. It should be left in the state it is in
and not turned into another bit of suburbia.

Site 8, NE of Roundway Park, should also be spared. Enough development has gone on in that area and the A361 is already
overcrowded.

On the whole small sites are more acceptable, especially to those living in the vicinity. The advantage of sacrificing a large chunk
is that only one area is affected and therefore | can see the attraction of sites 2 and 5. But would this encourage further creep as
seen in so many other towns in the county (and elsewhere). One field, then another, then another, and that, to use Larkin's
words, will be England gone.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Nothing that in any way affects the beauty of the surrounding countryside. No more building near Quakers Walk or towards
Roundway. Safeguard the countryside that separates villages from town to avoid complete urban sprawl. Presume that
agricultural land s




DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The environment should come first when considering any site, together with the feelings of the local people. Also the need for
housing should be weighed against the costs of adding hundreds of new people. As we know, the health facilities are very poor in
Devizes and will only be exacerbated by adding to the population.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Policing.

Further comments

A last plea for improved standards of building and design and a greater sensitivity to the impact large estates have on an area.




Rep ID: Dev046

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Resident

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Too high target in small, badly inaccessible town.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

There isndét enough bu s vaiabless with oniy hoeiging and $chopld saecnmgsto ke planned it will become
a commuter town. Also building near key natural areas will impact the wildlife especially brings cats into the area.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




London Road is already under huge pressur e. B uvery Wwell uséddaieansgt b
aside for the encouragement and protection of wildlife. Also losing a site important to help all members of our society enjoy being
outside.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

3&4

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Yes. The impact of cats when houses are built near nature reserves. Also any sort of site for all members of our society who
could benefit from enjoying nature.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Nature, ecology and the planet.

Further comments

Plans to improve our inefficient housing stock, building houses that make the minimum impact on roads, energy and SPACE.
Efficient, well designed modern houses rather than the mock-Georgian, generic housing estates that keep getting built.




Rep ID: Dev047

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private Individual

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Yes. Definitely use brownfields.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

There must be a great emphasis on protecting our existing green areas, which during the past year have demonstrated how
important green and nature- rich areas are to our physical and mental well being.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Greenacre Nursery should absolutely NOT be included. | am astonished that it has been put forward, it is close to a nature
reserve-Dr ewbés Pond Wood. A vital resource for us |l ocals to
friends, family and (in my case) grandchildren who are nature deprived.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Redundant shops in the town centre should be converted to dwellings. Idea for the elderly who no longer have a car. Easy
walking distance to other shops, etc. A pleasant traffic free neighbourhood which would encourage a community spirit and sense
of com

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Let 6s see hous daus ftamdaldd. Gasand Bileskosld not be connected to any new build. High standards of
insulation. Charging points for electric vehicles should be mandatory either for each dwelling, or in a central location for each
group of c. 10 houses. Solar panels and ground source/ air source pumps absolutely required. We should be forward looking in
our use of resources and prohibit fossil fuel use.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Encourage tree planting. School playing fields would be suitable areas for tree planting. Make grants for tree planting to
individual landowners.

Further comments




GREENACRE SITE 6. Il am a resident |living | ess t habecttothée f a
proposal to develop Greenacre for housing. | use the woods and the old asylum hospital grounds daily for recreation ie walking,
as do many other walkers, cyclists, joggers, runners and dog walkers. It is an area of peace and tranquility away from the busy
traffic on the A342 on which I live. It has been demonstrated in the past year how important green spaces and nature are, for

both our physical and mental well being. Greenacre, if developed, would destroy this special area, and of course, the

introduction of traffic, nighttime lighting, and indeed increased human activity would be enormously detrimental to the wildlife. 1
am amazed that this proposed devel opment has not already b
Greenacre. ltwasaways used as gardens and a general therapeutic 6g
close to the previous and new orchard, which | believe is managed by the local wildlife group. This close proximity of possible
housing would have a detrimental effect on the wildlife using the orchard. | believe that rare and protected bats have been
sighted in Drewds Pond Woods. I n conclusion, this proposa
cause to local wildlife and the huge loss it would present to the local population who enjoy its many heath benefits.




Rep ID: Dev048

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?




DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments

| am writing to register my objections to the possible development of the Greenacre Nursery site in Green Lane, Devizes.

While | understand and appreciate the need for additional housing in Devizes, | do not feel it is appropriate to develop the former
Greenacre Nursery site for the following reasons.

| believe the development of the site will have a devastating impact on the habitat and wildlife of the adjacent Drews Pond Wood
Nature Reserve which is home to many species of birds and wild animals including bats. It is essential to keep a buffer zone such
as that afforded by the Greenacre site between the woods and any development so that the ecosystems that exist within the
woods do not suffer as a result of disturbance from building work and the close proximity of a residential development.

The wood is a haven of peace and tranquillity; a special place for so many people, particularly in difficult times such as these.
| was interested to note that the Greenacre Nursery has been designated a Brown Field Site. Apart from a few prefabricated

buildings in a small area of the site, it has not been previously developed; it is mainly grassland which has become a welcome
habitat for wildlife.




The proposed development could also have an impact on the setting of the Roundway Hospital site, as the old hospital is a
Grade 2 listed building.

| shall follow this proposal with interest and hope that the site can be developed in a more sympathetic way that is more sensitive
to its surroundings.




Rep ID: Dev049

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

I would like to challenge the assumptions for housing need.

fin the years 2016-2036 the older population is expected to increase by 27% in the 60-74 age group and 80% in the 75+ age
group. At the same time the 0-14 age group is expected to decrease by 6% and the 15-29 age group to decrease by 2%. Finally,
the 30-44 age group is expected to decrease by 1% andthe 45-59 age group to decrease by 1/
To come to the assessment of the need for 330 dwellings, have you identified the current populations in these age groups and
what effect ageing has on the increases and decreases. Surely 80% of those aged 75+ will not be newcomers requiring housing.
The ages more likely to be incomers 15 to 59 are scheduled to decrease, which causes me to question further the statistical
forecast basis for new housing.

The demographic of ageing residents claimed above dictates the type of accommodation which will be required; more retirement
homes rather than 3 or 4 bedroom houses.

Perhaps an upmarket retirement village should be built?




DEZ2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Again, building homes for local needs suggests that properties for older people should be the priority.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

On the whole | agree with the pool with the exception of site 6, Greenacres Nursery. But | am against the proposition that the
development should be the sort of houses of which, by your forecasting, there will be a glut in a few years' time. Unless of course
you want to encourage the rapid expansion and ruination of the town.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

There wouldn't be such opposition to development if it was planned better to integrate with the landscape and if it were more
imaginative in design.

DE5S5. Are there i mportant social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Concentrate on providing accommodation for the ageing population. They will not need 2-3 cars per dwelling. In fact, many will
be happy to give up their cars if adequate public transport is provided.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?




The needs of an ageing population.
The impact of a train station at Lydeway and the encouragement this will give for yet more development as commuters flood in.

Further comments

This is my second comment on your proposals as in the first one | was concentrating mainly on the site under threat of
development. Now | have give more thought to the matter, it seems that we are putting the cart before the horse and should be
concentrating on the type of housing to be built as much as where this should be. In a nutshell, who should we be building for, as

much as where. As by your figures, Devizes attracts and is loved by an ageing population, wouldn't it be sensible to concentrate
on their needs first and foremost?




Rep ID: Dev050

Consultee code: Parish/Town Council Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Devizes Town Council

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The 6Standard Met hoddé of proj ectd nogn htohues i Ghogv enrenendesn tadpdp. edal rssc i
sustainable to plan for more housing than is needed, following the ONS/MHCLG household projections. If the Council is serious
about improving housing affordability (or at least preventing further deterioration), it should prioritise the development of a more
affordable mix of housing (more terraced houses and fl aeds
projection option is even more unsustainable. Both options will lead to unnecessary growth in commuting to larger employment
centres outside the county, and consequently unnecessary growth in peak-hour traffic, contrary to the objective to make the
county zero-carbon.

It could be argued that there is some confusion around population growth for Devizes as whilst is it recognised that much of the
townds growth over recent decades has been driven by migra
consultation document infer otherwise.

Within the document t he A Settl ement Profileo there are indications
0 0-14 6% decrease

0 15-29 2% decrease




0 30-44 1% decrease

0 45-59 14% decrease

Only in the higher age groups do we see any growth

0 60-74 27% Increase

0 75+ 80% Increase

At face value the document should have a strategy on how to manage such a change in demographics and the statement within

priorities fAdeliver homes to respond to | ocal needso has n
It may be that the wider housing need for the county is coming into play and therefore rather than being about organic growth
from the towndés current population with an allowance fom o

can accommodate to help meet the wider population growth of the county.

It is feared that with this level of growth, it is highly likely that the town will be far less self-contained and therefore significant
weight needs to be given to the constraints around transport, access to education, employment as well as

the i mpact the additional growth wil!/l have on the townds e
Paragraph 11 of the review document states that &vEe@mdnttakesmm
pl ace through the preparation of a neighbourhood pland subl
Pl ano will identify sites to meet the strategic Phawmdisng.on &

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Whilst it would be difficult to argue that the delivery of homes meets local needs, there is a question that this plan for Devizes
does that if you compare it to housing needs set out in the settlement profile on pages 9-12. To reflect the changes more focus
needs to be placed on types of accommodation.

The Plan should give very high priority to the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty of the North Wessex Down
AONB. High priority should be given to protecting the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside generally, and conserving
the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services i including the economic and other benefits of the best and most
versat i | e agricultural | and, and of trees and woodland (NPPF
i mmedi ate setting, but insufficient weight 1s given to .inhe
particular, insufficient weight is given to conservation and enhancement of the AONB in the assessments of sites 1 (adjoining Lay
Wood) and 2 (Coate Bridge).




Our perception is that the townds setting i s cabfeaturas)whicmspould a |
form the basis of planning policies to contribute to and enhance the natural environment in and around the town. These features
are:

A The chalk scarp and toe slopes of Roundwalpwetthalkhill at Gipsyt Paten) N
to the E. These features are included in the AONB.

A - The greensand scarp to the S (including Drews Pond woods
setting of the Castle); the scarp from Caen Hill to Dunkirk Hill to the W (including the setting of the flight of locks); and all the
woodland features (including Belvedere Wood and Newlands Wood) along the scarp between Dunkirk Hill and Conscience Lane
to the NW, which connects to the chalk scarp at Roundway Hill.

Whilst the issue is picked up in the sifting of possible development sites, albeit without consistency, priority needs to be given to
projecting the wider landscape setting of the town and it views back towards the town for the adjoining open countryside as the
topography of the townbés hanging valley does mean that som
Within the tourism-led regeneration comment it is important that the Gateway station is identified.

The priority for high standards of design is far too nebulous and has no meaning. At a minimum, the Plan should carry forward
core policy 57 of the Core Strategy, that development should make a positive contribution to the character of Wiltshire. This
approach is backed up by 8127(a) of the NPPF, which says that development should add to the overall quality of the area. Our
experience is that it is very often easy to identify proposals that fail to make a positive contribution, or add to the quality of the
area. However, this is not enough. Wiltshire should consider reviving its design guide, and should for the time being adopt
Building for Life as an assessment framework for significant new developments and renewal (NPPF 8§129). The Govt is working
on policy proposals to promote beauty in development. The Plan should aim to respond to that if and when progress is made
What would be really helpful would be a statement about what is meant by good design. There is nothing in the document about
building properties for future generations, ensuing that new homes are delivered above minimum standards of efficiency, use of
renewable energy is promoted within new properties.

Each site-specific proposal should contain one or more key design principles (landscape, urban design or access framework) to
guide design and development, and give communities some idea of what to expect. There is an argument that this could fall
within the Neighbourhood plan, but they should be clear proposals of the development plan.

We would also like to see not only how well-connected new sites are for those who are living in new housing to get into the town
centre, places of work and learning centres, consideration also needs to be given to how new estates connect with the wider
green infrastructure ensuring the enhancement wildlife corridors.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

It is disappointing that in developing the pool of potential development sites, at face value it would appear that no consideration
has been given to the current neighbourhood plan. There are also number of sites, that whilst they

are not in the pipeline, they are clearly going to come forward, but these have not been referenced and include;

A Housing withing the Wharf regeneration project.

A - The current hospital site.

A Enabling housing for the new Green Lane treatment centre
Over the next 5 years it is likely that a number of windfall sites will come forward and given the relatively low additional house
need, of 330 over 10 years the pool is too large with many of the sites++ on balance likely to cause unnecessary harm to the

t own Gtisg. s et

Whilst it is important to develop brown field sites as a priority, there are not that many sites in Devizes and often those which are,
are redeveloped with the loss of employment sites.

Site 1 Land adjoining Lay Wood (SHELAA 662)

In looking at the pool this site is of particular concern and we strongly feel that it should be removed. In the site sifting, site 550 -
land to the south of Roundway Hill Farm has been removed as it impacts on the AONB. The buffer and setting to the AONB in
this location has already been seriously eroded in this area with the development of the current development at Lay Wood and
much was made of preserving the eastern edge boundary nearest to the AONB, which would be lost if this site is brought
forward. The distance from the town centre, being more than a 20-minute walk as identified as a priority with the current
neighbourhood plan, will place a far greater need for car usage than many other sites.

Site 2 Land adjoining Coate bridge 693 b & A

In looking at the pool this site is of particular concern and we strongly feel that it should be removed. The argument for the
removal of this site is much as site 1. The site sits on the rural approach to the town from the small village of Coate. For the entire
length of the route between the village and the junction with Windsor Drive the town is completely shielded and therefore any
housing devel opment will cause great harm on this part ot
identified between 2016 and 2036, there is a view that this site is far too large and this is supported by the current Neighbourhood
Plan which will always favour small sites that integrate well into the community against larger sites that are isolated on the fringes
of the town and rely on car ownership to travel into the town centre.

Site 3 Land to the East of Windsor Drive. 624




Whilst there is some merit in part of this site being within the pool, as identified, the document underplays the acuteness of the
topography of the site, therefore any development to the north of the site would have a material impact on the landscape looking
back from the AONB and this is evident by

the exiting radio mast. In addition, the steepness of the site would encourage car use. We believe that a lower level of
development should only be allowed on the southern third of the site.

Site 4 Broadway Farm

In looking at the pool this site is of particular concern and we strongly feel that it should be removed. The site itself falls outside
both the current settlement framework boundary and is outside the 20-minute walking distance from the town centre as defined
within the Neighbourhood Plan. This coupled with its size compared with need and relative benefits of other sites, this site is not
required.

Site 5 Sleight Road

The whole site is too big, it should only extend as far as the disused railway. Any further extension of this land will significantly
impact on the landscape setting looking from Nine Hills to Monument Hill. Even the whole site to the north east of the disused
railway line is too big for housing and therefore there is a view that part of the site should be used for employment in the creation
of a high-quality office/commercial park, which will be a welcome addition to the existing industrial centres. If this could be
achieved it would outweigh the current issues of the site being outside the 20-minute walking zone.

Site 6 Greenacre Nursery (SHELAA 3259)

In looking at the pool this site is of particular concern and we strongly feel that it should be removed. In the site sifting process,
site 806 has been rightly removed because of its proximity to the wood, but the same rules have not been applied to this site
outside the 20-minute walking zone.

Site 7 Caen Hill Farm

The topography of the land will result in any development having a material impact on the view of the town from Whistley to Caen
Hill.

Access by cutting through the Park Dale dyke at the end of Avon Road would cause unacceptable traffic congestion to the
Victorian road structure where it connects to Bath Road and on the A361 itself. The site is not within the 20-minute walking zone
of the Neighbourhood plan or close to any school. For this reason it should be removed.

Site 8 Land North of Roundway Park 549a

We do not agree with the assessment of adding sites 549b into the pool as we believe that it will have a material impact on the
landscape setting of the Roundway area viewed from Folly Road. We do however believe that part of site 549a of the same
names could be included as far as the 20-minute walking zone, as identified within the Neighbourhood Plan. This site meets
many of the Neighbourhood Plan policy principles without having a material impact on the Town landscape setting.

Other Sites where issues need to be considered.




Site 532 Land at Hillworth Road all

Whilst we believe that the site needs to be considered, we a concern that Wiltshire Councils Site Assessment has not referred to
the presence of rare, light sensitive Annex Il bats on and around this site, so you may not be aware of this issue. In addition, any
development on the site must addresstheissues of steepness of the site both in t
encouraging car usage due to difficult accessibility.

Site 419 Devizes Wharf and Hospital.

This site is identified within the SHELAA and is known to be a priority for development, therefore should be included within the
pool.

Land to the East of Thomas Wyatt Road and West of Wordsworth Road

We have been advised by the owner of the land that it is planned for 24 homes to be built on this land within the next 12 months.
It is important that this site is noted as the Town Council feels there are important factor that make this site not suitable for
consideration for housing. The site in not withing 20-minute walking zone, as identified within the Neighbourhood Plan and that
itsagai nst Core Policy 58: 6Development should protect, cons
proposed development will significantly impact on the vista towards the frontage of the Grade II Listed Building of the former
hospital removing its important character and scape setting.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5S5. Are there i mportant social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?




Further comments

We are concerned about the suggestion that sites could be amalgamated as this is counter to the NP which favours smaller sites.
Sustainability

Greater emphasis needs to be placed on the sustainability of our new homes and there should be an insistence that
developments achieve the highest level of sustainability through innovation and good design.

A E a cpertyghoud have Solar PV panels included on the roof.

A Opportunities to develop shared ener
A That developments | ink i n -trasstgertoswen c
Future Proofing Developments

In developing master plans for sites, provision must be made for changes that are likely to occur over the next 10 to 20 years, by
providing properties with two charging points for cars for example, ensuring sufficient supply capacity to replace gas boilers and
ensuring the homes are designed to incorporate better home working arrangements to meet the way we now work. New
Developments must incorporate FTTP (fibre to the premises) to ensure excellent connective for home working.

Affordable Housing Provision

It is indicated that the level of affordable housing will be set at 40% and whilst there is no question that sufficient affordable
housing is provided to meet the needs of the community, this cost burden cannot be offset by developing houses which are
poorly designed, built to a low quality and crammed too tightly into the corner of a development. Consideration also needs to be
real affordability and must take into account average salaries for the town, which are the lower end of the national spectrum.
Extensions in small properties

There is an indication that additional policies will be put in place to prevent smaller properties being over extended. Whilst it is
important that there is some management of extension building on smaller properties to stop them growing exponentially in size,
this must not be made too complicated and probably should be managed through existing policies and weighed up against what
will be left as outdoor spaces for a property.

Policy 44

There is a fear that changes to rural exception polices will allow for more than infill within our smaller rural villages.

Climate Changes

Clear and measurable targets need to be identified that will ensure new developments meet the highest standards of energy
efficiency and climate management. There is a fear that policies will be too open and not sufficiently challenging.
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Rep ID: Dev051

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The number of houses is excessive; the population change statistics contained in the document do not support the requirement
for so many houses.
All future development should be brownfield.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Points 5 and 6 should read "Ensure any new development...."

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Only brownfield developments should be permitted.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Brownfield land

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The impact of any new development on the infrastructure; roads, health service, education, social services, police.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

The population growth assumptions upon which development is based should be fully laid out and explained with the impact on
all of the above headings enumerated.

Further comments

The whole basis of the democratic process designed to deliver the Neighbourhood plan appears to be under threat of
compromise, as outlined in the recent local press.

AWi Il tshireds town and parish councils are egslatiorer i ng becaus
These mean that carefully drafted Neighbourhood Plans can be over-ruled unless Wiltshire Council is able consistently to

mai ntain five yearsd worth of available housing | and.




Currently, Wiltshire does not have that critical fivei year supply, which means that "aggressive developers" are challenging
Neighbourhood Plans as soon as they aretwoyear s ol d. o

Notwithstanding the above, | do have concerns over the material which has been provided.

| am concerned by the underlying population increase assumptions.

These are those underlying this plan.

Al n t he Y2838 thesold@r Papbation is expected to increase by 27% in the 60-74 age group and 80% in the 75+ age
group. At the same time the 0-14 age group is expected to decrease by 6% and the 15-29 age group to decrease by 2%. Finally,
the 30-44 age group is expected to decrease by 1% andthe 45-59 age group to decrease by 1/
Which are, of course, incomplete for independent assessment of the need for 330 dwellings.

We need the current populations in the age groups identified above and what proportion of the increases and decreases are due
to population ageing and moving between age groups. | cannot see that the equivalent of 80% of those aged 75 + will be new
comers requiring housing.

The ages more likely to be incomers 15 to 59 are scheduled to decrease, which causes me to question further the statistical
forecast basis for new housing.

Lastly, the demographic of ageing residents claimed above dictates the type of accommodation which will be required; more
retirement homes rather than 3 or 4 bedroom houses.




Rep ID: Dev052

Consultee code: Parish/Town Council Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Devizes Area
Neighbourhood Plan

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The 6Standard Methodé of projecting hoeesinmgnoidsdsi agpedi $ ¢
sustainable to plan for more housing than is needed, following the ONS/MHCLG household projections. If the Council is serious
about improving housing affordability (or at least preventing further deterioration), it should prioritise the development of a more
affordable mix of housing (more terraced housesandf | at s, i ncluding soci al and subsid
projection option is even more unsustainable. Both options will lead to unnecessary growth in commuting to larger employment
centres outside the county, and consequently unnecessary growth in peak-hour traffic, contrary to the objective to make the
county zero-carbon.

It could be argued that there is some confusion around population growth for Devizes as whilst is it recognised that much of the
townds gr owt h o v easbeendriven byt migdaton, shd gogulation statistics set out in the Local Plan Review
consultation document infer otherwise.

Within the dotuement tReofiSkéod there are indications thatpst
0 0-14 6% decrease

0 15-29 2% decrease




0 30-44 1% decrease

0 45-59 14% decrease

Only in the higher age groups do we see any growth

0 60-74 27% Increase

0 75+ 80% Increase

At face value the document should have a strategy on how to manage such a change in demographics and the statement within

priorities fAdeliver homes to respond to | ocal needso has n
It may be that the wider housing need for the county is coming into play and therefore rather than being about organic growth
fromthetownbs current population with an all owance for ol der pe

can accommodate to help meet the wider population growth of the county.

It is feared that with this level of growth, it is highly likely that the town will be far less self-contained and therefore significant
weight needs to be given to

the constraints around transport, access to education, employment as well as the impact the additional growth will have on the
townds envir on meimgtand sdnsenfplace.ape sett

Paragraph 11 of the review document states that fAEach comm
placethrough t he preparation of a neighbourhood pland subbaguth
Pl ano will identify sites to meet the strategic housi thgg. ne

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Whilst it would be difficult to argue that the delivery of homes meets local needs, there is a question that this plan for Devizes

does that if you compare it to housing needs set out in the settlement profile on pages 9-12. To reflect the changes more focus
needs to be placed on types of accommodation. The Plan should give very high priority to the conservation and enhancement of
the natural beauty of the North Wessex Down AONB. High priority should be given to protecting the intrinsic character and

beauty of the countryside generally, and conserving the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services i including

the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland (NPPF §170(b)).
These are all i mportant features and assets of Devi zesdix2 m
OPl anning for Devizesd, and in the site assessment shancknmentpfa
the AONB in the assessments of sites 1 (adjoining Lay Wood) and 2 (Coate Bridge).




