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GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED 
 

 Term Definition 

DPD (HSAP) Development Plan Document (later known as the Housing Site Allocations Plan or HSAP) 

HNS Housing Needs Survey 

HRA Habitat Regulations Assessment 

LDF Local Development Framework (Revised July 2018. The Plan has been assessed to comply with the older and 
more recent versions. References however are to the older version of the NPPF). 

LPA Local Planning Authority (Wiltshire Council) 

NDP Neighbourhood Development Plan 

NPPF National Planning Policy Framework. 

Qualifying Body Body authorized by law to create a Neighbourhood Plan. Normally the Parish Council. 

Reg. 14 / 15 Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Plan (General) Regulations 2012 requires that a formal 6-week 
Consultation be carried out. Regulation 15 Requires a Consultation Statement to be submitted. 

SA Sustainability Appraisal – A wide-ranging appraisal of the impacts of policy (such as this plan) to include socio-
economic as well as environmental factors. 

SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment – European legislation requiring all plans to be assessed for 
environmental effects.  

WCS Wiltshire Core Strategy 
 
* In this Consultation Statement, the term ‘Sites DPD’ refers to what has since become known as the Housing Site Allocations Plan or HSAP.  
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1.0 Introduction and Methodology 
 
1.0 This Consultation Statement has been created primarily to demonstrate compliance with  regulations 14 and 15 of the Neighbourhood 
 Planning (General) Regulations 2012, but also as an analysis exercise that has been of great value to the evolution of the Hilperton 
 Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP). Specifically, the Statement has been the means by which the Steering Group has been 
 able to collect, analyse and make sense of all community engagement and consultation data. These inputs have then been used to 
 directly shape the Plan in response. How this happened is described below. 
 
1.1 It can be seen from this report that engagement with the community has effectively steered and guided the Plan from the start, and in 
 order to reach all sections of the community a range of methods were employed. Additionally, responses from the Regulation 14 
 consultation led to changes in the plan. 
 
1.2 The Consultation Statement acts as a record of all of community engagement and formal consultation, including early informal meetings 
 and an online  questionnaire, as well as formal Regulation 14 Consultation that has been carried out during the course of the 
 preparation of the NDP. It also records the most significant interactions with the LPA – for example the Area Application and SEA / HRA 
 Screenings.  
 
1.3 The first Area Application took place in June and July 2016 and was managed by the LPA in accordance with the Regulations. A 
 decision notice was issued on 20th September 2016. The Area was the whole Parish Area at that time which was approved. The draft 
 Plan was submitted to the LPA for SEA and HRA screening on 1st December 2016.  
 
1.4 Unfortunately, following this, an unrelated and county-wide boundary review was conducted in Autumn 2016 by Wiltshire Council. This 
 resulted in a small portion of land and population (264 homes on part of the Paxcroft Mead estate) being transferred from Hilperton to 
 Trowbridge with effect from 1st April 2017. On the advice of the LPA, Hilperton Parish Council decided to re-apply for its 
 Neighbourhood Area based on the new smaller, post-review boundary. This application required a separate 6-week 
 consultation run by Wiltshire Council.  
 
1.5 The application for the revised Area was submitted on 21st April 2017, and the consultation, managed by Wiltshire Council, ran from 
 5pm Friday 28th April 2017 to 5pm Tuesday 13th June 2017. The new Area was formally approved on 27th June 2017. 
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1.6 Coincidentally at this time, the Steering Group was ready to begin its Regulation 14 Pre-Submission consultation. There 
 was significant public interest in the plan and the Steering Group wanted to maintain steady progress. Rather than delay 
 the consultation by two months while the revised area was determined, the Group decided to consult in parallel – that is, on 
 the basis that the area of the proposed plan would be that of the new area, even though it had not yet formally been 
 approved. Risks associated with this process were considered to be low as the application was not controversial and was 
 for the whole Parish Area – effectively the default area for plans led by Parish Councils. It was hard to see how the LPA 
 could refuse such an application. In the event, there were no objectors and just one supporter who responded.  
 
1.7 The plan that subsequently went out to Reg.14 consultation on 20th May 2017 was therefore one based on the new area, 
 even though that was not yet formally in effect, with an explanation as to why this was changing. The Reg 14 consultation 
 ended on 30th June (Appendix 9 includes both the Area decisions and ‘before’ and ‘after’ maps).  
 
1.8 Although unusual, the above circumstances do not breach any Regulations. Consultees were presented with all of the 
 prescribed requirements of the Regulations, including a map of the Area to which the plan policies would apply, and 
 copies of the plan including the polices were made available as required. The population of the entire plan area was 
 consulted and able to comment. The Area was subsequently approved and both plan and area agree. Wiltshire Council 
 agreed in an e-mail dated 4th August 2017 that this parallel process met the requirements on the Neighbourhood Planning 
 Regulations 2012. Further details of the Reg.14 consultation are given in Section 4 of this Consultation Statement.  
 
1.9 SEA screening carried out in early 2017 by the LPA determined that an SEA was not required. The screening decision is given as 
 Appendix 6 of the NDP’s Scoping Report. However, the SEA format seemed to offer a useful and thorough methodology for research. 
 In particular, the creation of a separate scoping report would contain the evidence base in an easily-referenced separate document 
 and would leave the NDP itself free from clutter and hopefully easier to access and use. Accordingly, this separate scoping report 
 was created and all of the research done by the Steering Group and consultant is included therein.  
 
1.10 An HRA was carried out by Wiltshire Council’s Ecologist on 17th March 2017 after a request from the Steering Group. The Report is 
 given here and as an Appendix. The Ecologist suggested additional wording for some policies. However, the Steering Group, while they 
 agreed with the objective of the wording, felt that this would be more appropriate in supporting text. The e-mail trail discussing this is 
 also given in the same appendices (Appendix 7 here).  
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1.11 Parish Housing Needs Survey (HNS) 
 A survey of residents was published by Wiltshire Council in partnership with the Parish Council on 17th January 2017. The 
 full Parish Housing Needs Survey is given as Appendix 8. This is based on the earlier, larger pre-review Parish 
 boundary, which may cause it to over-estimate the need for affordable housing if applied to the later smaller area. The 
 survey shows a demand for just 13 affordable homes in the Parish – 8 subsidised rent and 5 by means of shared 
 ownership or discounted market housing.  
 
1.12 The difference in area between the survey and later Neighbourhood Area is not considered to be problematic for the Plan, 
 since the HNS was just one strand of evidence considered in the assessment of the housing issue. Other factors, such as a 
 mixed response from the community, proximity to the Strategic Site at Ashton Park, luke-warm enthusiasm from the 
 community for site allocation, and the emerging Sites DPD were more significant. In any event the Neighbourhood Plan 
 does not directly allocate sites, although it does promote and encourage suitable windfall development.  
 
1.13 The two main stages of consultation recorded by this report were: 
  
 Early Stages Community Engagement (November 2015 – July 2016), and, Regulation 14 Formal Six-Week consultation 
  (20th May - 30th June 2017). 
 
1.14 The Early Stages Community Engagement was undertaken involving the larger Parish Area (i.e. it includes some residents who will 
 not be covered by the final plan). The Reg 14 consultation on the other hand, in addition to a wide range of statutory consultees, 
 includes only residents included within the reduced post-review boundary. This is not considered to be a problem, since it remains 
 the case that all residents affected by the Neighbourhood Plan will have been involved throughout the entire process in its creation 
 because the area has got smaller and not larger.  
 
1.15 The Steering Group regard the outputs from the consultation exercises as the natural counterpart to the evidence base created by 
 the