Our perception is that the townds setting is a hanginguldal
form the basis of planning policies to contribute to and enhance the natural environment in and around the town. These features
are:

A The chalk scarp and toe slopes of Roundway Hill to t hteh) N
to the E. These features are included in the AONB.

A - The greensand scarp to the S (including Drews Pond woods
setting of the Castle); the scarp from Caen Hill to Dunkirk Hill to the W (including the setting of the flight of locks); and all the
woodland features (including Belvedere Wood and Newlands Wood) along the scarp between Dunkirk Hill and Conscience Lane
to the NW, which connects to the chalk scarp at Roundway Hill.

Whilst the issue is picked up in the sifting of possible development sites, albeit without consistency, priority needs to be given to
projecting the wider landscape setting of the town and it views back towards the town for the adjoining open countryside as the
topography of t h deydoeswneanshat bome develoggment @otions will create harm.

Within the tourism-led regeneration comment it is important that the Gateway station is identified.

The priority for high standards of design is far too nebulous and has no meaning. At a minimum, the Plan should carry forward
core policy 57 of the Core Strategy, that development should make a positive contribution to the character of Wiltshire. This
approach is backed up by 8127(a) of the NPPF, which says that development should add to the overall quality of the area. Our
experience is that it is very often easy to identify proposals that fail to make a positive contribution, or add to the quality of the
area. However, this is not enough. Wiltshire should consider reviving its design guide, and should for the time being adopt
Building for Life as an assessment framework for significant new developments and renewal (NPPF 8§129). The Govt is working

on policy proposals to promote beauty in development. The Plan should aim to respond to that if and when progress is made
What would be really helpful would be a statement about what is meant by good design. There is nothing in the document about
building properties for future generations, ensuing that new homes are delivered above minimum standards of efficiency, use of
renewable energy is promoted within new properties.

What would be really helpful would be a statement about what is meant by good design. There is nothing in the document about
building properties for

future generations, ensuing that new homes are delivered above minimum standards of efficiency, use of renewable energy is
promoted within new properties.

Each site-specific proposal should contain one or more key design principles (landscape, urban design or access framework) to
guide design and development, and give communities some idea of what to expect. There is an argument that this could fall
within the Neighbourhood plan, but they should be clear proposals of the development plan.




We would also like to see not only how well-connected new sites are for those who are living in new housing to get into the town
centre, places of work and

learning centres, consideration also needs to be given to how new estates connect with the wider green infrastructure ensuring
the enhancement wildlife

corridors.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

It is disappointing that in developing the pool of potential development sites, at face value it would appear that no consideration
has been given to the current neighbourhood plan. There are also number of sites, that whilst they are not in the pipeline, they
are clearly going to come forward, but these have not been referenced and include;

Housi ng Wharfragenergtiort ploject.
A The current hospital site.
A Enabling housing for the new Green Lane treatment centre
Over the next 5 years it is likely that a number of windfall sites will come forward and given the relatively low additional house
need, of 330 over 10 years the pool is too large with many of the sites++ on balance likely to cause unnecessary harm to the
townds setting.
Whilst it is important to develop brown field sites as a priority, there are not that many sites in Devizes and often those which are,
are redeveloped with the loss of employment sites.
Site 1 Land adjoining Lay Wood (SHELAA 662)
In looking at the pool this site is of particular concern and we strongly feel that it should be removed. In the site sifting, site 550 -
land to the south of Roundway Hill Farm has been removed as it impacts on the AONB. The buffer and setting to the AONB in
this location has already been seriously eroded in this area with the development of the current development at Lay Wood and
much was made of preserving the eastern edge boundary nearest to the AONB, which would be lost if this site is brought
forward. The distance from the town centre, being more than a 20-minute walk as identified as a priority with the current
neighbourhood plan, will place a far greater need for car usage than many other sites.
Site 2 Land adjoining Coate bridge 693 b & A
In looking at the pool this site is of particular concern and we strongly feel that it should be removed. The argument for the
removal of this site is much as site 1. The site sits on the rural approach to the town from the small village of Coate. For the entire
length of the route between the village and the junction with Windsor Drive the town is completely shielded and therefore any




housing devel opment will cause great harm on this part ot
identified between 2016 and 2036, there is a view that this site is far too large and this is supported by the current Neighbourhood
Plan which will always favour small sites that integrate well into the community against larger sites that are isolated on the fringes
of the town and rely on car ownership to travel into the town centre.

Site 3 Land to the East of Windsor Drive. 624

Whilst there is some merit in part of this site being within the pool, as identified, the document underplays the acuteness of the
topography of the site, therefore any development to the north of the site would have a material impact on the landscape looking
back from the AONB and this is evident by the exiting radio mast. In addition, the steepness of the site would encourage car use.
We believe that a lower level of development should only be allowed on the southern third of the site.

Site 4 Broadway Farm

In looking at the pool this site is of particular concern and we strongly feel that it should be removed. The site itself falls outside
both the current settlement framework boundary and is outside the 20-minute walking distance from the town centre as defined
within the Neighbourhood Plan. This coupled with its size compared with need and relative benefits of other sites, this site is not
required.

Site 5 Sleight Road

The whole site is too big, it should only extend as far as the disused railway. Any further extension of this land will significantly
impact on the landscape setting looking from Nine Hills to Monument Hill. Even the whole site to the north east of the disused
railway line is too big for housing and therefore there is a view that part of the site should be used for employment in the creation
of a high-quality office/commercial park, which will be a welcome addition to the existing industrial centres. If this could be
achieved it would outweigh the current issues of the site being outside the 20-minute walking zone.

Site 6 Greenacre Nursery (SHELAA 3259)

In looking at the pool this site is of particular concern and we strongly feel that it should be removed. In the site sifting process,
site 806 has been rightly removed because of its proximity to the wood, but the same rules have not been applied to this site
outside the 20-minute walking zone.

Site 7 Caen Hill Farm

The topography of the land will result in any development having a material impact on the view of the town from Whistley to Caen
Hill. Access by cutting through the Park Dale dyke at the end of Avon Road would cause unacceptable traffic congestion to the
Victorian road structure where it connects to Bath Road and on the A361 itself. The site is not within the 20- minute walking zone
of the Neighbourhood plan or close to any school. For this reason it should be removed.

Site 8 Land North of Roundway Park 549a

We do not agree with the assessment of adding sites 549b into the pool as we believe that it will have a material impact on the
landscape setting of the Roundway area viewed from Folly Road. We do however believe that part of site 549a of the same




names could be included as far as the 20-minute walking zone, as identified within the Neighbourhood Plan. This site meets
many of the Neighbourhood Plan policy principles without having a material impact on the Town landscape setting.

Other Sites to be added

Site 532 Land at Hillworth Road

In looking at the pool of sites we do not understand why this site has been excluded. In the sifting text, concerns are expressed
on its impact from the Whistley edge of town, whilst sites such as Coate Road Bridge, looking towards the AONB from
Roundway, Caen Hill Farm coming from Whistley and even the Car Breaker Site will all have a significant visual impact. When
looking at the policies within the Neighbourhood Plan this site meets all of the policies.

Site 419 Devizes Wharf and Hospital.

This site is identified within the SHELAA and is known to be a priority for development, therefore should be included within the
pool.

Land to the East of Thomas Wyatt Road and West of Wordsworth Road

We have been advised by the owner of the land that it is planned for 24 homes to be built on this land within the next 12 months.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5S5. Are there i mportant social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Other issues

We are concerned about the suggestion that sites could be amalgamated as this is counter to the NP which favours smaller sites.
Sustainability

Greater emphasis needs to be placed on the sustainability of our new homes and there should be an insistence that
developments achieve the highest level of sustainability through innovation and good design.

A Each property should have Solar PV panels included on th
A Oopiymities to develop shared energy generation should be included through the use of ground source heat pumps.

A That developments | ink in -trasstigetowmen corri dors that shoul d
Future Proofing Developments

In developing master plans for sites, provision must be made for changes that are likely to occur over the next 10 to 20 years, by
providing properties with two charging points for cars for example, ensuring sufficient supply capacity to replace gas boilers and
ensuring the homes are designed to incorporate better home working arrangements to meet the way we now work. New
Developments must incorporate FTTP (fibre to the premises) to ensure excellent connective for home working.

Affordable Housing Provision

It is indicated that the level of affordable housing will be set at 40% and whilst there is no question that sufficient affordable
housing is provided to meet the needs of the community, this cost burden cannot be offset by developing houses which are
poorly designed, built to a low quality and crammed too tightly into the corner of a development. Consideration also needs to be
real affordability and must take into account average salaries for the town, which are the lower end of the national spectrum.
Extensions in small properties ions in small properties

There is an indication that additional policies will be put in place to prevent smaller properties being over extended. Whilst it is
important that there is some management of extension building on smaller properties to stop them growing exponentially in size,
this must not be made too complicated and probably should be managed through existing policies and weighed up against what
will be left as outdoor spaces for a property.

Policy 44

There is a fear that changes to rural exception polices will allow for more than infill within our smaller rural villages.

Climate Changes

Clear and measurable targets need to be identified that will ensure new developments meet the highest standards of energy
efficiency and climate management. There is a fear that policies will be too open and not sufficiently challenging.




Rep ID: Dev053

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

| do understand the need for more homes. | agree that there should be a brownfield land target, since previously developed sites
should be prioritised where they have good access to other amenities, employment and transport. However, it should be checked
carefulythat si tes really are Obrownfieldd. My point here relat
present, some of which are temporary in nature, but the vast majority of the site has always been green space with trees and
gardens. It is not a brownfield site, and is in fact an important local nature site and recreational amenity, used by many in the
local community.

DEZ2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

No comment




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Site 5 (543) Marshall Road 1 | do support this site for housing development in terms of the landscape impacts and connection to
the road network. However, it is my understanding that housing here could impact rare, light sensitive, foraging bats and put
pressure on the Local Nature Reserve. | consider that a limited amount of housing next to Marshal Road would be less impactful,
rather than the full proposed site

Site 806 Nine Hills and paths above Drews Pond Wood i this site is not in the final pool of sites but the consultation documents
state that some other sites might be restored. | wish to make very clear that | do not support this site for housing development,
now or in the future. Development of this area would have a devastating effect for the woods, wildlife and landscape. This is a
crucial local amenity and wildlife area with panoramic views. The paths and woods are used by many people locally for
recreation.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

There are a variety of sites in the development pool that would seem to me much less impactful. | have already mentioned that |
would support partial development of Site 5 (543) MarshallRoadi whi ch is rel atively near my

DE5S5. Are there i mportant social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

| will repeat here that Site 6 (3259) Greenacres should not be considered in the pool, since it is not a brownfield site and is an
important local recreational amenity and nature site.
To add further detail about this site:




A The Site Selection Report says that Greenacres is well screened i suggesting little impact on the landscape. But this is
not the case; houses here would impact on the character of the area, including the Local Nature Reserve, Orchard, Listed
Building and grounds.

Tranquiliity and light would be affected.

The skate park is also nearby and can be noisy,so residents of the new houses would be affected.

Wildlife in the nature reserve immediately adjacent relies on a mosaic of sites nearby and would be affected.
Greenacres is still used as an outdoor therapeutic site and this would be lost.

There would be a significant loss of biodiversity

Too T Too Too I

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

N/a

Further comments

N/a




Rep ID: Dev054

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Only targets should be how to preserve green spaces. Reference: 1. Greenacres site development 2. Marshal Road Day Centre
housing development 3. potential housing development adjacent to A342. If all three developments were to go ahead it would be
completely out of scale with facilities and infrastructure available. Insufficient school places, GPs, dentists, roads on north of the
town already under pressure - potenitally the same on this south side. No bypass ever built to cope with this issue. preserve
green spaces and stop urban sprawl. Scale of growth planned - unrealistic, infrastructure insufficient, detrimental to wildlife.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Devizes is a small market town, we already know it has the lowest amount of primary care support and services, - deal with this
before clogging the system with people. What is Wiltshire Council doing to preserve green spaces, particularly in light of
coronavirus and the needs of peoples good mental health to have access to calming spaces. This in particular relevance to
Greenacres which could be redeveloped to help people with M.H issues as before. In consultation with residents, engender ideas




to provide green spaces and preserve them for local people and visitors to town. We are in danger of making Devizes a victim of
'the urban sprawl'.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

The potentially proposed 3 sites in Devizes (south side) seems. Devizes is for the large part still unspoilt. Whilst understanding
the sometimes puzzling need for more housing - build them in already spoilt towns - Trowbridge, Calne, Melksham! The only site
which should possibly be considered is the land adjacent to the Day Centre on Marshall Road, which already has a relatively new
hospital on the site. However, even this could cause unmanageable extra traffic and risks to Marshall Road.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

None, in Devizes. Keep our best market town as it is. Currently infrastructure cannot support 100's more people, cars and
pollution. I think the Council are already well aware of shortfall in services.

DES5. Are there important social,ec onomi ¢ or environment al f acthaneedty lmewconsidered k
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Insufficient consideration gien to protecting/encouraging wildlife and biodiversity in Devizes. Greenacres site: there are
rare/protected species of bats (Bechstein) in Drews Pond Woods. Volume of cats generated if houses build directly adjacent to
woods would decimate birds and mammals trying to live and nest there.

Drews Pond is a nature reserve - has this been forgotten?! money has been spent over the years preserving and nurturing it. It's
currently struggling to cope with extra footfall due to COVID-19 walkers.




DES6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Insufficient GP's, dentists and schools. Road system on the south side could be gridlocked at rush hour with potentially hundreds
more cars accessing A342 from Marshall Road. Provide more school places, GP's and dentists before considering further new
homes.

Further comments

resident would want to see what the Council plans to comply with new government recommendation for decarbonisation. i.e.
heating systems NOT using gas?

What consideraton has been given to potential pollution new buildinfs will produce. Any building should generate a consequential
tree planting strategy to help with pollution and flooding.

Keep Devizes the gem in Wiltshire. Preserve its green spaces, encourage wildlife and nature to keep the mental health of
residents stable. Make it a beacon for tourists to visit, admire and envy!




Rep ID: Dev055

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

| think the scale is too high and devizes lacks the infrastructure to support a large growth. Traffic is already bad as it is and
adding more people, mainly on the outskirt of devizes would lead to even more traffic.

It seems reasonable to target brownfield sites for developments, but the classification should be reviewed. FOr instance,
greenacres (site 6, 3259) has been classified as brownfield. However, its last use was for horticulture and it should therefore
have been excluded as the planning policy "excludes land that is or was last occupied by agricultural buildings". This specific site
is also adjacent to a Local Nature Reserve (Drew's pond woods) and i is very important to protect the few pockets of nature we

have within the town.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?




Preserving nature and wildlife should also be a priority, as we all know wildlife is in dangerous decline. The area of the LNR
(drew's pond wood) and surroundings are used by wildife, namely some rare protected species of bats that are sentitive to light.
Further development near the LNR would obviously increase light pollution (lights in and around homes, street lights, cars,...).

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Site 6 (3259) should be excluded for its proximity to the Local Nature reserve, its use as horticultural land, its proximity to the
Former Asylum site. The character of this area should be preserved as it is an important part of the history of Devizes. The LNR
and its surrounding are already used by many people and adding more would endanger wildlife and the character of the area.
For the same reasons, developments on site number 5 should be limited.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

No opinion

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

As explained in my previous answers, proximity to a LNR, use of the area by protected species or sites of historical importance
like the former asylum should be considered.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?







Rep ID: Dev056

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Whilst fully recognising the importance of providing more affordable housing for the area in and around Devizes, | believe that the
use of brownfield sites is to be carefully comsidered.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Full consideration must be given to keeping the town supplied with suitable recreation sites - including Nature reserves and
countryside access. During the recent lockdwns the nature reserve has been heavily used, proving it's value to the local
community

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Greenacre Nursery adjoins Drews Wood Nature reserve, a site which has been proved to attract the rare Bechsteins bat among
other wildlife. Although well screened it directly adjoins the nature reserve and therefore will most certainly affaect the wildlife ,
both flora and fauna of the area.

developments closer to the town centre would be preferable, since traffic approaching the town both from Upavon and the
London Road is already causing great problems, so it would seem sensible for preference to be given to sites where housing is
provided that people can get into town from, withour using a mor=tor vehicle.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Build as close to the town centre as possible to avoid involving even more traffic to enter the town. Sites 3 and 4 on the map
provided seem to be close to the town without being too far from the town centre. there are reasonably good bus services in the

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The land around the old asylum is a valuable resource for the town - already accepted as the old cricket field is protected for the
use of the town. Continual erosion of the area for building devalues the site as a natural part of the landscape and would
seriously affect the wildlife around it. Whilst fully accepting the need for more affordable housing, Wiltshire is a rural county and if
it is proposed to attract people to the town then amenities must be protected - that includes the essentially ‘market town’
atmospere, and the areas of woodland and countryside nearby.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

As proved by the recent pandemic there is a need of areas where people can exercise and enjoy the landscape.







Rep ID: Dev057

Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Sport England

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

No comment

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Creation of a healthy, inclusive sustainable town. this can be done in part through the use of Sport England and Public Health
Engl andd A c htips//ewwspostengjamd.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-
design when designing new housing and in environmental improvements

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




No comment

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Non-sporting land

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

No

DES6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

No

Further comments

No




Rep ID: Dev058

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:
Dev058

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

There would appear to be very few brownfield sites around Devizes so it is impossible to set a target.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Not enough notice is being taken of the wildlife and natural features of the area.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




The pool of potential sites accepts the traffic problems of some eg. A361, but only seems to have the potential to create problems
on other routes eg A342.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The leaflets do not give even approximate figures as to how many homes could be built on any of the sites, the only guideline |
have is from a flyer distributed by a developer around Christmas time planning 180 homes on Site 5 off the A342 to Sleight with
access off Marshal Road and also 24 homes proposed on a new site between Wordsworth Way and Byron Road which |
understand has been added since publication of the relevant documents. The requirement for an additional 330 homes could be
met by developinglor 2 larger sites rather than several small ones. This would result in less, and subsequently cheaper, traffic
management schemes.

Regarding traffic congestion, although sites 5 and 6 and also the new unnumbered site mentioned above do not lead directly onto
the A342 they all lead into Marshall Road along with the new medical centre and associated housing soon to be built. Pre Covid
there were already queues during rush hour to exit Marshall Road onto the A342 and with the possibility of a new Devizes railway
station at Lydeway this can only get worse. It should also be noted that the withdrawn site 806, Nine Hills, would also be
accessed via Green Lane, which would need strict traffic management to safeguard children visiting the skate park, and Marshall
Road. Sites 3& 4 both access onto Windsor Drive which are also likely to increase the traffic on the A342. The current congestion
and delays on the A361 are mentioned in several of the proposed sites and development proposals off the A342 could lead to
similar problems on this road.

As regards Site 6 Greenacres, it is debatable whether this should be classed as a brownfield site since the portacabin type
buildings were used for therapeutic horticultural purposes as part of Green Lane Mental Hospital. It would seem far more
beneficial, especially in the current times of Covid, that this plot would make a good community area for health, wellbeing and
wildlife activities. It is also an important area used by the 6 or 7 species of bat recorded in the neighbouring Drews Pond Nature
Reserve and is also a summer haven for many species of butterflies and moths.




| strongly support the withdrawal of Site 806 Nine Hills, as any development here would have a catastrophic effect on the Drews
Pond Nature Reserve.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev059

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Personal

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

It should be much lower this land is precious and so close to the Drews pond area. Surely other land is available that could save
one of the few green belt areas this town has. Deeply saddened by the lack of thought and consideration that has gone into this.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

The affect it will have on the surrounding area of beauty | fully appreciate the need for growth and that all the above is being
taken into consideration but is there no other area that can be used.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




The potential areas of growth should all be considered taking in environmental impact, travel links, school access etc. Devizes
needs to remain with its historical reputation kept intact and not be turned into just another ruined market town.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

One that respects its surroundings and community. Of course housing is needed. Please consider environmental impact. Design
should be as stated in keeping with the town. People need homes but not just boxes to live in to fill housing requirements. They
ne

DES5. Are thereimportants oci al , economic or environment athat headctd ercensigeced
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Space. Greenery, community potential, parking including electric car charging. Get potential tenants involved.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Cycle paths, appropriate parking, links to walkways to schools, leisure centres etc.

Further comments

Please consider housing that remains suitable for our aging population so that they can remain in their homes for as long as
possible rather than being moved on.




Rep ID: Dev060

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

| think the growth is too large and if any housing has to be built then On brownfield only. Transport links need to be seriously

considered too.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Definitely focus on regeneration of town centre through the wharf and museum etc. Priorities on keeping independent stores in
town- reduce rent etc for them. Further transport reduction through encouragement of bike lanes.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Building on any to the north of the town (1,2,3,4,8) will have serious impact in congestion in town and impact greenfield sites
dramatically. Areas of outstanding beauty will be ruined.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Any brownfield or plot 8

DE5. Are there important social, economic or terahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Bat colony and other native wildlife close to the outskirts of town. Encroaching on this land will severely impact nature and
continue with the destruction of our natural world.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev061

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): na

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

There should be a brownfield target. | believe assessment is needed to understand if the proposed projection could be higher.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

A vibrant market town, protecting areas such as green spaces (including white horse, Olivers castle and other amenities which
are used by locals and visitors). Ensuring sufficient outdoor sports and activity spaces. Development to include affordable

housing, and to give good quality of living.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




No - some sites have been poorly identified.

Site 8 is situated next to 2 sites which have been rejected. It should be rejected as the reasons the others have been rejected
apply to it as well (ie views from AONB and White Horse Country Park; extra traffic in the hamlet of Roundway and on Folly
Road/Consciences Lane which is single lane with passing places and will inevitably be used as a cut through to Chippenham; it
will also give extra traffic at the already difficult junction onto London Road). It is also part of a field which is a flood risk and is
fairly constantly with large pools and flooding in the winter months, and in the summer to a lesser extent.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Minimum impact - not large scale houses. Sites off London Road will contribute to the traffic problems which will reoccur once
covid has been dealt with. Site 5 seems to have less problems than those to the north of town.

DE5.Are there i mportant social, economic or e rthatneed torhe cohsaeredf
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Site 8 as above. Site 8 is situated next to 2 sites which have been rejected. It should be rejected as the reasons the others have
been rejected apply to it as well (ie views from AONB and White Horse Country Park; extra traffic in the hamlet of Roundway and
on Folly Road/Consciences Lane which is single lane with passing places and will inevitably be used as a cut through to
Chippenham; it will also give extra traffic at the already difficult junction onto London Road). It is also part of a field which is a
flood risk and is fairly constantly with large pools and flooding in the winter months, and in the summer to a lesser extent.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Doctors surgeries
Lack of employment




Transport (particularly buses)

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev062

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The brownfield target should be higher; the scale of growth is reasonable but more should be done to protect greenfield sites-
greenfield sites should not be considered for development in a climate an ecological crisis.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Keeping the proximity of the north wessex downs as a priority consideration is important but it is apparently not stopping
development considerations such as the area near coate road, which essentially border the north wessex downs. There is also
unfortunately nothing at all in this plan about the impact of future developments on local biodiversity and climate change targets.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Land at coate bridge is greenfield, too close to the wessex downs to consider developing, and will put to much traffic pressure on
the road, adding to the air quality that is already an issue in the town centre. Sites 6 and 5 are far to close to drews pond nature
reserve, a vital habitat for wildlife and for the well-being of local residents; boxing in this area would have a hugely detrimental
impact and should not be considered. 5 and 6 are also too close to the hamlet of Sleight, risking coalescence. 5 and 6 will also
have an unacceptable impact on the views of the downs from Sleight and one tree hill.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Site 8 seems to be a natural 'filling in' of development already made to that area, and small enough that it should not intrude on
the important views on that side of the town.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The impact of any site near the drews pond area needs to be reconsidered. This is a small area but it is the only place of its kind
in the town, and the value of wetland and woodland habitats there needs to be further recognised. We should be extending this
habitat, not surrounding it with concrete and fences.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev063

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The scale of growth is too large. It should be focused on smaller developments, of higher quality and more space between
houses. The Bellways development currently being built at Quakers Walk is an example of how not to enhance the town. It is
building at its cheapest, shoddiest and ugliest. The houses are hideous and cramped together like rabbit hutches. Targets are
pretty poor drivers of quality or satisfaction, just academic exercises bound to fail in the real world.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Much more emphasis should be put on getting any new buildings to fit in with the town's character (what's left of it). This doesn't
just apply to Devizes, though it is probably too late in many Wiltshire towns to salvage much. The attitude of other counties is
much more enlightened. In Suffolk, where | used to live, it was ffrequently stipulated as a condition of planning consent that
dwellings would be constructed using traditional materials and reflect the Suffolk vernacular. There seems to be little
acknowledgement in Wiltshire of the potential for low level harm and the need to avoid suburban type developments around




market towns. Little consideration is given to the architectural approach proposed by developers and whether it would be
appropriate and make a positive contribution to the character of the town. Strict provisions that development retains a faithful
adherence to traditional forms of development and does not result in an unconvincing pastiche should be inserted in any
permission. It is essential that high-quality sympathetic materials are used and that scheme are well-articulated, composed and
proportioned using; (a) local architectural cues, detailing and references; (b) traditional rural boundary treatments; and (c)
extensive soft landscaping in the form of trees and boundary hedges. In so doing, this design approach would also help reinforce
t he ar eabs sanmddsvelopment wodldaa ke harmful to the settlement pattern and spacious character of the area.
Any new development should preserve the setting of neighbouring listed buildings in accordance with S66 (1) of the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. The aim should be to ensure that new development respects the local
context and character of an area. Any scheme should be judged upon the level to which it is sympathetic to local character,
including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, and only schemes considered that establish or maintain a
strong sense of place using the established pattern of buildings, streets and spaces.

This may be a novel approach for Wiltshire: looking at what has been allowed to be built in towns all over the county, it seems to
be that it is.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Two of these should be eliminated: sites 6 and 5 to preserve the rural nature of at least one side of town.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Not agricultural. See above for general comments.

DES5. Are there iIimportant soci al|, economi c or tkahneedrtodr coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?




See above. The architectural design of new schemes must be given attention otherwise we will end up with identical swathes of
rabbit hutches all over the county. Developers must be encouraged and if necessary forced to up their game. We are the ones
who have to live with their failures. They will always go for the cheapest options but should not be allowed to succeed in inflicting
them on us.

DES6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

See above. Also consider the number of vehicles per household and the effect on the roads. More public transport will not do the
trick as everyone, until they get old, is selfish about needing their own vehicle. If more housing is aimed at the elderly, who seem.
according to your figures, to be the only demographic sector that will be growing, then this problem should be ameliorated as the
old tend to travel less and use public transport more. Encouraging the building of more ‘family’ houses seems unnecessary and
short-sighted in the extreme.

Further comments

Don't disfigure the landscape with a whole load of buildings that are surplus to requirements, that disfigure the landscape and
threaten the special nature of Devizes. Be daring and imaginative. Don't put your trust in targets.




Rep ID: Dev064

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?




DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments

| am writing to put forward my views on the 8 areas chosen as potential sites for future development.

Before anything else, | would say that Devizes is far too choked already to stand the addition of yet more houses. | think now,
from my standpoint of someone who lives outside the town [ADDRESS REDACTED], how my attitude towards it and my
propensity to visit has changed since | first came to live here. | used, at the very least, to go in on Thursdays and Saturdays to
shop, invariably staying a couple of hours, having lunch and/or coffee, spending quite a lot in the shops, and generally enjoying
the pleasant atmosphere. Being fortunate enough to live near Market Lavington which affords excellent shopping facilities, | now
go in to the town only to get petrol or to take my dogs to the vet, | almost never go in to the middle, and | escape just as soon as |
can. | avoid Thursdays and Saturdays since | cannot bear the thought of being caught in a traffic jam. | also notice, whenever |
come in, that the air quality is very poor, | feel choked, and long to get back to breathe in my pure country air. It is all such a
shame, | used to love visiting it so much.

| have looked at the areas selected for development, and would say that 1,2,3 and 4 should be resisted at all costs. | have been
glad to see that you planners have constructed a very clear barrier to the east of Windsor Drive, there is a metaphorical sign
hanging over it saying O6thus far and no furtherdé, and iht w
outwards towards the very beautiful expanses of the Marlborough/Pewsey Downs. 5 would mean gobbling up the hamlet of
Sleight, which would be a huge shame, that area is already blighted with the Hill's site, and should not be despoiled further. 7 is




much too far out of town, extending out to the west should be resisted, and there is, at that point, the very salutary reminder of
how planners in the past have failed horribly, with the unattractive view of the rooves of houses spoiling the skyline. 6 and 8 are
to my mind the most suitable, the former rounding off an already developed area, and the latter again filling in a gap, and being
near the employment possibilities offered by the various trading estates in the vicinity.

Thank you for offering the opportunity to comment.




Rep ID: Dev065

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

| do understand the need for more homes. There should be a brownfield land target. Developed sites should be prioritised where
they have good access to other amenities, employment and transport. However, it should be checked carefully that sites really
are Obrownfieldéd. On Site 6 (3259) (Greenacres) there mre
nature, but the vast majority of the site has always been green space with trees and gardens. It is not a brownfield site, and is in
fact an important local nature site and recreational amenity, used by many, many people in the local community

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

No comment




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Site 5 (543) Marshall Road 1 | do support this site for housing development in terms of the landscape impacts and connection to
the road network. The plan looks a good design wise but think that it could impact rare, light sensitive, foraging bats and put
pressure on the Local Nature Reserve. Consideration would need to look at that boundary and how a natural barrier of hedges
and a bank my help maintain this important are.

Site 806 Nine Hills and paths above Drews Pond Wood i this site is not in the final pool of sites but the consultation documents
state that some other sites might be restored. | wish to make truly clear that | do not support this site for housing development,
now or in the future.

Development of this area would have a devastating effect for the woods, wildlife and landscape. This is a crucial local amenity
and wildlife area with panoramic views. The paths and woods are used by many people locally for recreation and should be
protected.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

There are a variety of sites in the development pool that would seem to me much less impactful. | would support development of
Site 5 (543) MarshallRoadi whi ch i s relatively near my home, so | am not

DES5. Are there important social,economi ¢ or environmental f act thatseed to be considerdd
generally or in respect of individual sites?

There has been no consideration taken into the importance of Site 6 (3259) Greenacres. It should not be considered in the pool,
it is not a brownfield site and is an important local recreational amenity and nature site.
| wish to add:




A The Site Selection Report says that Greenacres is well screened i suggesting little impact on the landscape. But this is
not the case; houses here would impact on the character of the area, including the Local Nature Reserve, Orchard, Listed
Building and grounds.

Tranquillity and light would be affected greatly.

A Wildlife in the nature reserve immediately adjacent relies on a mosaic of sites nearby and would be affected.
A Greenacres is still used as an outdoor therapeutic site and this would be lost.
A There would be a significant loss of biodiversity

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

N/A

Further comments

It is crucial that the consideration is given to the environment in the above sites. They currently are appreciated by many and
there loss would be at a significant detriment to the town.




Rep ID: Dev066

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

| accept more housing is required in Devizes, especially affordable units, and the additional 330 homes to the current plan to
2026 sounds reasonable. However, | think all of this development should be on brownfield sites if at all possible. Green belt and
agricultural land (in current use or historically) should be enhanced and protected.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Installation of electric vehicle charging places across the town and in the surrounding industrial and residential areas.
Encouragement of the uptake of electric and hydrogen powered vehicles and transport, including the buses. Local businesses to
be encouraged to update/replace their vehicles to using these low carbon alternatives to fossil fuels. To support this policy
consider introducing a local zero emissions zone (using camera technology for enforcement) to levy a charge on old and polluting
vans and lorries. This zone should include all roads from Wadworths Brewery to Morrisons/Devizes School to the Southgate Pub

to Station Road and all areas inside this envelope.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

| feel that this short list includes too much greenbelt and agricultural land. | have real concerns about areas 5 and 6, and in
particular about area 6, Greenacres. The areas identified are together much more than needed for the additional 330 units
proposed.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

| consider appropriate land to be brownfield sites which minimises pressure on the road network around the Town in particular
the A361 and A346 towards Potterne.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Social and economic factors: carbon zero transportation policies (see above regarding electric/hydrogen powered vehicles and
emissions charging zone).

Environmental factors: proximity to nature reserves, canal corridor and areas of special significance. Area 6, Greenacres, is very
close to the Drews Pond nature reserve (DPNR) and should be restored as a woodland buffer to protect that natural treasure.
Area 6 is definitely not a brownfield site and should be enhanced as a natural green belt zone.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?




Tourism, Social and Cultural enhancements: (a) Support for the Wiltshire Museum relocation into the former Assizes building; (b)
Enhancement of the facilities along the canal route and at the marinas; (c) Market square enhancements including better traffic
management and speed restrictions to 20mph for all roads either side of the market square.

Further comments

Devizes is a lovely market town and any development needs to enhance it. More housing brings more residents supporting local

businesses, so is a good thing in moderation. More population also means more educational, health and recreational facilities
which need to be carefully expanded, sited and enhanced.




Rep ID: Dev067

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The scale of growth is too high for the infrastructure available.

There should be a brownfield target and it should be prioritised over green field sites.

However Site 6 (3259) Greenacres should not be considered as a brownfield site as the buildings on the site were not agriculture
buildings but were for therapeutic horticulture use and the site has always been mainly green space with trees and gardens and
Is an important buffer zone for wildlife between the Drews Pond Wood Local Nature Reserve (LNR) and the surrounding housing.

DEZ2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Greater priority should be given to preserving biodiversity in our area especially around the Drews Pond Local Nature Reserve . It
is very well used which may mean that wildlife need to have an area adjacent to the reserve to retreat to. Most importantly radio
tracking records show that all four rare Annex 11 bats are using the area and a Bechstein's bat ringed at Box has been recorded




in the LNR giving the Devizes bats international importance. Space Shaping Priorities should include protection of these light
sensitive rare bats and their habitiats. This means that it is vitally important not to build on the Greenacres Gardens site.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

The following sites should not be considered:

Site 806 i Nine Hills and paths above Drews Pond Wood. Housing on this area would have a devastating impact on the LNR, the
surrounding landscape and on the old asylum buildings which are of historical importance.

Site 5 (543) Marshall Road. Housing on this site could impact rare light sensitive foraging bats and the southern part of this site
would encroach badly on the landscape. It would also put more pressure on the LNR which floods and housing next to the
treatment centre is still to be added.

Site 1 (662) Adjoining Lay Wood. This would cause increased traffic on the A361 and it would be encroaching on the countyside
between Devizes and the villages of Bishops Cannings and Coate.

Site 2 (693 a & b) This would also be encoraching on the countryside between Devizes and the villages nearby and would create
extra traffic on the A361 apart from the danger of flooding in that area.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Land adjacent to industrial areas but which would not increase traffic on the A361.
Also land that would be close enough to the town centre to enable residents to walk or cycle there.
Any development on the fringes of the town must include amenities suc

DES. Are there important social, economic or environment al f act or s you thhatineed to weconsieeradi
generally or in respect of individual sites?




| think that not enough weight has been given to the importance of keeping easy access to the country side. The present
lockdown has meant that many more people than usual are going out walking which must be good for their health but the access
paths to the country side are becoming extremely busy and if it became necessary to go further to reach the countryside people
might start to use their cars to access it which would be bad for the environment.

Special areas that people care about most must be considered as some things are unique and irreplaceable.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev068

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Seems OK but expansion should be all on brownfield sites as far as possible (Please see my first response - respresentation

DEV66)

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Please focus on environmental and climate change actions, such as electric/hydrogen powered transportation and highly
insulated developments. (Please see my first response - respresentation DEV66)

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Concerns about Sites 5 and 6, especially Site 6, Greenacres. (Please see my first response - respresentation DEV66)

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

(Please see my first response - respresentation DEV66)

DES5. Are there important social, economicorenvir onment al f act or s y o whattnéed to be coresidlered
generally or in respect of individual sites?

(Please see my first response - respresentation DEV66). In addition to my first response | wish to highlight that the Devizes
Parkway Station at Lydeway (due to be constructed by 2024/25) should also have a cycleway connection to the town. This
cycleway should, as a minimum, follow the track of the dismantled railway from Lydeway to the NHS Treatment Centre on
Marshall Road (with an arch bridge over Sleight Lane), and, better, be extended to Pans Lane via Sarum Drive.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

In addition to my first response (respresentation DEV66) | wish to highlight that the Devizes Parkway Station at Lydeway (due to
be constructed by 2024/25) should have a cycleway connection to the town. This cycleway should, as a minimum, follow the
track of the dismantled railway from Lydeway to the NHS Treatment Centre on Marshall Road (with an arch bridge over Sleight
Lane), and, better, be extended to Pans Lane via Sarum Drive.

Further comments




In addition to my first response (respresentation DEV66) | wish to highlight that the Devizes Parkway Station at Lydeway (due to
be constructed by 2024/25) should have a cycleway connection to the town. This cycleway should, as a minimum, follow the
track of the dismantled railway from Lydeway to the NHS Treatment Centre on Marshall Road (with an arch bridge over Sleight
Lane), and, better, be extended to Pans Lane via Sarum Drive.




Rep ID: Dev069

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Devizes Citizens Climate
Lobby, Sustainable Devizes and Wiltshire Climate Alliance

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes

Organisation being represented (if applicable): Devizes Citizens Climate Lobby

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): Devizes If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
Citizens Climate Lobby listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Excessive house building will create the need for more infrastructure, more polluting roads, more schools and doctor and dentists
surgeries etc.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

The Plan must include specific measures to reduce emissions, including:

Planning for new housing developments where there is a genuine need, rather than being driven by out-dated, top-down targets;
Avoiding building houses where this creates car dependency and people will need to commute long distances to their places of
employment;

Introducing planning policies that require housing and commercial development to be built to zero carbon standards in settlement
designs that are genuinely sustainable, avoiding building on greenfield sites wherever possible;




Reassessing major road schemes based on realistic projections of future traffic volumes taking into account local and national
climate change policies and longer-term changes in work patterns as a consequence of COVID-19;

Creating a planning framework that promotes renewable energy generation, including making specific provision for onshore wind
generation (the lowest cost form of electricity generation), which is not currently mentioned anywhere in the Plan;

Encouraging a significant shift away from private cars to public and active transport, investing in cycling and walking
infrastructure and improving infrastructure for electric vehicles;

Protecting and enhancing the carbon absorption properties of the natural environment (that of our natural capital and carbon
sinks), including significant increases in tree planting, also helping to improve biodiversity;

Protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land, which helps sequester carbon and ensure local food production and

future food security, including the Council és own County f
Introducing planning policies that require climate change impact assessment of all proposed developments, in advance, against
theCounci | 6 s carbon reduction targets.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Definitely not.
Affordable housing in sustainable locations is a must

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Avoiding building houses on land where this creates car dependency and people will need to commute long distances to their
places of employment; avoiding building on greenfield sites wherever possible;

DE5S5. Are there important social, economi c or teahneeditods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?




The Plan must include specific measures to reduce emissions, including:

Protecting and enhancing the carbon absorption properties of the natural environment (that of our natural capital and carbon
sinks), including significant increases in tree planting, also helping to improve biodiversity;

Protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land, which helps sequester carbon and ensure local food production and

future food security, including the Councilés own County f
Introducing planning policies that require climate change impact assessment of all proposed developments, in advance, against
the Council s carbon reduction targets.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

The requirement for Schools, Access to Hospitals and better public transport connections.

Further comments

The Plan must include specific measures to reduce emissions, including:

Reassessing major road schemes based on realistic projections of future traffic volumes taking into account local and national
climate change policies and longer-term changes in work patterns as a consequence of COVID-19;

Creating a planning framework that promotes renewable energy generation, including making specific provision for onshore wind
generation (the lowest cost form of electricity generation), which is not currently mentioned anywhere in the Plan;

Encouraging a significant shift away from private cars to public and active transport, investing in cycling and walking
infrastructure and improving infrastructure for electric vehicles;

Introducing planning policies that require climate change impact assessment of all proposed developments, in advance, against
the Council s carbon reduction targets.




Rep ID: Dev070

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The scale of growth of just over 300 houses is acceptable if the majority are affordable housing. £400K+ houses are not within
the reach of many young families. More brownfield sites should be used rather than eating into the countryside around Devizes.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Smaller sites rather than the larger 300+ housing developments that have been highlighted on the map. London Rd has a new
development where a large house has been demolished and 8 three bed houses are being constructed. Has the development
where 60 houses are planned on the site of the new Medical centre been taken in to account? How many houses could be built
on the site of the old hospital when it has been closed and demolished?




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Site on Marshall Rd where new medical centre is being built. Site of old hospital in centre of Devizes. Football playing fields near
Drews Pond.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Site 5 on plan (Marshall Rd) is within walking distance of town, on bus route, close to possible location of railway station and
three Primary schools and a Secondary school within walking distance.

DE5. Are there important social, economi c issedtlrahmneedrtodrn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Site 1 (Horton Rd) i Would back on to edge of area of natural beauty. Building site at Laywood has Roman remains of a villa
which are not allowed to be built on. Would site 1 field also be in need of an archaeological survey? Site is on outskirts of town
and not served by local bus service. Walking distance to town centre is 40 minutes. Nearest catchment Primary school is at
Bishop Cannings which takes a bus to get to as there are no footpaths and Horton Rd is a busy road. Is school big enough for
extra children?

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Devizes doesndét have enough commer ci #&atwakeowen themeweLaytvood o f ul f
development travel outside of Devizes to work. Is Devizes going to become a commuter town feeding Swindon and further afield.
Increase in traffic in Devizes along London Rd often leads to traffic jams. Would a new Doctors surgery be built? At the moment it




is often difficult to get an appointment. Regeneration of town centre needed with more independent shops and not charity shops
filling empty units. We currently have 9 charity shops.

Further comments

Range of shops in town centre is becoming more limited as shops close and units remain empty. Far too many charity shops and
hairdressers. Parking in town is often limited as parking can be expensive and car parks are often full. Traffic congestion at peak
times leads to high levels of possible pollution. Lack of traffic lights and overdependence on roundabouts means you can be
stuck waiting to enter roundabout for significant amounts of time during peak times. Speed limits on Horton Rd need lowering!!!




Rep ID: Dev071

Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): The Canal & River Trust

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Yes

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DES5. Are there important social, economicorenvi ronment al factor s yhatneet toiberclonsweredyv
generally or in respect of individual sites?

It is noted that the Gypsy & Travelers Assessment states that boater requirements will be considered in the Local Plan. It is not
clear if there is an intention to suggest sites to be allocated, either for moorings or any other type of canal related facilities. Any
proposals should be discussed with the Canal & River Trust who have an agreed Moorings Policy for the Kennet & Avon Canal
and any proposals would be assessed in terms of navigational safety and water resources and should comply where possible
with the Kennet & Avon Canal Conservation Management Plan.

In order to comply with other emerging policies in the plan review, and as a result of the non- footloose nature of the canal,
Devizes may be a suitable location for water related facilities, subject to the further studies on navigational safety and water
resources mentioned above.

We note that sites 1 and 2 are close to the Kennet & Avon Canal and request the route of the canal is highlighted on the map at
Figure 1 as both the canal and wildlife site. It is not clear that the linear County Wildlife Site is actually the canal. We note that
the canal is identified and GBL1 in figure 2, thank you.

We are pleased to note that both sites highlight the potential to enhance green and blue infrastructure and recreation. Recreation
opportunities should be considered both on and off the water and the need for such facilities should be explored in the Leisure
Needs analysis. Paddle sports are becoming increasingly popular and although there are launch locations within the town there
may be a demand for more out of town or edge of town locations too. Facilities for those wishing to use the canal in this way, or
the towpath for recreation such as walking and angling should also be considered and way finding and parking areas could be
provided to avoid parking on the local road network.

Both sites should contribute to enhancements to the canal towpath as the next phase of the Devizes towpath improvement works
as the towpath will be used by cyclists and pedestrians for both commuting and recreation purposes.

Site 2 mentions that OAny devel opment & htolué dc a shadé. béirclodetuforg
site 1 too. Both sites should consider the use of canal water for low/zero carbon energy and it may be possible to use the canal
for surface water drainage and the towpath to provide a route for utilities, including Fibre Broadband. Access to the towpath




should be facilitated if possible, to allow easy access to the GBI corridor and all the benefits it will bring to the lives of future
residents.

Both sites are on the edge of the town and so would provide a new urban edge when travelling by boat or on the towpath from
the east. Placemaking and urban design are therefore very important in providing a successful transition from the rural area to
the town. The existing canalside habitat is important for both sites with opportunities for enhancement too. If these sites are
allocated the Trust would wish for early engagement in any Masterplanning process to ensure that the sites take maximum
advantage of their waterside location.

DES6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

It is noted that the Gypsy & Travellers Assessment states that boater requirements will be considered in the Local Plan. It is not
clear if there is an intention to suggest sites to be allocated, either for moorings or any other type of canal related facilities. Any
proposals should be discussed with the Canal & River Trust who have an agreed Moorings Policy for the Kennet & Avon Canal
and any proposals for new moorings would be assessed in terms of navigational safety and water resources and should comply
where possible with the Kennet & Avon Canal Conservation Management Plan.

Devizes may be a suitable location for water related recreation and facilities for boaters, such as pump out, water points and
charging points for electric boats where suitable locations can be agreed. Devizes Wharf may be a suitable location. Any new
moorings subject to the further studies on navigational safety and water resources mentioned above.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev072

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

It is quite evident that the infrastructure of Devizes cannot cope with the current position. To increase the scale of growth without
dealing with transport and medical facilities would be only asking for further disruption to traffic flows and further restrictions on
health factors.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

We believe that it is a mistake to include Greenacres (Site 6) in this Local Plan. It will have an impact on the local area and
houses on this site would not be in keeping with adjacent land. The adjacent Local Nature Reserve, the Orchard and Drews
Pond woods are an asset to the local community and wildlife. Our experience over the last twelve months with Covid-19 has
shown that this area is frequently used for recreational purposes and is a tranquil area.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

No T it should not include Greenacres (Site 6) or any of the adjacent land not specifically listed i.e. Nine Hills, the land between
Greenacres and Drews Park, the Orchard and the old cricket pitch.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

The Plan should identify development to cope with the current infrastructure. To build more houses without such measures only
increases the demand on the town.

DE5S5. Are there i mportant social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Greenacres (Site 6) should be considered a greenfield site and take account of the tranquil and light. To take this area away
from the wildlife and recreational access would be a travesty.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




There are areas that are special and that people care about. Greenacres and the surrounding land is such an area and should
be considered in that way and is irreplaceable. We can see planning creep if Greenacres was a housing estate i followed by
adjacent land which is a loss to the local community.




Rep ID: Dev073

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Ideally there should be more on brownfield sites. Almost all the sites lie in an arc round the eastern and southern borders of the
town. Windsor Drive is at present an effective outer boundary, and crossing it is likely to lead to more pressure from developers

to expand further into the countryside.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

"Development should contribute to improvement in air quality” sounds like a tautology. Development requires efforts to control
the inevitable increases in pollution from increased traffic. Public transport is poor, cycling is difficult because of shared use with
traffic and pedestrians, walking into town from beyond the existing boundary is slow. People are bound to want to use their cars.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

The Neighbourhood Plan identified potential infill sites. This is a better option than expansion outwards.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Valuable open countryside starts close to the town centre in many directions. This should be preserved. There is little scope for
improving the road network, so traffic must be discouraged, by improving bus services and developing better segregated walk

DES5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors youthi n k we 6 v ethatmieed $oebd considered
generally or in respect of individual sites?

No-one wants to feel isolated. Recent housing developments have not included amenities such as shops and pubs. The town
centre should become a more attractive place to visit, but not by car, so create more pedestrian streets. As shops close in the
centre , there is the potential for more housing to be created there. Be imaginative!

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Health: the GP surgeries are at capacity, and other healthcare is limited. The new centre in Marshall Road is far from most of the
population, and will generate yet more traffic.
Transport: the existing town bus follows circuitous routes and is infrequent. It is not an attractive alternative to driving.

Further comments




The Lay Wood housing development threatens an SSSI, so it seems a bad idea to develop yet more housing there. Bus links
and a connector road to the A361 were promised, but never materialised. Expansion of the urban area into surrounding
agricultural land is not acceptable. Will there be local employment opportunities, or is Devizes becoming a dormitory town?




Rep ID: Dev074

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wiltshire Archaeological and
Natural History Society

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

We patrticularly support priorities 4, 5 and 6. A specific mention of proposed restoration of the Devizes Assize Court as the new
home of the Wiltshire Museum would be helpful in gaining support for the project.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

A number of brownfield sites are in the process of being brought forward for development. This may mean that there is no need

for greenfield development.




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

The Assize Court project to restore the building as a community hub and the new home of the Wiltshire Museum has great
potential to support the regeneration of the Wharf area. This is particularly important as Wadworth Brewery develop plans for the
future of their site. The proposed Devizes Gateway Station and the Museum development will boost the tourism potential of
Devizes.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev075

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Devizes has had a large increase in its housing over the last 20 years without any real improvement in the road or public
transport infrastructure. 1330 new houses over the plan's 20 year period is too many; it equates to abut 65 new houses each
year. Even 330 new homes over the next 15 years equates t022 per year. There is no guarantee that there will be the jobs in
the town for all those in the new homes and that means that they will want to travel to other towns in the county or beyond.
There has to be a target for brownfield development otherwise developers will wish to build on greenfield sites that are generally
cheaper to develop.

DEZ2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

These are about right.
It is essential that something is down about the traffic.




Looking at the site assessment document comment is made about sites that access straight on to the A361 as something that is
not desirable due to its already heavy traffic. However those properties gaining access onto Windsor Drive, Nursteed Road and
Horton Road are also likely to gain access on to the A361 in order to move around to the north and west of the town.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

| am not aware of other sites and the assessment seems to be about right in dismissing other sites.
However | refer back to my comments to question DE2 and traffic.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Probably sites 2 and 3 as traffic from them should be able to bypass the town centre unless it wishes to go towards Chippenham
or Bath.

DE5S5. Are there i mportant social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Transport is lacking.
The present bus services are generally poor and do not encourage people to use them.
Looking at the age profile it is doubtful if better cycling routes will be of interest to many except for leisure cycling.




The town's roads are already overburdened. There only needs to be a hold up on one of the main roads into and out of the town
for the whole system to gridlock. Sometimes it does not need that. A large lorry delivering to Domino's Pizza where the A360
joins Estcourt Street can create holdups back beyond the Southgate roundabout.

Before more traffic joins the existing amount something needs to be done.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev076

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Lower. Yes looking for brownfield sites if possible is good.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Make sure new developments are close to middle of town as possible to reduce car travel and/or next to main road. Minimise
isolating current animal habitats from the wider countryside.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




No. | see problems with at least 2 of these sites. Firstly the the area 1 is too far away of town. Also the animals that live in and
use the laywoods such as deer, badgers etc would become isolated and unable to use the woods to the wider countryside. The
other site is number 3 is is totally random location to put houses. They would totally ruin the landscape up to etchilhampton Hill
and looking down to devizes and set a precedence in building up to the by way. A site that would be better for houses is the area
in cannings Hill between the dual carriageway and Horton Road. This would have direct access to dual carriageway for
commuters to swindon and is next to developed land already and Hopton employment opportunities.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Land nearer town centre or next to main commuter routes.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or tkrahmneedrtodr coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Environmental factors as isolating current important habitats such as laywood. (Site 1)
Water issues with site 2, looks like flood plain on map or in the least boggy. Potential flooding issues? The roads tend to flood
along the road to coate so could be an issue with infrastructure.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev077

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Local resident and member
of Drews Pond Wood Project

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Scale of growth should be governed by many factors, including local infrastructure (schools, health facilities) and environmental
issues (traffic, air quality, green space). | agree that brownfield sites are preferable to green field, and those existing within the
immediate town should be considered before expansion onto the edges of town which will adversely impact the environment and
aesthetics of the landscape.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

This appears to be a "motherhood and apple pie" list. All laudable intentions - but will they be acted on? For example, the
council has delayed the Transport Plan. In addition, the Devizes Transport Strategy of 2012 has failed to deliver any of the
measures that were supposed to mitigate the traffic and air quality solutions.

Site 6: Greenacre nursery (SHELAA site 3259) is an environmentally sensitive area and effectively at the end of a cul de sac, so
has poor access which will exacerbate existing traffic problems.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Site 6: Greenacre nursery (SHELAA site 3259) should not form part of this plan. Two of the council's stated aims are "to protect
the environment" and "to shape planning policies to help address climate change and support biodiversity net gain”. Neither of
these is achieved by further development on the outskirts of town, adjacent to a Local Nature Reserve.

In addition, the site does not seem to meet the official definition of "brownfield land" which states: "Land which is or was occupied
by a permanent structure .... and any associated fixed surface infrastructure. This excludes: land that is or has been occupied by
agricultural or forestry buildings; land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill purposes
where provision for restoration has been made through development control procedures; land in built-up areas such as private
residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds and allotments; and land that was previously-developed but where the remains of
the permanent structure or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time." Greenacre Nursery
was used for horticultural purposes.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Brown field sites within the town boundaries (e.g. Wharf Redevelopment, Devizes Hospital development + other in fill sites which
become available. Planning permission has already been granted for 80 houses adjacent to the proposed Primary Care Centre,
and

DE5.Are t here important social, economic or e n\hatrneed todaedomsiderdda
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Site 6: Greenacre nursery (SHELAA site 3259) The proposals will neither enhance the environment here nor add to the bio
diversity. Further development can only be detrimental to the ecology of the area (the adjacent Roundway Orchard and Cricket




Field owned by Wiltshire Wildlife Trust) and Drews Pond Wood Local Nature Reserve). As a resident in the old Roundway
Hospital, a member of the Drews Pond Woods volunteer group for the last 15 years, and a member of WWT, | am very much
opposed to further development in this area. Both the Trust and the volunteer groups have invested time and resources into
maintaining the areas for the benefit of wildlife and the people of Devizes, who value both. The Trust is better qualified to
comment on the ecological impact than | am. | can only say how much pleasure watching the bird and animal life of the area
gives me, and many other people. 60 species of birds have been recorded in Drews Pond Wood, many varieties of bat, and
butterflies and moths Butterflies and moths are declining nationally and it is hugely important that this decline is reversed if our
grandchildren are to enjoy the diversity of nature as we have been privileged to do.

Bat surveys carried out by the Wiltshire Bat Group have identified 12 species, including Bechsteins and Barbastelles. Putting up
a couple of bat boxes in mitigation is not sufficient - the damage will already have been done!

Since lockdown, the footfall through the woods and in the area in general has increased enormously. Drews Pond Wood risks
becoming a victim of its own success. While the majority of people are considerate, there are of course the exceptions. People
have been ignoring the No Cycling signs. Footpaths and hedging have been damaged, at a time when the regular volunteer work
groups have had to be stood down. The weather over the winter, coupled with increased footfall, has meant many paths now
need reinstatement. Litter is increasing, as | know from my regular litter picks. Increased housing will only exacerbate these
problems.

In addition, this site should continue to have a therapeutic role in the community. Historically, it was the farm for the county
Lunatic Asylum, and has until quite recently been used for therapeutic purposes by a mental health charity. The pandemic has
led to an upsurge in mental health issues which will need to be addressed, so surely this site, so near to Green Lane Hospital,
could be used for this purpose.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Access to the site for residential use would be extremely poor as it is effectively at the end of a cul de sac.

Further comments




The heritage element of Site 6: Greenacre nursery (SHELAA site 3259) should not be ignored. It was an integral part of the
holistic plan of the old Wiltshire Lunatic Asylum, and as such is part of the history of Devizes. The development is within the
curtilage of the Asylum, a listed building, (and one of very few surviving buildings of this type in England) and will be visible. It
should continue to be valued as part of the history of Devizes, and used as a community asset.

The area, adjacent to the orchard and cricket field once owned by the Asylum, is an important part of the history of the old
Asylum. Today, it continues to be enjoyed and valued by Devizes residents. Local people of all ages visit the area to walk, ride
their bikes, exercise their dogs, run, picnic and generally enjoy the unique setting. It should therefore not form part of the
proposed development land.




Rep ID: Dev078

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

We agree that brownfield sites should be used where possible, although we do not agree with the proposed classification of

some sites.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Yes these are the right priorities.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




We do not believe site 6 should be included inthepool as i tds designation as a brownf.
probably have the greatest impact on local wildlife, being immediately adjacent to the local nature reserve.
It would also be extremely detrimental to the bat population.

Access to the site is also poor and any development would spoil the character of the old Asylum grounds.

There are already plans for other development in Marshall Road and this site would further change the character of the heritage
area.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

We consider site 2 the most appropriate. Although access to the site would impact on the A361, traffic from any of sites 3 to 6 are
also likely to impact the A361.

DES5. Are there important social,economi ¢ or environmental f acttbatseedytmhe cansidered
generally or in respect of individual sites?

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

No comments

Further comments

We would like to be advised of the locations of the homes that are already in the pipeline.




Rep ID: Dev079

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Yes and a higher target, a lot of areas ie. Railway sites could provide good centrally located higher density accommodation to
match the needs of local people. The median assumed for average salaries does not match the levels of the majority of local
people. Salary levels and the availability of employment does not encourage growth of living standards. There a lot of existing
retail and commercial units (ie. Business Parks) that are under-utilized or not being used and should form the basis of putting into
use or re-developed into housing locations before considering building more units.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

In the past we have seen very little evidence following on from recent developments of Infrastructure improvements. These
shortcomings are in the areas of schooling, Doctors and dentist surgeries, improvements to Hospital services, shopping, road
improvements, rail (more stations) and bus services. It is noted in the plan for additional schools but none of the other issues
raised.




This also assumes the skilled staff will be available to provide the services. Where is the evidence to demonstrate the staff will be
available?

When it is expected to increase population levels, that all of the services would increase and become increasingly decentralized,
whereas the plan talks about, for example closure of the Trowbridge birthing unit and focusing on pre and antenatal services.
Housing - We see Wiltshire plans to grow the housing stock but we do not see the same in Yorkshire. New developments always
suffer from |l ack of gardens and par ki ng and Affoldabiity does notl maiclvteen
suspected building companyds sharehol der needs. Hie tive pdpolatisn t
going to increase at this rate?

There appears to a lot mentioned regarding the road and infrastructure improvements but you would expect solid concrete plans
and budgets committed to put these into place before the building plans are agreed.

We have seen from other locations that building alongside bypasses just encourages demands for further radial bypasses.
Environmental - Light, Noise, Air Quality and Flood Plains. These plans do not match the local government key environmental
objectives and are encouraging opposite behaviour.

There is no evidence provided that job opportunities and growth will be available. This just adds to the amount of commuting that
will be necessary for people to work.

The statement O6To protect the individual i deinWhatdoexwasfara§ t h e
practicable mean? People who live in and around Devizes can have no confidence in Wiltshire council based upon prior housing
developments which have cut through the green belt land surrounding their homes. It appears the Local Plan will only be satisfied
when all villages and towns are physically joined together and all local individual identities will be lost.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

As outlined under DE2, better utilization of brownfield sites ie. mix of multiuse, mixed, maybe attractive and well built multi-storey
blocks providing affordable housing combined with retail units (shopping mall type) ie Rail site with good access to rail and bus
services. There appeared to a lack of green spaces in the selection criteria of some of the option sites.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?




As outlined DE2 and 3

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Local employment and commuting. Consideration of the environment and providing adequate services. Locally produced goods
and self-sustainability. Local services and good environmental considerations. The plans do not believe Devizes needs more
employment areas but wants to guard against additional commuting and the use roads and the resultant traffic and all types of
pollution.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

As outlined in DEZ2, In the past we have seen very little evidence following on from recent developments of Infrastructure
improvements. These shortcomings are in the areas of schooling, Doctors and dentist surgeries, improvements to Hospital
services, shopping, road improvements, rail (more stations) and bus services. It is noted in the plan for additional schools but
none of the other issues raised.

This also assumes the skilled staff will be available to provide the services. Where is the evidence to demonstrate the staff will be
available? The report already highlighted the closure of surgeries due to lack of resources.

When it is expected to increase population levels, that all of the services would increase and become increasingly decentralized,
whereas the plan talks about closure of the Trowbridge birthing unit and focusing on pre and antenatal services. There appears
to be no national plans to increase hospitals only more centralization.

Further comments

Areas are being considered to be shortlisted with continued concerns with regards to risks of flooding, traffic and landscape etc.
Transport links with road upgrades not clearly defined and committed to. Promising but not delivering!




Rep ID: Dev080

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The scale seems high for a market town. Smaller, less intrusive housing estates in several locations will integrate better. Brown
field sites should be targeted and also a sizable number of empty properties in Devizes needs tackling urgently.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

In these nearly post-Covid days the highest priority has to be the fullest health and wellbeing provision for all Devizes inhabitants
- current and future, human, hairy, furry, winged, finned and underground. Enhancing, linking and enabling green spaces,

allotments, walk ways and cycle paths.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Site 6 Green Acre nursery, SHELAA site 3259 should not be in the pool. This is not a brown field site - historically used by
Roundway Hospital for patient occupational/ therapy and gardening; it is too much a part of Drews Pond Nature Reserve for
development, especially as Devizes needs to enhance its green spaces and protect them from encroachment. Along with site
806 this area is invaluable to local residents and bats.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Firstly, site 662,

Secondly, 549b with a link road via Hopton Industrial Estate to the A361.

Thirdly, site 693 a & b north estate section.

Fourthly, site 543, only in the north western corner, opposite the housing off Ferguson Road. Save the bats!
Fift

DE5S5. Are there important social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

We can not continue to plan around car use - flexible, cheap, reliable, frequent buses must be integral to where there are areas
of housing, linking them to each, town centre, health centre (Marshall Road) and the Lydeway Station in due course. Many more
trees, barriers and flood defences.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Incentives to use the bus services rather than private cars into town.
Congestion charges for lorries, SUVs, etc.




Use the canal - boats from Coate Bridge (carpark on site 693 a & b) to the Wharf could be as quick as driving along the London
Road - tourist attraction too.

Further comments

We need mainly one-bed properties, small family homes, not huge five bed-room ones.
Housing areas need local shop/park/ community space to meet / play / worship / toddler groups.
Surely it is possible to create access points to the A361 both west and north east of the town section.




Rep ID: Dev081

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

There should be a brownfield target, but we need to be careful about how we define the term.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Distance from the town centre - no further than 20 minutes walk from the town centre.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The Greenacre site will encroach on a recreational area and there are environmental concerns around any development in this
area. It is also further than a 20 minute walk to the Town Centre. This would be the least desirable area for development.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments

The I oss of |l and around the Drewbs Pond area destroys uwalva
more aware of how valuable our recreation sites are to our physical and mental health.




Rep ID: Dev082

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

There should be a brownfield target i.e. the use of previously developed land so that greenfields can be preserved for the benefit

of everyone.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

With the rise of on-line shopping we continue to see the effect on the high street. Rather than empty shops would it not be better
to convert these to residential use to promote in-town living and so bring life back to town centres?

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




| would argue that the majority of these sites are greenfield (not brownfield) especially site 6 Greenacre which is a haven for
wildlife.
| would also question the suitability of site 5 based on how water logged it mostly apperars to be.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

| would suggest that site 2 would be the most appropriate in terms of the least impact.

DES5. Are there importantsoci al , economic or environment althatfneed tode consiydered
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Please do not consider site 6 Greenacres for development. This is a haven for nature adjacent to the Drews Pond Woods. |
understand that it is an important area for bats and the birds we've seen as a family just recently include Fieldfares, Redwings
and Woodpeckers to name a few. It is also an important outside space for the local community which is so important for mental
health especially in these times. | would also be concerned about an increase in traffic in the area being so close to the Wiltshire
FA site and the skate park with the majority of the young people using these facilities travelling there on foot.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Traffic congestion in the town in general.

Further comments




| understand the need for housing but green spaces are so important for so many reasons. Please can everything be done to
protect and preserve these areas for now and for the future.




Rep ID: Dev083

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Local resident

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Unsure

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

The Greenacres site which is being considered does not take into account the special area that it is attached to. There are
BechstienBatsint he Dr ewds pond wood, that are of international im
The | oss of |l andscape would be a great | oss to the residen
regular basis to enjoy the well maintained woodland. The are is also prone to flooding which extra building work would increase.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




| strongly feel that from the pool of sites set out, the areas 2, 3, 4 and 5 are the only suitable with less disruption as they are
already in accessible highways.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

3&4

DES5. Are there important social, economicorenvi r onment al f act or s y thatndedhto bekconsideded e
generally or in respect of individual sites?

cres site which is being considered does not take into account the special area that it is attached to. There are Bechstien Bats in
theDrewds pond wood, that are of internati on a listributiop. dfhetloasot e an
|l andscape would be a great | oss to the residents in the &r
to enjoy the well maintained woodland. The are is also prone to flooding which extra building work would increase.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Public transport links should be considered including cycle tracks.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev084

Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wessex Water

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Where developing on brownfield sites opportunities must be realised to redirect surface water from the foul water networks and
limit the surface water flows from site using multi benefit SuDS schemes.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Site 1. Land adjoining Lay Wood (Part of SHELAA site 662)




A moderate amount of development can be accommodated in networks constructed at the Lay Wood development without
additional improvements. Surface water to be discharged in accordance with local and national policy. There must be no
surface water connections to the foul sewer network.

Site 2: Land at Coate Bridge (SHELAA sites 693a and b)

Site 3: Land east of Windsor Drive (SHELAA site 624)

Site 4: Broadway Farm (SHELAA site 524)

Sites 2, 3 and 4 are problematic due to topography and distance from the receiving sewage treatment works at Potterne.
Appraisal will determine the extent of capacity improvements and disruption. If all sites are allocated a holistic drainage and
water supply solution must be realised with clear phasing and responsibilities. There is an existing sewer rising main running
through Sites 2 & 3. Suitable easements must be observed. Surface water to be discharged in accordance with local and
national policy. There must be no surface water connections to the foul sewer network.

Site 5: Land off A342 and Sleight Road (SHELAA site 543)

A moderate amount of development can be accommodated in local networks without additional improvements. A relatively long
off site water main connection may be required. There is an existing 600mm public combined sewer crossing the site; suitable
easements to be observed. Surface water to be discharged in accordance with local and national policy. There must be no
surface water connections to the foul sewer network.

Site 6: Greenacre nursery (SHELAA site 3259)

A moderate amount of development can be accommodated in local networks without additional improvements. There are
multiple services in the northern portion of the site; suitable easements to be observed. Surface water to be discharged in
accordance with local and national policy. There must be no surface water connections to the foul sewer network.

Site 7: Caen Hill Farm and part of Garden trading Estate (SHELAA sites 3374 and 537)

There are no available public sewer networks in the vicinity of the site suitable for connection. Detailed appraisal required.
Site 8: Land to the North East of Roundway Park (SHELAA site 549b)

A moderate amount of development can be accommodated in local networks without additional improvements. Long off site
connections may be necessary where existing local pipes are located in third party land. Surface water to be discharged in
accordance with local and national policy. There must be no surface water connections to the foul sewer network.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?




Please see response above under DE3.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Please see response above under DE3.

DES6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

The majority of the proposed sites drain to Potterne sewage treatment works which has limited capacity. Development certainty
in the catchment will help with the efficient direction of investment. Site 7 is constrained with no immediate connection visible for
foul drainage.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev085

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Independent

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Should definitely use brownfield sites. Do we really need these houses?

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Priorities ok but nowhere nearenough emphasi s has been put on housing to su
agenda. Surely we sites shoul dnvédontribwingwadrboreto thecatmesphere, msewelbas adding a
to Devizes® pollution problem.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




No. Most sites are outside the current building area of the town on green field sites. All sites would encourage homeowners to
use cars adding to pollution and traffic problems. Two sites - 1 and 6 anion woodland which would affect wildlife and biodiversity.
Green acres in particular could be hugely important and beneficial as a resource for the town. Already it is an important site
supporting biodiver sity woodarda.Hewewedthiscould bendgveldpedemithire supponad Wiltshire
wildlife. A community garden could also be developed, and the current buildings could be used for community courses and clubs.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Brownfield sites and reuse of buildings. Provisionoflowc o st housing with strict eco cred
of a climate crisis.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or tkrahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

All building should take ecological and environmental issues into account.The health and community benefits of sites should also
be considered. We should be plannng for the future.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

New working practices as a result of Covid19. Facilities in town to allow townspeople to work online locally more efficiently than in
some homes, but take away the need to commute further afield.

Further comments




Devizes needs a plan for the next 20 years and not just the next 5! Encouragement should be provided to shop and produce
locally- especially food. Remove cars from towns and make use of public transport etc. Housing should be designed to provide
carbon free accommodation, and support providing clean energy where possible - solar panels etc. Rainwater capture could also
be the norm.




Rep ID: Dev086

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The definition of a 6ébrownfieldbé site has to clearly -32b9wass
primarily used for agricultural/horticultural purposes - does it readily fit into the brownfield category?

Obviously the use of brownfield sites is logical, as long as developments do not have an impact on the local community.
Developing Greenacres would appear to threaten a much loved public amenity and potentially impact on local biodiversity.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

The dearth of public transport is a significant obstacle to the sustainabled evel opment of Devi zes. Wh
potential, the congested road infrastructure and lack of a railway station are likely to be the major limiting factors in the
short/ medium ter m. Focussing on ensuring o6new de wthéisspernsanore

how Devizes can be better integrated into the regional economy, in particular rail links to Bath, Bristol and Swindon. Enhancing




transport infrastructure could also create more local jobs in Devizes, as new residents would be encouraged to relocate and the
growing population would demand/require more local businesses to support their needs.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Sites 5 and 6 should not be considered - see Q11.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Sites 1,2, 3 and 8 appear to offer the most appropriate areas for future development. Devizes has already expanded south/south-
east and the urban sprawl should be more evenly distributed. Developing these areas may also minimise the impact of additional
t

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Sites 5 and 6 should not be considered. Marshall Road is already heavily developed along its northern edge and plans are
already in place to develop parts of its southern edge too. The area just about retains its semi-rural feel and more development
will destroy the tranquility. The roads in the area are already heavily potholed and an increase in traffic will be detrimental to the
public highways.

Site6-nei ghbouring Drewds Pond shoul d edpraviousy. Tiee@nmesis intredibly anpartdnote
local residents and offers an escape from urban/semi-rural life. It is an important asset for children and the nature reserve is the
primary reason my family relocated to Devizes in 2019 - any development would be detrimental to the local area and its
inhabitants. To us, this area is an exemplar of public amenity - a description often used in planning documents, but seldom
warranted.




DES6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Devizes needs a railway station to both alleviate congestion and promote economic growth.

Further comments

None




Rep ID: Dev087

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Potterne Parish Council
Neighbourhood Plan Streering Grouop

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

BROWNFIELD ONLY AND WITHIN WALKING DISTANCE OF THE CENTRE.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

YES THEY ARE. TOURISM AND NICHE HIGH VALUE ENTERPRISE IS THE KEY, NOT INTENSIVE MANUFACTURING.

TOURISM WILL BE IMPOSSIBLE IF ANY MORE HOUSING IS BUILT DUE TO CONGESTION FOR WHICH THERE ARE NO

SOLUTIONS.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




NO

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

POSSIBLY 4

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodr coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

NO COMMENT

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

EDUCATION IS HIGHEST PRIORITY

Further comments

NO NEW SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED AT ALL.

DEVELOPMENTS ON THE LONDON ROAD HAVE BEEN SUCCESSIVELY REFUSED BY WILTSHIRE COUNCIL FOR THIS
REASON THEN GRANTED ON APPEAL. THE RESULT IS GRIDLOCK WHICH WAS PREDICTED BY BOTH THE MOUCHEL
SURVEY IN 2012 AND CONFORMED BY MOTT MACDONALD IN 2012. THEY COULD FIND NO POSSIBLE SOLUTION.
COVID HAS ECLIPSED THIS TEMPORARILY. WE STILL AWAIT TRAFFIC FROM DEVELOPMENTS UNDER
CONSTRUCTION INCLUDING SALES IN LAY WOOD AND QUAKERS ROAD AND OTHERS.




DEVIZES, VOTED A NO 1 PLACE TO LIVE, WILL HAVE NO FUTURE IF ANY MORE HOUSES ARE BUILT OTHER THAN ON
BROWNFIELD SITES CLOSE TO THE CENTRE. FORGET THE ASSIZE COURT, MUSEAM AND WHARF ATTRACTIONS.

COACHES WILL NEVER REACH THEM ON SCHEDULE
A GOOD CLASS HOTEL IS ALSO A PRIORITY!!




Rep ID: Dev088

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The town is already large enough adn there is a shortage of open space around the town centre. All new development should be
on brownfield sites.

Every greenfield development permanently destroys open space and introduces environmental problems such as extra traffic,
pollution, as well as exerting extra demands on the infrastructure (water, sewage, other utilities, schools, medical services etc.)
which are rarely or insufficiently addressed by the developers.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

These are all praiseworthy aspirations but how will they be enforced?
Devizes needs affordable housing. Most importantly it needs housing which people who work in the town can afford. Otherwise,
the town becomes a dormitory for larger towns, and every new house will mean at least one daily return trip to the larger towns




and cities in and around Wiltshire - a classic case of unsustainable transport. Owners of new homes will sleep in Devizes and
work elsewhere, and have scant connection to either community.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

The original neighbourhood plan proposed that new developments should be within walking distance of the town centre. What
happened to that?

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Any brownfield site within a reasonable distance of the ton centre would be preferable to using up green fields at the edge of
town.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Every new home must be matched by a new, well-paid local job with earnings sufficient to service a mortgage, to prevent the
unsustainable transport issues | described earlier. You cannot build the houses and hope that the employment will follow.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Communities on the outskirts of the town would benefit greatly from the provision of social centres to enable local communities to
form and flourish, on top of the schools and medical facilities that they need. This could be any of the following (preferably all of
them): sports facility, shopping, pub, meeting hall, allotments. Again, developers ignore these requirements. Their sole objective




IS to squeeze in as many houses as possible and walk off with the fattest possible profit, without regard to the local issues they
generate and leave behind.

Further comments

The planning system in this country is in sore need of a complete overhaul to protect the environment from wasteful,
unsustainable, inefficient and profit-led development. At the moment, developers call the shots and councils roll over when they
are threatened with an appeal against a decision the developers dislike. Neighbourhood plans are unenforceable, and are
ignored whenever they could pose an obstacle to the generation of profit. This is completely unacceptable. What are you going to
do about it?




Rep ID: Dev089

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Growth is too high. Brownfield sites should be first priority. The amount of growth does not take account of limitations due to local
topography and traffic numbers.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

These priorities are appropriate but are not reflected in the plan which focuses on MORE houses rather than tackling these
priorities within the town. More houses will exacerbate current problems eg outward commuting because of insufficient jobs.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




No

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

None

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Yes. Topography, ecology, distance from town centre to developments, lack of social cohesion.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Health should be broken down into GPs, dentists, hospital/clinics.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev090

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Citizen of Devizes

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Lower. People do need housing but the Drews Pond Greenacres site is a haven for wildlife-bats and newt live there in ponds.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

You have not developed the greener transport network at all -no cycling routes. You need to concentrate on that. No-tourism is
NOT important. It is quality of life for residents here and green spaces that count and clean air! You plan is a lot of flannel and |
suspect you are trying to make the place 'London attractive' what with the Lydway propsed station (something | supported ever
since Beeching's destructive decisions the 60s. But-I fear the new houses built would all go to commuting Lononers, or those
feeling Covid and future pandemics-pushing prices sky-high for locals. A huge percent of this housing should be social. And the
rest only sold to people from within 30 miles around. And you need to deliver your free transport and infrastructure before

anything else.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

No-you need to stop Devizes becoming an urban sprawl towards Swindon. People from Swindon may move and commute. You
need to sell any houses built to LOCAL people who work locally-and not to people who would treat Devizes like their dormitory.
We do not need to become a dormitory town for Londoners and Swindoners.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Existing brownfield-NOT greenacres -it is a wildlife haven. And do not even think about Quakers Walk allotments-there will be the
Mother of all battles in the national newspapers if you tried that.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Yes-Devizes should be for local people-not tourists or people who would use it as a dormitory town. You need to earmark these
houses for local people and stop pandering to tourism and non-local, wealthy people.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

We do not need 'growth’-we need Sustainability.

Further comments




Think i have said it all. | could not take each point separately becaue if time constraints. | suspect this is just a nod to democracy
and you will plough ahead with your agenda regardless. Towns should be green, clean, and affordable to the local population.
Green spaces need to be given priority-not just treated as a nod towards current trends. As if -if you keep talking about 'green’ it
will be enough. If you go ahead with the Greenacres building it will prove that you care about nothing. That site is beautiful and
was used for healing horticulture for fragile people. It was paradise and remains a beautiful place for wildlife. It breaks my heart
what you plan for it.




Rep ID: Dev091

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Scale of growth is too high without road, rail and infrastructure changes, what is proposed will bring gridlock.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

No mention of infrastructure as a key part of reshaping Devizes, no railway station, hospital or functioning relief road to support
the growth of the town. What is proposed is just making of a dormitory town where people sleep and go out to other places for

leisure, shopping and other activities.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




The east side of town is where development should happen, what sort of development needs to be done with infrastructure in
mind. Windsor Drive and London Road will not cope with the proposed numbers of houses. We need infrastructure at the front
of the plan before sites are selected or nothing positive will ever get done and this will just be more urban sprawl.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Once and only once infrastructure is sorted plots 2,3, 4 and 5 would seem the most suitable but not without infrastructure
including a relief road, railway station, hospital, leisure facilities and green places for recreation.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

In all cases infrastructure first, the environmental aspects of so much housing must follow. it's about generating community not
more developments that are not naturally connected with the town, many developments off Windsor Drive are like rabbit warrens
road wise.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Before any more houses get approval we need the framework for our town, from that we can place the housing developments. if
you can't grasp that then this whole process is a waste of time.

Further comments




Get the infrastructure right, it's a bit like preparing a seed bed for your vegetables, getting that right enables the fruit of your
labours to come to pass. if you don't you'll have messed up one of the nicest towns in Wiltshire, we don't need to be another
Chippenham.




Rep ID: Dev092

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The provisions in Devizes are not sufficient to support the rapid growth of new housing around Devizes. Each area of land
should be considered based on many factors not purely brownfield only for our particular area.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Yes, these are the right priorities. Cycle lanes need to be increased throughout town and also to the proposed new railway
station and bus services throughout the area and villages increased.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Site 6 is not suitable for housing and should remain as it is or once again used as a healing garden are for those with mental
health problems. It has very poor access for housing and is on a beautiful area of land which is home to a host of native wildlife
currently undisturbed as it is tucked away in a very quiet location with no nearby traffic and bordering Drew's Pond Nature
Reserve. There are other other larger areas on the plan better suited for housing which would have far less environmental
impact such as those adjoining main roads and current build up areas.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

In-fill sites in the town or on the outskirts should be considered first.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Yes, | have mentioned in Q9 that the current wildlife and remoteness of location should be of the highest priority. Site 6 is more a
Greenfield site with a couple of temporary buildings rather than a brownfield site.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev093

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Yes, there should be a brownfield target.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

Yes

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Object strongly to the development along Coate Road - Sites 624. 693a and 693b.




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

An area which is not so polluted by traffic. One that is not by an area of Outstanding natural beuty. One where traffic flow is
considered - i.e not only will there be a problem with more traffic on Windsor Drive, Coate Roafd is already dangerous with lor

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahneedrtodn coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Not sure

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Infrastructure is mentioned, but whether it will be implemented in full is a key matter.

Further comments

| have mentioned some of the concerns about the Coate Road Development. In addition to Pollution, Congestion, danger on
Coate Road | would like to highlight the flooding in the area of possible development - even today after a week of dry weather
there is still flooding - even by the Scout Hut which is on relatively high ground.

Also consider the effect on wildlife. That area has some wonderful birds of prey and other species such as lapwings which will be
scared off and lose their habitat.

There are rare bats there.

Residents of a new build will add to the huge number of dog walkers, creating mess and possible hygiene problem. Yes people
should pick up dog mess but in reality less than half do.




Rep ID: Dev094

Consultee code: General Public Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private Individual
Submission

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Brownfield sites should as a matter of policy be used before greenfield sites are considered.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Any development should have Climate Change / Net Zero Carbon Emission at it core. All new building should adopt high
standards of insulation, solar panels, electrical heating / heat pumps, electrical charging points for cars. All of these should be as
standard for any new build. Air quality along arterial routes into the town centre should be closely monitored as these are in
general the very routes that we are trying to encourage school children to use to walk / cycle to school.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Have sites to the west and east of Dunkirk Hill been considered? Current sites being considered will lead to heavy traffic
concentratio in the east of the town.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Small sites which allow infilling between existing developments should be considered first. We should avoid "jumping" natural
boundary roads, such as Windsor Drive and pushing out into "virgin" greenfield areas.

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Sites 2 & 3 should be avoided if at all possible as they will inevitabely lead to further infilling and put an almost impossible amount
of vehicle traffic onto the London Road.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Identification of car free cycle corridors linking residential housing with central town ammenities.

Further comments

Car and lorry exhaust pollution is becoming an ever increasing concern and every effort should be made to reduce this threat to
the health of residents. In the year of COP 26, Devizes Local Plan should have Net Zero Carbon Emissions at the core of its
planning document.




Rep ID: Dev095

Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies Consultee Organisation (if applicable): North Wessex Downs
AONB

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Given the landscape constraints around Devizes there should indeed be a brownfield target. Brownfield sites and land within the
settlement boundary just first be considered before greenfield sites.
330 dwellings appears an acceptable requirement for 10 years.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Right priorities but they should link in with climate change in recognising it as a key driver in the local plan given the Councils
climate emergency.
The priorities do not appear to have been part of the site selection process, as priorities they should be.

Priority 1 shouldn't merely be to recognise the proximity of the AONB but to consider and address the special qualities of the
AONB and to recognise a number of the sites location within the setting of the AONB which as stated in the landscape chapter of




the NPPG is to be given the same weight as land within the AONB and therefore para 172 should apply to sites of the Eastern
side of Devizes.

Biodiversity net gain should also be a priority especially given that the River Kennet a SSSI runs through Devizes.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Would consider some sites on the south western end of the settlement off the A360. Size of allocations being considered
significantly disproportionate to the number of dwellings required and therefore some should have been rejected on this alone.
Some of the sites were rejected at the Core Strategy stage for landscape reasons (sites 1, 2 and 3) and these have not changed
in fact the importance of AONBs has been strengthened by national policy and the Glover Review.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Brownfield first followed by land within the settlement boundary such as land to the south of Quakers Road (west of police HQ)
where access is already in place and would be the next logical phase to the previous development.
Otherwise sites 7, 5 (part of

DE5. Are there important soci al
generally or in respect of individual sites?

; economi c or tmahneedrtocr coasiderad

Little weight has been given the setting of the AONB.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?




Natural capital

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev096

Consultee code: ADJ Parish/Town Council

Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Rowde Parish Council

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:
yes

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

See the responses for Empowering Rural Communities for Representation Rural357.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

See the responses for Empowering Rural Communities for Representation Rural357.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

See the responses for Empowering Rural Communities for Representation Rural357.




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

See the responses for Empowering Rural Communities for Representation Rural357.

DES5. Are there important social,ec onomi ¢ or environment al
generally or in respect of individual sites?

f a c that need tg lmewconsidered k

See the responses for Empowering Rural Communities for Representation Rural357.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

See the responses for Empowering Rural Communities for Representation Rural357.

Further comments

See the responses for Empowering Rural Communities for Representation Rural357.




Rep ID: Dev097

Consultee code: Other Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Drew Pond Wood Project

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:
DEV97a and DEV97b

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

330 houses is too high. There are too many constraints for Devizes, when they are all considered together as a whole. The
concept of environmental capacity should be applied. Traffic and air quality issues, the presence of the AONB, the particular
topography of Devizes and itds speci alGradeagridubucablLpne, a&undtional hirk too
the Bath & Bradford on Avon Bat SAC, mean that this number of houses will cause unacceptable impact that cannot easily be
mitigated for.

Continually adding housing developments to our towns in the guise of meeting local need has been going on for decades.
Thousands of houses later this has obviously not been an efficient way to provide for local housing need. If it was we would
already have all the houses that are needed, and not still have to build more. A new way needs to be sought before our towns are
completely ruined beyond recognition. Achieving overall enhancement through planning gain from more housing is unlikely and
subjective. Although useful in some situations mitigation cannot compensate for the loss of intricate habitat and sense of place
that has evolved over centuries.




Some brownfield sites are more certain and need to be included into the pool or counted in the balance so that the pool size is
reduced accordingly. The Wharf, Devizes Hospital sites, and the Police HQ land will all be coming forward. The 50 houses

agreed at the Marshall Road Treatment Centre should be counted towards the target, and the pool reduced accordingly.

I n the document OReview Scal e anutesRepsrtof Infdrroat GomsutationfwithGown & PdrishS
Councilsbé Section Devizes -B.sltlattehse tpheaetffeditrhealp psrt ormait emagtye eECgH 1
Are empty properties factored into the figures when determining targets?

DEZ2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

A Place Shaping Priority is needed: O0To conserve environme
Reserve/County Wi | d | i A specBi¢c Rlacedhaping Priority needs to be included to cover the functional link that Devizes has
totheBath& & Br adford on Avon Bat SAC. Trowbridge has the same
integrity of the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats Special Area of Conservation (SAC) by protecting and enhancing wherever
possible important bat habitats around the town, as set out in the adopted Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy. In particular, the
pattern of planned growth at the town should be guided by the environmental constraints that limit the spatial options for

devel opment 6. The presence of all 4 species of rare Annex
given high priority. ~ The background document: Interim Sustainable Appraisal Annex | i Assessment of Alternative
Devel opment Strategies for Housing Mar ket Areas, Objectidve

irreversible damage. Objective 1, Page 3 Devizes specifically refers to Annex Il bat hotspots and identifies areas of the town
where O6devel opment on or adjacent to these sites reduces ctt
Annex 11 batso. Car ef ul ¢ h o iacdearafuf placemeantotdevielopment wodd adhewe @ Placg me
Shaping Priority similar to the above Priority for Trowbridge. These light sensitive Annex Il bats are present because the intricate
system of small fields, trees and woodland provides the complex habitat requirements that are ideal for them to roost, forage and
move through the landscape. These ideal conditions could not easily be replaced by mitigation.

Priority needs to be given to protecting the wider landscape outside of the AONB. The topography of Devizes means that areas
of valuable landscape could be damaged if they are not acknowledged. A priority needs to be included to protect the historic
landscape setting of the town. The Site Selection report (Land at Hillworth Road) refers to the important historic landscape
around the Castle and Old Park area, giving reasons why this area is special. The land associated with the Old County Asylum of




Roundway Hospital has a special historic character that should be identified and protected. Protection of such areas that have
heritage value needs to be given priority

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Brownfield sites that are certain to come forward should be included in the development pool or counted into the balance so that
the pool is accordingly made smaller. The Wharf, Devizes Hospital and Police HQ land should be included.

ANY development that would impact on the light sensitive internationally important Annex Il bats must be avoided, particularly

site 6, site 806, site 3115 and site 532. Land west and south of Devizes is identified in the document: Interim Sustainable
Appraisal Annex | i Assessment of Alternative Development Strategies for Housing Mark et Ar eas, descri be
species hotspots which provide a habitat for bats associated with the Bath & Bradford on Avon Bat SAC, as well as commuting
and foraging routes. This includes the area around Devizes Castle, the disused railway line, the Kennet & Avon Canal and areas
of Woodland including the statutory designation of Drews Pond Wood LNR. Development on or adjacent to these areas reduces
the permeability of the |l andscape and woul d Mmegaticweneynwti mp
and enhance all biodiversity features.... and avoidirrev er si bl e damageé6. Careful choice o
met. These bats are present because the intricate system of small fields, trees and woodland provides the complex habitat
requirements that are ideal for them to roost, forage and move through the landscape. Much more needs to be researched about
this matter and the precautionary principle should apply. Site 6 - Greenacres, Site 806-Land to the South East of Devizes, Sites
3115 and 532- Land to the West of Hillworth Road, and any other sites to the west of the town near Old Park/Hillworth Road are
unacceptable in these ter ms. | have attached s egstalleBatRrdijegt T h
2015 [attachment DEV97b]. The map on page 11 shows the activity of individual bats that were radiotracked during one survey).
More recent studies have shown that the full range and extent of activity is more than that found on this particular occasion and
requires further detailed investigation. Wiltshire Council will be putting together a Bat strategy for Devizes. Until more research
has been done, the precautionary principle should apply for any sites affected.

Site 6 Greenacres. Light sensitive, Annex Il bats have been recorded on this site -see previous paragraph and map page 11 of
the Devizes & Stert Valley Bat Project [attachment DEV97b]. Annex Il bats have been recorded on other occasions in the tree
lined Green Lane that is typical of the enclosed tunnel-like corridor that these light sensitive bats use. This would become the
access road for a development. This site is immediately adjacent to Drews Pond Wood LNR, not just the path leading to it as
suggested in the Site Selection overall judgement description. The land at Greenacres is important to the LNR, as the associated




wildlife is supported by both areas. Greenacres provides a buffer to the LNR. Development here would have an adverse effect
visually, but also in terms of noise and light pollution which would impact on the peace, tranquillity, character and sense of place
experienced by those using the LNR, and those using amenity land near the Listed Building. Housing so close to the LNR would
add to the user pressure already experienced. Previous developments have led to drainage issue in the Drews Pond Wood valley

and despite the provision of SUDOGs the nature trail i bsowrpgieldo
register. NPPF AnnexTwo (2012) gives the definition of br obyapermahedt | a
structured, but also says that O6this excludes: | and tructares i

on the site have been associated with horticultural therapy. A planning appeal decision Ref: APP/B3438/W/18/3206824 Gravel
Bank Farm, Caverswall Common Lane, Caverswall ST11 9EU 2018 supports the case that Greenacres is not Previously
Developed Land. The majority of the land consists of open grassy areas and trees that were until recently gardens used to
support mental health and wellbeing. This land is a distinctive part of the Roundway Hospital Grounds, within the curtilage of the
Grade Il Listed Building - an area that we believe should be recognised and protected from erosion. The site slopes downwards
towards the Listed Building, and this aspect increases the impact on its setting from any development here. The site is clearly
visible from public rights of way on the hills to the south. Until recently the land has been used for wellbeing. The site still has the
potential to continue this important provision and local organisations have expressed an interest in setting up wellbeing projects
on this site. The need for such projects will be greater in the light of Covid 19.

Site 543 off A342 & Sleight Road The cumulative effect of previous housing means that the CWS/LNR is over capacity. The
CWSI/LNR has suffered from an increase of user pressure from other developments within similar walking distance to the
proposed application. There are various adverse effects that our group has witnessed, including damage to flora by trampling. It
is likely that surface water from this site would drain into the Drews Pond Wood valley. Previous drainage solutions provided for
developments in the vicinity have definitely not been effective in preventing problems of flooding at the LNR. The land is High
Grade Agricultural Land a finite resource that cannot be replaced. Development of this site would impact on the landscape,
especially if the whole site was developed.

Sites that should not be restored:

Site 806 We have explained above the adverse impact on Annex Il Bats that would occur from any development in this area.

The area of 806 immediately to the south of Drews Pond Wood (Nine Hills) was acquired by Kennet District Council as an
integral buffer to the Local Nature Reserve. The land was separated when the LNR was handed from Wiltshire Council to the
Town Council. The land is still owned by WC, so it is hard to see why it would be proposed for development. Development here
would completely fragment the habitat associated with the LNR. The land at Nine Hills is valuable habitat in its own right. Altering




the hydrology here would also adversely affect the intricate flora of the LNR. Many springs emerge from the valley sides, and the
variation of wet and dry areas are essential to support the wide variety of ancient woodland plants that have evolved to thrive
here. The view from the public footpath at the top of the hills here is panoramic i the chalk to the East and the Cheese to the
West. Any development here would be completely devastating to the special wildlife, and landscape character. Other areas
included as part of site 806 are the Green Lane football grounds and skatepark and the allotments. How is it possible that this site
is seriously being promoted for development through the SHELAA?

Site 3115 Land at Hillworth Road We have explained above, the adverse impact on Annex Il Bats that would occur from any
development in this area [see attachment DEV97b & Appendix 1 and 2 and attachment DEV97a]. We agree with the Site
Selection overall judgement description that development of this site would have an unacceptable impact on the historic
landscape. This site is also unacceptable in terms of access via inadequate residential roads (a point identified in the Devizes
Neighbourhood Plan). Access is down a steep hill that would encourage car use.

Sites marked on the Site Selection Map as Development Plan Allocation are not very clearly shown, and not mentioned in the
documents. These should have been clearly identified for people to see and comment on. Have these sites been through any
assessment process in terms of their impact on biodiversity, heritage and landscape? | have not been able to find any record that
these sites were allocated by Wiltshire Council. At their Planning Meeting on 16th February 2021, Devizes Town Council voted
to object to these sites going forward in the Local Plan. We object to these sites that are damaging and not suitable to be put
forward as development allocation:

Land to the East of Thomas Wyatt Road. Devel oping this si
& where possible enhance the historic environment. Designated assets and their settings will be conserved... including: iii.
buil dings....of special architectural or historic i nt amtensst

of history, architecture and landscape. The Asylum building and associated land is important in both County and National context.
The front of the Asylum and its setting was deliberately designed in an ltalianate style surrounded by open parkland. A
development so close to the frontage of the Grade Il Listed Building would impact severely on the setting and character.
Additional housing so close to the Local Nature Reserve would add to user pressure already experienced. The cumulative effect
of continually adding housing close to the LNR means that it is well over capacity and suffering from user pressure. The loss of
amenity land in the area would add to the problems of user pressure at the LNR. At a Devizes Town Council Planning Meeting on
16th February Councillors voted to object to this site going forward in the Local Plan.




Site 532 Land at Hillworth Road We have explained above the adverse impact on Annex Il Bats that would occur from any
development in this area. This site shows the highest concentration of Barbastelle activity recorded during the radiotracking
study 2015 [attachment DEV97b]. Comparing the map on page 11 of this report [Appendix 1 in attachment DEV97a] with an
aerial image of the area [attachment DEV97a] shows that the activity is related to woodland on the site that is clearly linked by
hedgerows, that form the corridor used by these bats. The Devizes Neighbourhood Plan site selection report found this site
unacceptable in terms of access via inadequate residential roads. Access is down a steep hill that would encourage car use. Ata
Devizes Town Council Planning Meeting on 16th February Councillors voted to object to this site going forward in the Local Plan.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

The principle set out in the Devizes Neighbourhood Plan of only allowing small scale development should apply.
Many of the sites are too large and should not be considered for inclusion in their present form. Smaller parts of the sites should
be careful

DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The presence of all 4 species of rare Annex Il bats on the western and southern edge of Devizes

Beichsteinbds Barbastell e L ess @anreaonddd obthecedge ef Devires. Mese Anexdl bdisane e
light-averse species (BCT Guidance Note 08/18 Bats and artificial lighting in the UK Bats and the Built Environment series).
Inappropriate development WOULD severe commuting routes and remove foraging areas.

All of the following records have been submitted to the local environmental records centre.

I n 2013 and 2015 a ringed mal e B e nddMoad}that wastosgindllaringeavia E999tinrBaxp p e
Mines SSSI (Bath & Bradford-on-Avon bat SAC). This bat directly links Drews Pond Wood and Devizes with the Bath & Bradford-
on-Avon Bat SAC. Any adverse effect on tthhe coBsercation stagus of thesbatlsAQ. s




During the Devizes and Stert Valley Bechsteinbs & Barbaste
[attachment DEV97b], radiotracking studies at Drews Pond Wood recorded all four Annexlispeci es. A mal e Be{¢
roosted in two trees at Drews Pond Wood and foraged throughout the wood and surrounding. A female Barbastelle bat roosted

in a tree at Drews Pond Wood where it also foraged. This bat also roosted and foraged to the west of Devizes around Hartmoor
Lane, Hillworth Road and Devizes Castle (Appendix 1 and 2) [attachment DEV97a].

The 2015 studies also trapped six other Barbastelle bats, three of which were radiotracked, and found a maternity roost a few
kilometres south of Drew Pond Wood between Potterne Wick and Easterton Sands. During 2016 more monitoring was done
including studies of the Barbastelle maternity colonies. Radiotracking in 2018 found a Barbastelle maternity roost at Potterne
Wood. These bats were foraging 12km to the south on the Salisbury Plain SSSI/SAC/SPA. This roost is thought to be the source
of Barbastelle bats roosting and foraging at Drews Pond Wood and to the south of Devizes.

Inaccurate Site descriptions

It is of concern that both the Site Selection overall judgement description and the Planning for Devizes document (page 9) give
inaccurate information about Site 6 Greenacres: The site is adjacent to the LNR not just nearby; it is not Previously Developed
Land; it is not on a disused railway. The statement G any adver se i mp a depresemtintDhews Poral iVeod k n
does not adequately deal with the presence of internationally important Annex Il species of bat that are functionally linked to the
Bath & Bradford on Avon Bat SAC and that have been recorded on the actual site, and surrounding area (see above).

High Grade Agricultural Land

The importance of High Grade Agricultural Land has been highlighted, but sites affected have not been identified in the site
selection descriptions. This is a finite, irreplaceable resource that has silently been lost to development in the past without any
thought for protection or mitigation. In the light of the Climate Crisis the retention of this most versatile land will be important for
local food production. It is hard to see how any loss of this resource could be compensated for to ensure an overall gain?

Accumulative Pressure on Drews Pond Wood Local Nature Reserve

The LNR is well over capacity Natural England recommends the provision of 1 hectare of LNR per 1000 population. Drews Pond
Wood is the only LNR in Devizes, and consequently well beyond this limit. The continual addition of houses within easy flat
walking distance has not been considered.

Including important factors that may have been overlooked in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal Annex | - Assessment of
Alternative Development Strategies




When referring specifically to Devizes this document has not included some important factors. As the sustainability appraisal
process continues to inform the next stages of Planning for Devizes we would like reassurance that consideration will be given to
the following:

Objective 5: Minimise impacts on climate change (mitigation) and reduce vulnerability to future climate change effects
(adaptation) Climate change will continue to have a huge impact on biodiversity and this should be considered as part of this
objective. Protecting rare habitat and species is especially important as the impact on rare species already under pressure will be
greater. More emphasis needs to be on protection rather than ineffectual mitigation.

Objective 6: Protect, maintain and enhance the historic environment Devizes. The Old Asylum building and associated land is
important in both County and National context but has not been included. All the land associated with the former Roundway
Hospital has a special character that should be identified and is worthy of protection by virtue of its connected history, and special
sense of place.

Objective 7: Conserve and enhance the character and quality of rural and urban landscapes, maintaining and strengthening local
distinctiveness and sense of place. The objective refers to protection of locally important landscapes. For Devizes this objective
only mentions impact on designated landscape. The wider landscape outside of the AONB needs to be protected. The
topography of Devizes means that areas of valuable landscape could be damaged if they are not acknowledged. The historic
landscape setting of the town is a constraint that should be recognised.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Provision of meaningful Green Infrastructure resource through developer contribution is required. The Local Nature Reserve is
over capacity. Natural England recommends the provision of 1 hectare of LNR per 1000 population. Drews Pond Wood is the
only LNR in Devizes, and consequently well beyond this limit. Existing amenity land in the area must be retained (e.g. Land to
the East of Thomas Wyatt Road) as this loss would also add to the pressure at the LNR. Covid 19 has highlighted the importance
of local open space and the ability for people to connect with outdoor spaces and wildlife.

Further comments




Drainage issues at Drews Pond Wood LNR. Surface water from previous developments in southern Devizes has drained into the
Drews Pond Wood valley. In 2013 Wessex Water made comments about theinadequacy of previ ous SUD
incidence and severity of flooding has increased at the LNR/CWS since extra surface water from developments has drained into
the stream through the woodland valley. Flooding regularly causes damage to the nature trail, undermining path surfacing and
causing users to seek less muddy routes, resulting in damage to the woodland floor. In our experience previous drainage
solutions provided for developments in the vicinity have definitely not been effective in preventing problems at the LNR.

In the light of the Climate emergency, protection of biodiversity must be given more priority. Sustainability Appraisal should be
done BEFORE the potential pool of sites is chosen. Why has the process to exclude sites not considered biodiversity? Leaving
identification of important biodiversity issues until later in the process risks unacceptable impact. Merely requiring mitigation
measures from developers later in the process is not adequate. It has been our experience that mitigation requirements are
eroded through the various stages of the planning process and result in token gestures that will make little difference. Species
requirements are often complex and little understood. We have found that initial survey & further survey by ecologists paid for by
developers is also often inadequate. The opinion of specialist experts who have studied local biodiversity should be given weight
when making decisions. Loss cannot always be compensated for by overall enhancement. The loss of a rare species cannot be
justified under any circumstance.

Local Green Space Designation. Designating land that meets the criteria for Local Green Space designation (NPPF 100) has not
been mentioned in any of the review documents, even though it is a process that can be done through Local Plan reviews. During
the Covid 19 pandemic, the value of local green spaces has been highlighted. It is more important than ever to ensure that
consideration is given to protecting places that people value for their special landscape, sense of place, and wildlife. Decisions
about where to put development should be made in tandem with what areas are valuable to protect. Without this dual approach
areas that are important and special will be lost.

The open spaces that are associated with the County Asylum at Roundway Hospital meet the criteria for Local Green Space
designation including Nine Hills (site 806) and Greenacres (site 6). The land is worthy of designation by virtue of its connected
history, special sense of place and wildlife that permeates the whole area and has a longstanding importance to the community.
The consultation is quite daunting and not very user friendly for people. Running this consultation in the middle of a pandemic is
not ideal when there is so much else that many people are dealing with.

[Attachment DEV97b Reference document 1: Devizes and StertVal | ey Bechsteinds & Barbastel




Rep ID: Dev098

Consultee code: Developer/Agent Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Pro Vision

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes

Organisation being represented (if applicable): Hills UK Ltd

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): Hills UK Ltd | If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:
DEV98

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

This representation is made on behalf of Hills UK Ltd. in relation to their land interests on the eastern edge of Devizes. It is in
response to Wi ltshireds consultation on the emerging Wilts
Our c | teeesteéxi@rgls across three distinct parcels (see Site location Plan at Appendix A, found in attachment DEV98):

1) East of Windsor Drive (not identified in the SHELAA or
2) North of Brickley Lane (®SgHHELOAA DReevfi:z e6s204) ;orandi t e 3 OPI an
3) Broadway Farm (SHELAA Site Ref: 524 or Site 4 6Pl anning

It appears that the land shown as 1) on the Site Location Plan has not been identified or assessed in the SHELAA and/or the
documents related to this consultation. The wi der site has previously been put
development and, therefore, its omission appears to be an oversight. Indeed, as part of the Housing Site Allocations DPD in
September 2017, a Site Promotion Document was submitted to the Council to demonstrate the suitability of the three parcels for
development.

I n response to the Councildéds consultation on the Local Pl a




A highlights a need to revi efeveldpmeneatrGhippgrhangto delivar the ogegaly hoasingineefd o
in the HMA, including delivering
additional growth at Devizes;

A explains that the Council needs to identify furtherusngte
supply; and
sets out the sets out the opportunity to allocate the OL

This representation is supported by the following documents:
A Site L oehppendxA [inRittashment DEV98]; and
A S irametiorPDocument i East of Devizes (September 2017) i Appendix B [in attachment DEV98]

In order to consider whether a Local Plani s sound, reference needs to be made to
Framewor kd) par agr atphahasd8undPlaiiie:i s i denti fies
a) Positively Preparedi 6 pr ovi ding a strategy which, as a mi sséssedneeds;and sk

informed by agreements with other

authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with
achieving sustainable devel opment 0;

b) Justifiedi 6an appropyiatakshgatego account the reasonable alte
c) Effectivei 6 d e |l i v er a Iplaneperiody and bagedh an effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters that

have been dealt with ratherthan deferr e d, as evi denced by the statement of com
d) Consistent with National Policyi 6 ena bl i ng t h e ndbelddvelopment in@adcordance witlathe policies in this
Framewor ko.

Whilst, at this stage, we consider that the Local Plan Review is unsound, we have provided some recommendations to ensure
that the Plan is made more robust.

[Section 2 of attachment DEV98 can be found under the Emerging Spatial Strategy].

The O6Pl anning for Devizes Paper 6 (shaveheanrbyilt b8tWe2rn2pPl16i 20&9nand, dt ise s
April 2019, 629 homes are already in the pipeline (i.e. they have permission, resolution to grant, or are allocated in the Devizes
Neighbourhood Plan).

The current emerging strategy proposes a requirement of 1,330 homes for the plan period (although as explained at Section 2
above this needs to be increased). Accordingly, when the number of homes built and the suggested pipeline are deducted it
leaves a further 330 homes to be accommodated up to 2036.

It is acknowledged that the Local Plan and DNP can allocate for development. The Paper explains, at Paragraph 12, that the
strategic housing need in the town will currently be met through the Local Plan.

Critique




Devizes 6Scale of Gr owt ho

The O0Pl annzegbfPap®evacknowl edges that 182 dwellings all oc
in 2015. The history of these sites identified in the supply that do not currently have planning permission clearly does not support
confidence intheirt i mely delivery. The Council s Housing Land Suppl.y

delivery of any new homes (up to 2026) from sites allocated in the DNP for around 70 dwellings. There are also several sites in

t he Counci | 6 stthat HoShot Sppeart tedeliwen the expected quantum of housing up to 2026, including Wadworth
Warehouse (5

homes instead of 30), Stonebridge House (3 homes instead of 14) and land off Hillworth Road (15 homes instead of 47).

What's more, these figures are before an assessment of individual sites suitability for development, with many of these sites

being active employment sites or having site-specific concerns, such as landscape and/or topography issues. Accordingly, it is
considered that the Council should take a cautious approach and exclude all these sites from the housing supply. Furthermore,
Azzire Court is included in the housing supply but no dwellings have been

committed as at 1st April 2019. The planning history of the site suggests that there are significant viability issues to development
(as evidenced in previous Officer s rreepmoorvtesd) .f rTohmu st hae fQuorutnh
Devizes.

The pipeline housing supply for Devizes should therefore be reduced by approximately 200 units to 429 homes.

As set out at Section 2, we consider that the emerging strategy is flawed and there is a need for additional growth to be directed
towards Devizes. Notwithstanding this, there will still be a housing shortfall given the assessme nt of t he Counci
Using the Council s preferred emergi ng s tesiaacbnsideyed to bhelareund 58k i d
new homes (rather than 330 new homes).

With the above in mind, given the need for additional growth at Devizes, the Local Plan will need to identify new strategic
development on greenfield land. The DNP and housing pipeline demonstrates that the delivery of smaller, predominantly
brownfield sites within the built-up area of Devizes has been challenging and would likely lead to a further shortfall of housing
supply at Devizes.

Strategic Direction of Growth at Devizes

With regards to direction of growth, it is acknowledged that the North Wessex Downs AONB is located to the north and east of

the town. Nevertheless, the topography to the east of Devizes (owing to a landform) performs a role in providing a significant
degree of containment to the land near the urban edge. Therefore, it is considered that there is capacity for further growth to the
east of Devizes without adversely impacting on the AONB or its setting.

By contrast devel opment t o t ht@fromBRaundiay Hilf andDevizesAMhise Horse sas wek as yhe v
impact on the setting of the AONB. The west of Devizes is constrained by its historical landscape setting close to the Scheduled




Monument (Caen Hill Locks) and Devizes Castle. The south of Devizes is constrained by intrusion into an open landscape with
distant views.

As acknowledged in the Devizes Site Selection Report (January 2021), the A361 suffers from significant transport congestion and
delays. Accordingly, all the housing growth should not be directed to sites that rely on sole access onto the A361 (mostly sites to
the north of Devizes). The DNP noted that local residents highlighted a preference for new development close to schools to
reduce vehicular movements and encourage active transport (e.g. cycling and walking). Accordingly, there is an opportunity to
focus development around the Nursteed Community Primary School to the east of Devizes. There appears to be no other land
opportunities at Devizes to achieve this elsewhere.

Further, it is noted that the Department for Transport is funding a study into the potential for a new rail station along the Reading

iTaunton | ine called 6Devizes Parkway6 at Lydeway ( accs¢hatse
the direction of growth at Devizes should be towards the south-east/east of Devizes with suitable access onto the A342 and any
potenti al rail station. This foll ows the Gover nment BRevolubahi r

(November 2020) by restoring historic rail links to give people the choice not to drive.

Figure 3 Map of the O6Pl anning for Devizesd Paper cl ear | gstod
biodiversity and heritage designations.

With the above in mind, it is considered that the Council should principally be directing growth to the east of the town where it is
reasonably environmentally unconstrained with capability to deliver significant housing growth at Devizes.

Conclusion

As explained at Section 2, it is considered that the Council will need to identify further growth at Devizes. Notwithstanding this,
the Council s proposed housing supply wil/l | ead tgtheaelivenalglity i
of several sites (i.e. particularly those sites not advanced from allocation in the DNP).

The Council will need to identify strategic sites in the Local Plan to meet the additional housing requirement. On the face of it, it
appears that Devizes can accommodate significant growth without any environmental impacts by directing growth to the right
places. In this respect, it is considered that the east of Devizes can accommodate significant growth.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Land east of Devizes

Hills UK Ltd. welcomet he i ncl usion of their 6l and east of Devizesod ( a
the Il and) in the selection of the fipool o of sites. A Promo
DES5. Are there important social,economi ¢ or environmental f acthabneel toyoe aonsidbredn |

generally or in respect of individual sites?

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev099

Consultee code: Developer/Agent Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Berkeley Strategic Land Ltd

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

We support a proportionate level of housing growth forDevizes i n | ine with its role within
consider that allowing some residential development on the Horton Road, Devizes site could help to ensure that the area meets
its requirement.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

At present there appears to be little or no consideration of the residential development potential of existing Core Strategy
allocations such as the site at Horton Road, Devizes. Where previous allocations have not been delivered they should be
reconsidered in the Local Plan Review including assessing the potential of alternative policy approaches to assist in unlocking
development.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Consideration should be given to land at Horton Road, Devizes as a mixed use development site to include a proportion of
residential development.

At present it appears the Council may be proposing to roll forward the existing Core Strategy allocation (Core Policy 12) for
employment uses without considering whether the allocation is deliverable.

The allocation for the Horton Road should be revisited to allow for a proportion of residential development which could assist in
meeting the areabdés housing requirement in full

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

The site was allocated for employment uses in the Wiltshire Core Strategy (2015) and has been marketed for employment uses.
However, although the Council previously expressed an interest in purchasing the site it withdrew its offer and to date no other ac

DES. Arether e i mportant social, economic or envi rtleahnmednotba tonsidared ¢
generally or in respect of individual sites?

The Council should consider the market and viability factors required to unlock allocated development sites. Land at Horton Road
would benefit from a mixed-use allocation in the new Local Plan to help improve its viability and the likelihood of it coming forward
for development which could comprise a proportion employment development plus new homes which could contribute to meeting
the local housing needs.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?




Berkeley has previously highlighted to the Council in 2019 that the up-front investment in infrastructure required to deliver
employment development at Horton Road, Devizes which makes a 100% employment development unattractive. A mixed use
allocation in the new Local Plan would help create the conditions to improve the economics of developing the site and unlock its

delivery.

Further comments

Simply rolling forward an existing employment allocation from the Core Strategy without considering why the site has not come
forward to date, concluding the evidence previously submitted, is unlikely to be a sound approach. The land at Horton Road
Devizes should be considered as a mixed use development site to incorporate a proportion of residential development.




Rep ID: Dev100

Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies Consultee Organisation (if applicable): The Campaign to Protect
Rural Wiltshire (CPRE)

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Yes i so long as it keeps pace with jobs and infrastructure.

Yes, there should be a Brownfield target, as this is clear in the Neighbourhood Plan (NP). And it should be higher, concentrating
on small sites. Brownfield sites should not only be designated in the NP, but they should also be WC-designated as well.

Draft Place Shaping Priorities

The single route through Devizes, air quality issues and the design of affordable homes were agreed on as problems. Affordable
homes should not mean poor quality design and cite the later phases of the Quakers Walk development as being disappointing.
It was also disappointing that buses and public transport were hardly mentioned. Employment figures are of dubious use as it is
difficult to forecast the future of employment.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?




In general, yes, but felt that infrastructure, medical facilities, schools, and shops should be added.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

The neighbourhood plan wants brownfield sites to be used first not outward sprawl. However, given the numbers some new sites
will be necessary. All proposed housing areas except six are outside the settlement boundary which does not coincide with NP
proposals. This makes for poor place-shaping, with out-of-town shopping more likely.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Again, brownfield sites first. Areas proposed for potential new housing had been strongly contested in the past, e.g., Coate
Bridge (Area 2), where developers are already coming back. It was thought that Area 5 (Land off A342) would also be strongly
cont

DE5S5. Are there i mportant social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Cars and Ato®nif.i &.e meimlewhe dondt need tgpcenonute, key workers e.g., nursing, carers, shop workers etc.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Consideration of green spaces is lacking. More tree planting is important. This has proven to be essential for community health
and demonstrated by the pandemic. There is a paper that enables green spaces to be included in economic calculations.







Rep ID: Dev101

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Scale seems high for a market town and smaller, less intrusive housing estates in several locations will integrate better.
Brownfield sites should be targeted, and also the sizeable number of empty properties needs tackling urgently.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

In the nearly - past covid says, the higher priority has to be the fullest health and well-being provision for all Devizes inhabitants,
current and future, human, hairy, furry, winged, furred and underground. Enhancing, linking and enabling green spaces.

allotments, walkways and cycle paths.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?




Site 6: Greenacre Nursery SHELAA site 3259

This i not a 'brownfield’ site - historically used by Roundway Hospital for patient occupational/therapy/gardening; too much a park
of Drew's Pond Nature Reserve for development, especially as Devizes needs to enhance it's green spaces + protect them for
encroachment, along with site 806. Invaluable to local residents.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Firstly site 662; NE section it 693a+Db, site 524 for school expansion, few homes; Site 543 only in NW corner, opposite housing at
Ferguson Road, save the bats! Leave Greenacres site alone, except for leisure - already has a Bouledrome! Site 537 - few home

DES5. Arethereimport ant soci al, economic or envir on me thatadedtblaeconsidesed y
generally or in respect of individual sites?

We cannot continue to plan around car use - flexible? Cheap reliable frequent buses must be integral to where there are housing
areas, linking them to each other, town centre, health centre and the railway station in due course. Many more trees as
barriers/flood defence.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Incentives to use the above bus services rather than private car into town, congestion charges for lorries, SUV etc. Use the canal!
boats from Coate Bridge (car park on site 693a+b) to the wharf could be as quick as driving along London Road - tourist
attraction too!

Further comments




We used mainly starter houses, small family houses - not the huge 5 bed type. A local shop/park/community space to
meet/play/worship/toddler groups surely it's possible to forge access points to A361 both W+NE of town section?




Rep ID: Dev102

Consultee code: Other Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Colin Johns Architect

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes

Organisation being represented (if applicable): Devizes Assize Court Trust

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): Devizes If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
Assize Court Trust listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The Devizes Assize Court Trust (DACT) is a Charitable Incorporated Organisation formed for the specific purpose of securing the
restoration of and new use for the former Assize Court in Northgate Street Devizes. To achieve its objective DACT is working
with the Wiltshire Archaeological and Natural History Society to provide new premises for the Wiltshire Museum. This DACT
response to the Local Plan review is therefore restricted to the future of Devizes and matters that are of direct interest to the
Trust.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

It is noted that Wiltshire Council wishes to encourage tourism-led regeneration and seeks a high standard of design for new
development but the Trust considers that the value of the historic environment needs to be given more prominence in setting
priorities.




Devizes is a town with a remarkable architectural and historic legacy. The pattern of streets and spaces still reflects the
organisation of the Norman castle and this, together with the 500 or so listed buildings, provides a town centre of individuality and
distinction. The range of historic buildings, particularly from the 15th century, includes many of high architectural quality.
Variations in the use of materials and details create interesting and attractive streets and there are many occasions where the
quality of craftsmanship sets a standard that regrettably is no longer achieved.

The character and economic life of Devizes depends on its buildings and spaces, landscape setting and trees, and uses.
Commercial, cultural and leisure activity in the town centre is an integral part of the town's character and its attraction needs to be
maintained See answer to question 5

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

DE5S5. Are there i mportant social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

I n devel oping additional | ocal | y tdwnsentresio \Wiltskire copsistent vath reationat o p
policyd Wiltshire Council should include a requirement to
recognition of its importance in the economic life of the town. It should also make reference to the protection of the historic
environment as the starting point in planning the scale of change. The priorities for Devizes (paragraph 22) should therefore
include a new bullet point to read:

0 Ensure the protection of the historic built environment of Devizes and recogniseitsimportance t o t he t owl
economy and well-being for the benefit of residents, businesses and visitors.




The Trust notes that the Settl ement Prof i | e sideptlteerchamgateaspck of the )
townintermsof | mportant services and infrastructure as well as
the stated profiles there should be an additional profile for the conservation of the historic environment as a local interpretation
and expansion of paragraph 185 of the National Planning Policy Framework which indicates that:

Plans should set out a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage assets
most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats. This strategy should take into account:

a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets, and putting them to viable uses consistent with
their conservation;

b) the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring;

c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness; and

d) opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the character of a place

This would provide the proper mechanism for Wiltshire Council to set out in the plan the value of the historic environment to
Devizes and the need to ensure that its protection is recognised as a key component for the future. As part of the review the
rescue of the Assize Court, and the proper use of all historic building in Devizes need to be identified as a planning priority.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Traffic congestion, poor air quality and the detrimental impact of vehicles on the environment for pedestrian and cyclists affect all
the historic towns in the county with traffic and transport issues requiring assessment in the wider context. It is noted that,
alongside the Local Plan, there will be an up-date of the Wiltshire Local Transport Plan in due course, which will provide a further
opportunity for comment.

Further comments

Reference to the aims of the Devizes Wharf regeneration and the contribution that the rescue of the Assize Court and the
expanded and enhanced Wil t s hi secondhysre well-being $hould hearéstatedtand expanded in o
the up-dated plan.




Rep ID: Dev103

Consultee code: Developer/Agent Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Pegasus Group

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes

Organisation being represented (if applicable): Robert Hitchins Ltd

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): Robert If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
Hitchins Ltd listed below:
DEV103

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Pegasus supports the level of growth identified in paragraph 9 which is based on the local housing needs assessment of
Wiltshire for the period 2016-2036 and indicates a higher level of growth than the standard method. The figure for the
Chippenham HMA is higher than for the other HMAs. However, the figure

proposed for Devizes is lower than that in the adopted Core Strategy, 1,330 dwellings compared to 2,010 dwellings respectively.
Accor di ng t ofigtirds @enceCconpletomnslarid sommitments have been taken into account (footnote 1 on page 3 states
that in Devizes 370 dwellings have been built between

2016-2019 and, at 1 April 2019, 629 homes are already in the pipeline (i.e. they have planning permission, resolution to grant
planning permission or are allocated for development in the Devizes Neighbourhood Plan (2015)). This includes 182 dwellings on
sites allocated in the Devizes Neighbourhood Plan); the residual

figure for the remaining plan periordto2 036 f or Devizes is only 330 dwelliagso A
to be consistent with the NPPF.




Devizes - is one of the largest market towns, located at the crossroads of the A361 and A342 and has important links to both
Chippenham and Swindon and also links to the M4. The town has a varied employment base and historically has been the focus
for development in East Wiltshire. As referred to in our response to the Emerging Strategy it is considered that the plan period
should be 2020 1 2040. Therefore allowing the plan to be positively prepared and sufficiently flexible to response to rapid change
(para 11 of the NPPF). Succinct and up to date plans should provide a positive vision for the future for each area, a framework for
addressing housing needs and other social, economic and environmental prioritises. The plan needs to be aspirational, but also
deliverable and strategic policies for Devizes should provide a clear strategy for bringing sufficient land forward and at a sufficient
rate to address objectively assessed needs over the plan period.

As proposed the plan is only being rolled forward 10 years from the end date of the adopted Core Strategy. 2026 to 2036, it is
considered that the ability to provide a long-term strategy for the town is being compromised as the strategic policies in the plan
should look ahead at least 15 years from adoption torespond to long -term requirements and opportunities (paragraph 22 of the
NPPF). If the plan period is extended to at least 2038 this will enable a more long-term strategy for Devizes to be prepared and
consequent |y a higher number than 330 dwellings. The housing 7
accordance with national policy to significantly boost the supply of homes. The figure should not be seen as a target. As referred
to in our response to the Emerging Strategy, Pegasus is concerned about the emphasis on brownfield sites and the introduction
of a brownfield target for 10 years. What appears to be clear from

the consultation is that the Council wish to identify as much brownfield land as possible within the urban areas, not only to make
the best use of it but to Areduce the need to encroach iltant
brownfield land over the next 10 years, consequently there is only 180 dwellings left to be accommodated on greenfield sites in
the remaining plan period 2021 -2036. Whilst the principle of brownfield development is encouraged these sites are often fraught
with difficulties in terms of delivery timescales. The promotion of an effective use of land set out in the 2019 NPPF is not a
return to a brownfield first policy approach of the pasential
approach. Housing delivery is optimised by the widest possible range of housing site sizes and market locations, which provides
suitable land buying opportunities for small, medium and large

housebuilding companies. There needs to be a range and choice of sites in order to meet housing needs. The Council should
avoidit own crammingo, which would provide insufficient varie
types of new homes to meet the housing needs of different groups. There will be a limited capacity for higher densities and more
taller buildings, which will only be appropriate in certain locations. A blanket approach to the intensification of housing densities
everywhere would be inappropriate as a range of differing densities will be needed to ensure development is in keeping with the
character of the surrounding area. The future deliverability of intensely developed residential schemes will also be dependent on
the viability of PDL and market demand for high density urban living post Covid-19. The promotion of an effective use of land set
out in the 2019 NPPF is not a return to a brownfield first policy approach of the past. The widest mix of sites provides choice for




consumers, allows places to grow in sustainable ways, creates opportunities to diversify the construction sector, responds to
changing circumstances, treats the housing requirement as a minimum rather than a maximum and provides competition in the
land market. A diversified portfolio of housing sites also offers the widest possible range of products to households to access
different types of dwellings to meet their housing needs.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

The place shaping priorities for Devizes are supported. As referred to in the preceding paragraphs placesshaping priorities need
to be bespoke to the settlement and relate to the development and use of land.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

In order to satisfy the tests of soundness, the Council need to demonstrate that they have considered all reasonable alternatives.
The sustainability appraisal needs to consider and compare all reasonable alternatives as the plan evolves, including the
preferred approach, and assess these against the baseline environmental, economic and social characteristics of the area and
the likely situation if the plan were not to be adopted. Reasonable alternatives are the different realistic options considered by the
plan-maker in developing the policies in the plan. They need to be sufficiently distinct to highlight the different sustainability
implications of each so that meaningful comparisons can be made.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Pegasus on behalf of Robert Hitchins Ltd continue to promote Site 2 Land at Coate Bridge (SHELAA sites 693a (the majority of
this site) and 693Db, in addition further land to the east of 693b is also available and a red line plan is attached to this submis

DES5. Are there importantsoci al , economic or environment althat reedttombe songidened t




generally or in respect of individual sites?

The assessment has failed to recognise the social, economic and environmental factors in respect of the opportunities associated
with site 693a and b in respect of the Kennet and Avon Canal. This is an asset that provides sustainable opportunities and
access to the town of Devizes.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

No major infrastructure is required and the site can be brought forward. The site does not propose to access directly on to the
A361. A well-connected movement network, accessible by all users, is proposed which successfully integrate with the
surrounding network of routes. The main access enters the site from

Windsor Drive to the west (which connects to the A361) with the western end of Coate Road re-aligned to form the minor arm of
a junction with the site access road.

A pedestrian/cycle link is proposed off the southern boundary with Coate Road, which connects to the wider

pedestrian route which meanders round the site.

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev104

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Site 5/543 Off A342 and Sleight Road.

The development of the major southern part of this site would be a disaster for both the setting of the town and its impact on the
countryside by extending the build area into the countryside in a highly visible manner with no obvious reason to prevent further
expansion south. The draft revision comments that: "The southern boundary of the site is also open with intermittent views along




Sleight Lane and to the wider landscape beyond". This is correct. It goes on: "and would require significant mitigation to reduce
the urban encroachment into the rural setting." This is incorrect, in that adequate mitigation would be impossible. The mitigation
measures would need to be so enormous that they would be impractical and would themselves have a deleterious impact on the
rural setting. This applies to views of the site from North, West and East but it applies particularly to views from higher ground to
the South. A general failing of the plan revisions is that they only consider views from the site or from the existing built up areas.
They do not take into consideration the equally, if not more, important views from the adjacent countryside. In this case the visual
impact on the rural setting of developing the Site 5 would be devastating. One only needs to walk up onto Nine Hills immediately
to the South to see this. Site 5 must be deleted from the proposed revision.

Having said which it might be possible, with significant mitigation, to develop the portion of Site 5 that lies north east of the
embankment of the former railway, up to the A342. Development of this part of the site would not have the devastating impact on
the rural setting of the area that developing the southern portion would.

Site 6/3259 Greenacre Nursery, Green Lane.

This site is part of the grounds and setting of the important Listed Building, Roundway Hospital. Roundway Hospital is important
not just because of the large and splendid building itself but also because of its grounds. It really ought to be a conservation area.
It is not really accurate of the draft revision to describe it as a brown field site. It has been used as a nursery in recent years but
his has had little effect on its appearance and no impact on its importance in the setting of Roundway Hospital. There are only a
few insubstantial buildings on the site and these are adjacent to Green Lane on the small part of the site that is not prominent
from the listed building. The draft revision is definitely wrong to describe the site as "generally well screened”. It is so wrong that
one wonders if the author of that statement has actually gone and looked at the site. If one stands in front of the hospital one can
see the site clearly through the sparse planting of light trees on its western edge. Any houses built on this site would be clearly
visible in a visually dominant position. This is the most open and extensive setting of the listed building, It blends it in with the
countryside as was the original design intention. Developing Site 6 would have a significant deleterious impact on the setting of
the listed building.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

It is clear that the most appropriate and beneficial use of the site is as a part of the wider natural habitat. Possibly with a small
and appropriately designed visitor and interpretative centre next to Green Lane. | understand that there is active intere




DE5. Are there important social, economic or trahmneedrtods coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Site 6 is completely open to views from the adjacent Local Nature Reserve to the south and south west. Also from the open land
of the orchard and cricket pitch to the west. it is also visible and prominent when looking towards Devizes from Nine Hills to the
south. Development would have a deleterious visual impact on the setting of Devizes as well as the hospital. More importantly it
would have a seriously damaging impact on the visual setting of the important and popular public green areas of the nature
reserve, orchard and cricket pitch. An important green lung for Devizes as well as a popular public facility.

As mentioned above the site is adjacent to the Drews Pond Wood Local Nature Reserve. Its development, with the
accompanying noise, light and human activity would seriously and adversely impact on the wildlife that currently inhabit the
nature reserve. To allow this would be tragic and perverse for Wiltshire Council that aims to encourage biodiversity. There is also
the issue of the impact of development on the wildlife that currently inhabit the site itself, particularly bats.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev105

Consultee code: Developer/Agent Consultee Organisation (if applicable): DLP Planning Limited

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes

Organisation being represented (if applicable): Devizes School & Sixth Form College

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): Devizes If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
School & Sixth Form College listed below:
DEV105

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

DS&SFC supports the need to deliver 330 new homes in the Local Plan period to 2036, and supports the allocations of sites for
development through both the Local Plan and neighbourhood plan, as appropriate. However, DS&SFC believes that the Local

Pl an should not just focus on delivery of strategic and | a
Devi zes 6 doc u mensure)thatht alto allodateswsiiffitient small- and medium-sized sites, in accordance with
paragraph 68 of the NPPF.

As stated in our response to the OEmerging Spatial Str annotyg
brownfield target of 150 homes. The identification of a brownfield target is not in accordance with the NPPF, which requires

nei ghbour hood areas to be given a Ohousing requirement édmali
not be possible to allocate sufficient deliverable sites to meet this need at the present time.

DEZ2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?




DS&SFC broadly supports the draft priorities for Devizes identified by Wiltshire Council, in particular priority (vi) which seeks to
ensure that new development is well connected to the town centre.

We would also suggest that new development should seek to provide enhanced provision of and access to sports and leisure
facilities. This wil!/l hel p to meet needs for t hese Planainglfor t
Devi zes d cohangenneattht and, wellbeing, and further encourage take-up of active travel modes by promoting healthier
lifestyle choices.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

No. DS&SFC does not agr ee wtiatdeveloppments@tessunci | 6s pool of pote

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Yes. The Council should also consider allocating the site at Devizes School for residential development of up to 52 homes and/or
a residential care home, together with enhanced sports facilities.
In terms of the scale of development, the Council should e

DE5S5. Are there important social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

When assessing individual sites, it is important to consider their sustainability in terms of access to existing services, facilities and
public transport routes. When allocating sites within Devizes for development, the Local Plan should prioritise sites within the
existing settlement boundary which are more sustainably located, rather than focusing on development of greenfield sites outside
the town.




DES6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev106

Consultee code: Developer/Agent Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Savills

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes

Organisation being represented (if applicable): The Society of Merchant Venturers

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): The If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
Society of Merchant Venturers listed below:
DEV106a -g

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Draft priority 5 is particularly supported as new development should be connected to the town centre to encourage the use of
sustainable transport methods, particularly walking and cycling. This priority will allow for greater emphasis on the importance of
providing attractive walking and cycling routes within new development sites and connecting developments to local services and
facilities in the town centre. It will also help to ensure that new development sites are already well connected to existing public
rights of way.Priority 5 makes reference to fieand help all
appropriate contributions to help deliver road infrastructure/ provide transport solutions and therefore this should be recognised in
the priority.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

It is fully supported that site 549b (site 8) has been selected to be taken forward for further detailed assessment and therefore
forms part of the pool of sites.However, it is considered that part of site 549a (the whole site has been sifted out at Stage 2)
should also be taken forward for further assessment. Site 549a and part of 549b can form a combination of sites. Similar
combination of sites have already been assessed in the Cou
accord with the cgidgietrdsabd fsoat O6cCwtmbiimimar agraph 43 of the 0§
technical work undertaken on behalf of the SMV it has identified that there is an opportunity to deliver a more comprehensive
development of the SMV land with the inclusion of land in the southern part of 549a. The combination of sites 549b and part of
549a, are considered as suitable for allocation for in the region of 235 homes. Together the sites provide added benefits,
including for example direct connection to Quakers Walk enabling easy and attractive pedestrian and cycling access to Devizes
town centre. Appendix B (Ref: RLO1) shows the red line area for the combined 549b and part of 549a site. For clarity the whole of
site 549a remains available for development.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

It is considered that sites 549a and part of 549b are the most appropriate to build [site location plans are in attachments
DEV106b and c]. The most appropriate type and form that should be brought forward at Devizes, are those that can offer social,
envi

DE5S5. Are there important social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Greater emphasis should be placed on the opportunity that 549a and part of 549b provide to deliver enhanced pedestrian and
cycle links from the site to Quakers Walk and across the site connecting Quakers Walk and the Public Footpath on the eastern
side of Folly Road (DEV159). The town centre is approximately 1.25km walk (c15 minutes) from the site via Quakers Walk which




provides a direct and very attractive route for pedestrians. Other alternative sites being considered do not have this social and
environmental benefit and therefore the land north east of Roundway Park should be considered favourably for allocation.

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

As mentioned above, the development on land north east of Roundway Park could contribute to the improvements at two key
junctions along the A361 London Road. These are junctions that are anticipated to experience the most congestion in the future,
with or without development. The land north east of Roundway Park should be considered favourably for allocation.

Further comments

The SMV supports the Council és overall spatial strategy an
of market towns, such as Devizes, in providing significant development is also supported.

However, concerns are raised regarding the plan period end date as this should be extended to at least 2038 and the overall total
housing requirement and residual amount for Devizes increased to reflect this.

The SMV also have concerns regarding the approach and amount of housing proposed for Devizes. The proposed housing
requirement for Devizes of 1,330 is currently not justified as it is not clear, based on the existing evidence base, how this has
been calculated. Reasonable alternatives between 1,330 and the lowest of the three lower growth strategies 1715, have not been
assessed in the Interim SA. Devizes is capable of significant growth and the LPR evidence base should therefore fully review the
level of growth/ residual requirements proposed at Devizes.

The progression of site 549b (site 8), owned by our client, through to the next round of site assessment is fully supported.
However, as demonstrated in this report and the accompanying technical evidence prepared on behalf of the SMV, the
combination of all of site 549b and part of 549a can provide a comprehensive development in the region of 235 dwellings and
should therefore be allocated in the LPR. The part of site 549a suggested as part of a comprehensive development should
therefore also progress to the next round of site assessment. The delivery of a more comprehensive development provides the
opportunity to deliver enhanced pedestrian and cycle links from the site to Quakers Walk and across the site connecting Quakers
Walk and the Public Footpath on the eastern side of Folly Road,;




TheSMV | and is a sustainable, suitable and deliverable site
housing supply. The development of the site will provide several social, economic and environmental benefits. The SMV land
performs equally well as other reasonable alternatives identified for further assessment.

This representation demonstrates that there are no significant technical, physical or environmental constraints that would prevent
development of site 549b and part of 549a and its delivery. The development of this land will provide an attractive and well-
designed built-form to this part of Devizes. The land is available for a residential development immediately.

The SMV land also benefit from being in single ownership and as a result there is flexibility in which parts of the SMV site at
Devizes can come forward to help ensure the LPR identifies sufficient housing sites to ensure a continuous housing land supply
and sufficient supply to meet the overall requirement.

The SMV wish to continue to contribute towards the further stages of the LPR process including the next consultation event and
attending examination hearings. Therefore we would be grateful if the Council could advise of further opportunities for
participation.




Rep ID: Dev107

Consultee code: General Public

Consultee Organisation (if applicable):

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s):

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The scale of housing is too large. There should be a higher brownfield target- which should always be the first option. This is

building at a cost to quality of life of residents.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be

achieved?

There is insufficient schooling or health facilities for this amount of new housing - enhanced measures should be taken to
address this. A planned health centre is good - will this provide inpatient facilities instead of travelling to Swindon or Chippenham
especially as the older age group is set to increase? The provision of extra care home facilities was not clear. There are also very

limited entertainment facilities.




DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

These planned sites are too concentrated on East Devizes. More effort should be placed to equalise the planning. These huge
new developments will ruin the charm and feel of our Market Town. More houses should be placed by Caine, Chippenham or
elsewhere in Wiltshire.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Brownfield. Attractive housing should also apply to the social housing which too often resembles the communist architecture of
Eastern Europe. Housing should reflect the historic town and rural setting. Plenty of green spaces should be included to allow f

DES5. Are there important social, economic or environmentalf act or s you t hi thitneeet® beeconnideses e
generally or in respect of individual sites?

Air pollution in Devizes is bad - this amount of increased housing would add to further pollution. There are very limited
entertainment facilities for the young. This huge increase in housing around Devizes without improving the existing services and
facilities would be ill advised.

DEG6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Site 2 land (plots 693a and 693b) north of Coate road, by the canal,are frequently waterlogged with run off from the hill opposite.
Further pollution of the waterway would be detrimental for development of the wharf and devastating on the headwaters of the
River Avon - a river of national importance. Traffic congestion in Devizes is bad. The junction with Coate road already suffers




from congestion and delay which would cause further air pollution. There are already "rat runs" in villages east of Devizes (Coate,
Bishops Cannings, Etchilhampton) when congestion is bad. This is difficult for walking or riding at certain times.

Further comments

My main concern is the deterioration of already poor air quality in Devizes. To be able to breathe clean and unpolluted air should
be the right of anyone especially living in the country. To improve and maintain air quality should be a priority of our council. To
invite future residents to come and live in a polluted area and possibly suffer health consequences as a result seems to be the
wrong way round. | am also concerned about wildlife and preservation of habitat in our increasing desire to concrete over

Wiltshire.




Rep ID: Dev108

Consultee code: Developer/Agent Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Origin3 Ltd

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes

Organisation being represented (if applicable): Princeton Land

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): Princeton If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
Land listed below:
DEV108

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Thereisobvi ous recognition of the constraints to the Townds e
on the more detailed site assessments. This raises concerns about the deliverability of many of the sites carried forward into the
next stage of the process. Growth at Marshall Road to the south is free of any constraints identified as concerns in the document
and should be taken forward as the only option of which there is certainty of development occurring especially in the next 5 years.
It is not in any way reliant on what is presently constrained infrastructure and road networks or reliant on upgrades/improvements
to this before it can come forward. The document recognises that options to the East and North are particularly vulnerable to that.
Land to the East is constrained by the setting of the AONB
reduces its ability to deliver higher housing numbers than currently anticipated when compared against housing numbers
previously planned for, however Princeton Land is concerned that the overall level being planned for the 2106-2036 period
appears to be insufficient. According to the Emerging Spatial Strategy, Devizes will accommodate 2.9% (ie 1,330 homes) of the
upper Wiltshire housing requirement of 45,630 dwellings. However, to achieve a 15 year plan horizon from adoption, consistent
with NPPF policy, the plan period needs to be extended to 2038 which will generate a total requirement for Wiltshire of 50,192




dwellings (based on their proposed annual economic led housing requirement). If the housing requirement were to increase to
50,192 and the percentage of growth to the HMAs/main settlements remains as per the Emerging Spatial Strategy, the housing
requirement for Devizes would rise to 1,456 dwellings 2016 i 2038. The residual requirement identified is low. Early
application(s) could mean this is delivered quickly through one or two larger sites meaning that Devizes will achieve this target at
a very early stage of the new plan period. The consequences of this are likely to be sustained and unplanned pressure from
development in the town and increasing affordability and supply sided issues in the later stages of the plan. This raises issues
around the assumptions around pipeline as discussed below. Devizes achieving its housing requirement under the Core Strategy
well in advance of the end of the plan period is clear evidence of a strong market and strong demand in the Town and it is to be
hoped that there is sufficient additional provision to ensure against imbalance in jobs and housing affordability. With regards to
paragraph 10 and footnote 1 and reference to the 629 homes in the pipeline Princeton Land are concerned that a large
proportion of these do not have permission yet and /or are allocated in the Devizes Neighbourhood Plan. In accordance with the
definition of deliverable sites in the NPPF a cautious approach should be taken around these. They are not guaranteed pipeline.
The Plan currently seems to factor in no back up in the event that these are not forthcoming. It would be sensible to increase the
residual to be planned for on new sites to counter what may well be a significant rate of non-conversion of these to completions.
Of particular note are the 182 dwellings presently allocated in the Devizes Neighbourhood Plan. Whilst the Review of the NP is
welcomed a reliance on supply from these is considered to be overly optimistic. It is vital therefore that the Local Plan takes on
the responsibility for the strategic allocations of growth and makes the necessary allocations for the strategic growth for Devizes
in preference to allowing the NP to do this. Presently the Plan is unclear as to the responsibility for this. Brownfield land is best
brought forward through para 119 of NPPF and identifying sites through the brownfield Register rather than suggesting
allocations.

Paragraph 11 is unclear as presently worded and creates uncertainty by suggesting both plans can allocate sites. Greater
certainty around the allocation process would come via the local plan process and in particular by allowing larger single sites to
come forward that can truly deliver commercial benefits and community uses more so than smaller PDL sites. It is vital that the
Plan allocates sites to ensure there is sufficient amount of housing to avoid an over reliance on the NP doing it. In paragraph 12 it
is evident that whilst the NP has done an admiral job of allocating sites within the built up area insufficient land is available in the
existing defined built up area to accommodate the residual requirement. There is therefore a necessity to allocate green field land
in sustainable locations. It is not clear in paragraph 13 whether the target of 150 dwellings on brownfield sites is in addition to the
330 residual requirement or part of, and the plan would benefit from greater clarity. A supply of housing from PDL sites will come
forward inevitably as unplanned opportunities arise in PDL sites through the plan period. This should be implicit in expressing this
as an additional 150 target from PDL on top of the 330 dwellings.




DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Paragraph 22 is supported in setting out key priorities for place making. In particular Paragraph 22(1) is supported in recognising
that new housing should be outside of those sensitive areas or parts of the Town likely to have adverse impacts on obvious
natural and physical constraints whilst ensuring that new development is able to connect to the Town and avoid adding to
evidence of traffic congestion in parts of the town. Land at Marshall Road avoids all of these issues.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Under Paragraph 27 and relevant considerations for further assessment of these sites going forward it is evident that several
sites presently identified are not well connected to the town centre to facilitate travel by non-car modes especially those to the
north. Development on these sites will be reliant on a network already suffering from congestion and air quality problems in that
part of the town. Similarly those sites identified as potential to the East are remote from the Town and more importantly run the
risk of an adverse impact on the setting of the AONB. Development here would result in an irregular easterly extension with little
if any obviously defensible boundaries against further easterly sprawl. This will create greater pressure for further extensions to
these. Sites 6 and 8 are insufficient in size to deliver real community benefit and are unnecessary smaller proposals best dealt
with through the NP process as they do not warrant strategic level allocations. Site 1 is particularly remote from the settlement.
Site 2 has traffic and AONB issues. Site 5 is easily developed with no constraints that would prevent development. It is in a single
ownership and readily deliverable. It has the opportunity to make use of the dismantled rail line for non-car modes as this
connects to an existing pedestrian and cycling network. As has been demonstrated there is no adverse impact on the Grade 2
listed building. With regards reference to the need for necessary predicted improvements to the network on the A361 the plan
suggests developer funding will be needed to implement these schemes but the proposed residual of 330 appears to be an
insufficient amount of new housing proposed to fund this. Land at Marshall Road does not rely on these improvements.
Attachement DEV108 includes maps of the promoted site.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?




These representations are submitted by Origin3 on behalf of Princeton Land in respect of land at Marshall Road adjoining the
southernboundary of Devi zes as identified on the plan bel ow. The

DES5. Arethereimpor t ant soci al
generally or in respect of individual sites?

, economic oOr envi r on nikahneedlto bk eoadidereds

DE®6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

Further comments




Rep ID: Dev109

Consultee code: Developer/Agent Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Hannick Homes &
Developments Ltd

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:
DEV109

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

Pegasus Gr oup an dehhw submitte@drepBeéeRtatians én behalf of Hannick Homes & Developments in
response to the 0 Eengeyrog.i nAgt tSepnattiioanl hSatsr abteen dr awn to the NP
should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period fromad opt i on 0.

The LDS states that the Wiltshire Local Plan Review (WLPR), which will contain strategic policies, should be adopted in Q1 of
2023. This means that the plan would be adopted 7 years after the start of the plan period.

The housing needs assessment is updated every year and has an affordability adjustment that takes into account previous
delivery. Back dating the plan period to 2016 to include homes delivered between 2016 and 2020 to count towards the
requirement from 2020 hossingrehoiranbehte countingo. The

should not be reduced by the number of homes delivered since 2016 and the plan period should not start until the year of
submission.The plan period of the WLPR should be reviewed to allow a minimum of 15 years from adoption in accordance with
the NPPF, with a preferred period of 2020-2040 to allow for the

delivery of key highway infrastructure across the District.




Housing need for the revised plan period should be re-assessed and planned accordingly, including any strategic allocations
considered necessary in the market towns. This will require a larger scale of growth at Devizes, which has been unnecessarily
constrained due to concerns over environmental constraints.

Devizes is one of the largest and most self-contained settlements in Wiltshire and it benefits from its strategic location relative to
Chippenham, Trowbridge and Swindon. In directing housing and economic growth to settlements across Wiltshire it is critical that
Devizes is identified as one of the key growth

settlements if sustainable growth is to be achieved. There is scope to identify strategic allocations at Devizes that would provide a
more co-ordinated approach to infrastructure delivery and mitigating impacts such as air quality.

The emerging policy for Devizes emphasises the delivery of brownfield sites as a means of reducing the need for greenfield sites.
Hannick do not consider that there should be a brownfield target for the market towns, as explained in the representations made
by Pegasus.

The NPPF approach to making best use of land is not a sequential approach to the use of brownfield land for the purposes of
plan making. Furthermore, any brownfield sites would need to be robustly tested in terms of NPPF definition of being deliverable
and developable.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

Hannick support the first place shaping priority to deliver homes to respond to local needs, but query how this can be achieved
where there is proposed to be a significant reduction in housing provision compared to the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy. This
appears to be based entirely upon perceived environmental

constraints in and around the town, including proximity of North Wessex Downs AONB, extent of best and most versatile
agricultural land and air quality issues (traffic). However, the pool of available sites indicate a number of opportunities for urban
expansion on the eastern and southern periphery of the settlement that are separated from the western edge of the AONB. There
Is the opportunity for traffic generated by development from a number of the available sites to use the

eastern distributor road and thus avoid the stretch of London Road that is subject of traffic congestion. Concerns over traffic
congestion and air quality are recognised but should not necessarily be viewed as factors that inhibit further growth at Devizes.
The same concerns are raised with other settlements and the

WLPR should ensure that future growth can mitigate impacts. Strategic urban extensions can provide infrastructure upgrades
and in the case of traffic congestion and air quality, meaningfully assist in providing enhanced public transport infrastructure to
minimise the use of private cars as well as other measures for

alternative modes of travel.




The presence of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land should not necessarily constrain growth at the town. First, unlike other
designations (e.g. AONB) there could be potential inaccuracies in the extent of Grade 1 classified agricultural land and an up-to-
date ALC survey of relevant land would need to be undertaken prior to such consideration being taken into account.in assessing
development opportunities.

Secondly, it should be noted that the NPPF at no point precludes development on the Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land
(BMV); paragraph 172 requires planning policies to Arecogni s
BMV land needs to be balanced against the impacts of

other designations and the local needs for development. This is the case at Devizes, which is one of the largest, most sustainable
and self-contained market towns in Wiltshire, where there will be a need to compromise in order to facilitate much needed
housing and sustained growth.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

No comment.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

Hannick Homes has interest in land of approx. 24 hectares, to the South of Marshall Road and west of Sleight Road, Devizes, as
indicated on the attached google map extract [see attachment DEV109]. The site comprises agricultural land on the fringe of Devi

DE5S5. Are there i mportant social, economic or teahneeditodes coasiderad
generally or in respect of individual sites?

No Comment




DES6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified?

No Comment

Further comments

Whilst Hannick are willing and able to engage with the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (NPSG) in discussing bringing
forward an allocation for housing or mixed use at the land south of Marshall Road through a review of the Neighbourhood Plan,
there needs to be more clarity from the LPA in terms of the role of the WLPR in allocating strategic land at the Market Towns
where a Neighbourhood Plan is to be made or reviewed. The logical approach, consistent with the NPPF, would be to allocate
strategic sites within the Principal Settlements and Market Towns in the Wiltshire Local Plan. Site 5 in the Site Selection Report
includes two different land ownerships and Hannick confirm that the land South of Marshall Road is available and deliverable and
that we are willing to discuss a combined allocation with the adjoining land owner and Wiltshire Council and the NPSG as
appropriate.




Rep ID: Dev110

Consultee code: Other Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Trust for Devizes

Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No

Organisation being represented (if applicable):

Does this representation refer to attachment(s): If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are
listed below:
DEV110

DE1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?

The 6St and a rpdjedirey hdusind Beeds appears to be aimed at building more extra houses than are likely to be
required by 2036, in conflict with the stated aim of the Plan (82.1 of the Emerging Strategy document and the adjacent box on the
Climate Emergency). It also appears to conflict with the statutory requirement in s39 of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act
2004, to pursue the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development. It is not sustainable to plan for more
housing than is needed, following the ONS/MHCLG household projections, and we are not aware of any evidence that such a
strategywouldcont r i bute to the objective, in the context of Wilts-s
unsustainable. Both options will lead to the following conflicts with sustainable development patterns: (i) Unnecessary growth in
commuting to larger employment centres outside the county, and consequently unnecessary growth in peak-hour traffic, contrary
to the objective to make the county zero-c ar b o n. (ii1) Unnecessary devel opment of
loss of land and soil resources. (iii) An amplified feedback effect on future housing and other social needs, as households
attracted to the magnified housing supply generate more children, who will in turn require education, jobs and additional housing
a generation later. The Trust considers the overall housing requirement at Devizes, and the residual requirement, proposed on




pl4 of the Emerging Strategy document, to be about right. However, over-provision elsewhere in HMA is likely to have adverse
effects on Devizes, chiefly through unnecessary additional peak-time traffic (residents of Trowbridge and Melksham commuting
to jobs in Swindon), and excess demands for housing and social facilities. However, the main threat of over-provision of housing
numbers is that it will be impossible in practice for the Council to maintain a credible 5-year supply of deliverable housing land in
the HMA or the county. This is likely to lead to unplanned permissions for large-scale housing elsewhere in the HMA or the
county, irrespective of the spatial strategy and the Neighbourhood Plan. The main effect of this level of threat and uncertainty is
likely to be felt in large-scale, unplanned housing developments at the market towns, such as Devizes, and in rural areas. The
Council should consideradding a pol i cy mechani sm, whereby the &éddoubl e pr
supply shortfall has arisen, and then to the HMA where it has arisen. The Plan should focus on ensuring that a sufficient number
and range of homes can be provided to meet the needs of present and future generations (NPPF 88(b)), and that sufficient land
of the right types is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth (ibid (a)). We appreciate that the intention
of the standard method of assessment is to boost housing supply in areas of poor affordability, but we fail to see how that can be
expected to improve affordability conditions without a major boost to the supply of entry-level housing. It does not appear that the
size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community has been assessed, and these parameters are not
reflected in the emerging strategy (NPPF 861). Without this crucial component, we fail to see how the strategy can be expected
to have any beneficial effect on broad housing affordability. Instead, it is likely to lead to indiscriminate and unsustainable
development, in conflict with the aims of the strategy.

DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be
achieved?

The Trust believes three priorities will be crucial to the future quality and liveability of Devizes, and t y are likely to apply to a
greater or lesser extent to all the towns and villages in the county: the landscape and ecological setting of the town; the
conservation of the historic fabric; and the design and quality of new development. Landscape & Ecological Setting The Plan
should give very high priority to the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty of the North Wessex Down AONB. High
priority should also be given to protecting the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside generally, and conserving the
wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services i including the economic and other benefits of the best and most

versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland (NPPF A1 70 (b)) . These are all I mport
i mmedi ate setting, but insufficient weight is given to .inhe
particular, insufficient weight is given to conservation and enhancement of the AONB in the assessments of sites 1 (adjoining Lay
Wood) and 2 (Coate Bridge). Our perception is that the tow

topographical features, which should form the basis of planning policies to conserve and enhance the natural environment in and




around the town. See the attached figures 1-3 [found in attachment DEV110]. Fig 1 shows the key topographical features
overl ayed onto the Site Options. Withthe fRaturedh Kigl8showas ad delial phasohvatidtieed

features annotated. These features are: A the chalk scarp
(including the lower chalk hill at Gipsy Patch) to the E. These features are included in the AONB. Site options 1, 2, 3 and 8
intrude into these features. A the greensand scarp to the

valley to the SW (crucial to the setting of the Castle); the scarp from Caen Hill to Dunkirk Hill to the W (including the setting of the
flight of locks); and all the woodland features (including Belvedere Wood and Newlands Wood) along the scarp between Dunkirk
Hill and Conscience Lane (including Roundway Park) to the NW, which connects to the chalk scarp at Roundway Hill. Site option
7 is very intrusive into this feaure, from top to bottom of the scarp. Many of the individual features identified above appear in Figs
2 and 3 of the Appendix 2 Devizes pages. However, most of them appear as disjointed incidents, and the underlying topography
is ignored. Similarly, the Priority Habitats identified in Fig 3 and the GI Corridors appear unrelated to the topography, which is the
key structure underpinning the habitats, watercourses, landscape and development thresholds. We strongly recommend that the
topography of towns should be a conscious determinant in assessing proposals for landscape, biodiversity and
development/growth. This observation must be true of several Wiltshire towns: we are thinking of Salisbury, Marlborough and
Bradford on Avon. The Historic Town Another key priority is finding a response to the effects of COVID and the internet on
Wiltshireés town centres. The Trust expect stownof@evieds, amd jnétsstown o
centre, in the near future. However, we are uncertain of the nature and extent of the changes. This is primarily because of

COVI D, but the govtds announcement of sweepi ngOQrdehleaveus andy et
presumably the Council, in virtual vacuum. Acknowledging the state of uncertainty, we believe the Local Plan should re-
emphasize the objective to promote thelong-t er m vi tal ity and viability ofntaWa $trategic i

hierarchy. Assuming the govt will move towards loosening controls, we believe there is an option to focus on the role of Devizes
as a mixed-use centre for business activity generally, as well as a retail (class A) centre. The crucial catalysts here will be the
long-planned renewal of the Wharf area, and the restoration of the Assize Courts, which we expect to add substantial boosts to
the vitality of the town. Turning to the conservation of the historic fabric, our understanding is that developments in Conservation
Areas (CAs) and works to listed buildings (LBs) are governed by the statutory objectives in the Planning (Listed Buildings &
Conservation Areas) Act 1990, rather than by s38(6) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (the 6 pl an | ed
Nevertheless, our view is that the Council should have an explicit policy reflecting the special consideration it intends to give to

the desirability to conserve and enhance LBs and CAs, and the Core Strategy is therefore righttoinclude pol i cy 58
conservation of the historic environmentoé). On a point inthé
first para and Owhere appropriated i n the esawtorymabjectveseorwhetoee s

they provide unlawful excuses for ignoring opportunities to enhance CAs. In other respects, we believe policy 58 should be
retained. Quality & Design The Trust és per c etpnpartcular, has detlihed in




the 2010s. The contrast in quality between phases 1 and 2 of the Quakers Road development in Devizes is especially glaring.

The Government is now emphatically committed to improving the design and quality of new development ; O6we want
we have a system in place that enables the creation aiffnndgea
White Paper, OPlanning for the Futured). On cbeafadyaobust, but@exible

framework for assessing the design quality of devel opment

|l ocalityd, and should 6demonstrate how t her patogprosafl Wiilltl s hm
set out 14 more detailed criteria, from enhancing local distinctiveness to the use of high standards of building materials. The

NPPF now provides support, saying that policies and decisions should ensure that developments wi | |  o6f unct i or
overall quality of the aread (A127). OQur recent experience
development managers and committees. The 14 more detailed criteria in core policy 57 overlap a good deal with the 10
characteristics of good design identified in the govt 6gnoree

robust if it is seen to align with govt guidance.

DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites?

Our comments on the identified alternative housing development sites are as follows. Most of these sites are on the edge of the
town, and the key assessment parameter is their impact on the open countryside, the AONB (in places), or the key features of
the towndéds | andscape and ecological setting, identifiedein
been to view the sites from the open countryside, the AONB or the features of the setting, moving from the open countryside in
towards the option site.

Site 1 [SHELAA 8662] Lay Wood. This site is very open to the N and the E, where it abuts the AONB. The existing Lay Wood
housing construction site to the W appears to be separated from this site by an open space or landscape buffer, presumably
intended to mitigate the effects of the present development on the AONB and open countryside to the E. The option site appears
to form part of the toe slope of the chalk hill to the N, rather than the greensand valley bottom to the S and the E, and that may
explain its very open appearance. Notwithstanding the precise boundary of the AONB, this site appears to us to form part of the
landscape of the Vale of Pewsey, and therefore conceptually to belong as part of the AONB. Laywood Bridge over the canal, on
the S boundary of the site, is a listed building, and there is a WW?2 pillbox just to the N of the bridge. In our view, development of
this site would conflict with the statutory objective to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the AONB.

Site 2 [SHELAA 8693] Coate Bridge which straddles the C class Coate Road, would represent a substantial irruption into the
open countryside between Devizes and Coate. This is because the existing built-up area is largely hidden from view from the




Coate Road, whereas development here would be visible from some distance beyond, due to the flat topography and the gappy
character of the hedgerows. The site abuts the AONB at its SE corner, but, as with Site 1, it appears as part of the landscape of
the Pewsey Vale, as regards character and continuity, rather than the setting of Devizes. It should therefore be viewed as
belonging conceptually to the AONB. The site is relatively remote from sustainable transport networks. A pedestrian/cycle
crossing of the canal, and improvements to bus services along Windsor Drive and London Road, and to cycling infrastructure
along the London Road corridor, would be the minimum needed to integrate the site into transport networks. Development of this
site would involve a disproportionately large impact on the open countryside, relative to its size, and its housing yield. It would
also conflict with the objective to conserve and enhance the AONB.

Site 3 [SHELAA 8624] E of Windsor Drive is perched on top of the low chalk hill at Gipsy Patch, up to 35m higher than the
general level of the built-up area of Devizes, and would consequently appear elevated above the town. Development would be
easily visible from the N-S byway (the Wessex Ridgeway) which defines the AONB about 400m (one field) to the E. The
topography would represent a major disincentive to walking and cycling from the town. Viewed in three dimensions, we believe
this site is a non-starter, because it conflicts with the form of the setting of Devizes (see §2.2-2.3 above), with the AONB
objectives, and with sustainable transport objectives. We have given some thought to the S third of the site, S of the E-W
footpath, and on the S slope of the hill. But it would suffer from all of the objections set out above, to a more limited extent, but
provide proportionally smaller housing yield.

Site 4 [SHELAA 8524] Broadway Farm In contrast to Site 3, this site lies at the foot of Etchilhampton Hill, on a level with the built-
up area around Brickley Lane and Nursteed Road. It is also not visible from the N-S byway (Wessex Ridgeway), defining the
AONB, cut off by the topography. It is visible from the summit of Etchilhampton Hill, from where it appears in the context of the
existing built-up area, at the foot of the hillside. It is, however, very open, having no enclosure to the E, except the lower slope of
Etchilhampton Hill. It is also separated from existing development by the N-S Sleight stream, which runs in a narrow wooded
declivity beside Windsor Drive. Development of this site would involve a major irruption into open countryside, but its impact on
the natural beauty of the AONB would be much less than Sites 1, 2 and 3, and it fits much better into the topographical setting of
Devizes.

Site 5 [SHELAA 8543] Marshall Road - Sleight Lane is also on a level with the built-up area to the N, but the N third, between the
A342 Andover Road and the low embankment of the old railway lane give some containment to this part. The S two-thirds is
more open to the S and the W, and has no landscape containment in these directions. Development of the N part would be a
significant salient into the open countryside, and would have a major urbanizing effect on the Andover Road gateway into
Devizes. However, the effect on the wider countryside would be contained to some extent by the road and railway embankment.
Development of the S part would constitute a major urbanization of the S fringe of Devizes, with substantial effect on the open
countryside.




Site 6 [SHELAA 83259] Greenacres is very different in character, being an enclosed landscape, formerly gardens within the
grounds of the former Roundway Hospital. It relates closely to the setting of the listed hospital buildings, and to the Drews Pond
Woods local nature reserve. The reserve has an important population of bats, and this site appears to be an important part of the
foraging area, which needs to be understood before any development is contemplated. A conventional housing layout of
detached or terraced housing on this site would appear very intrusive to both the setting of the listed hospital, and of Drews Pond
Woods.

Site 7 [SHELAA 83374 ] Caen Hill Farm is a long, thin piece between the A361 Bath Road and the old railway line (both mostly
in cutting). It falls about 35m from E to W and about 10m N-S. Viewed in three dimensions, like Site 3, we believe this site is a
non-starter, because it conflicts with the form of the setting of Devizes (see §2.2-2.3 above), and with sustainable transport
objectives. As n citeassessment, it ib @en@odangdistaricéviews along the the A361 route to the W.
Contrary to the assessment, it is in fact also clearly visible from the S side of the Old Park Valley and the adjacent stretch of
Whistley Lane. Development would be very intrusive in the countryside W of the town, and the topography would be a major
disincentive to walking and cycling. The site also includes a WW2 pillbox, which should be conserved. The small site at the top of
Caen Hill (SHELAA 8537) fits into the topography, but access is highly problematic, due to the excessive length of Avon Road, as
a cul-de-sac.

Site 8 [SHELAA 8549] NE of Roundway Park looks logical on plan, but the reality is that it is part of a large open field separating
the built-up area of Devizes from the hamlet of Roundway. Any development in this space would be very intrusive in the rural
setting of Roundway, and any new landscape containment would take many years to become effective, in this open context.
Development of the identified site would urbanize a long stretch of Folly Lane, seriously eroding the rural character and identity of
Roundway. The junction of Folly Lane with the A361 London Road is problematic, because it is only about 200m from the major
(now signalized) Windsor Drive junction. It is already difficult to exit Folly Lane during peak hours. New housing here is likely to
face unacceptable delays accessing the main road network.

DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build?

We are aware of several potential development sites in the town, which we believe are preferable to the identified option sites,
because they have less effect on the open countryside around the town, and are generally more accessible on foot and by bicycl

DES5. Are there iIimportant soci al |, economi ¢ or tkahneedrodr coasiderad




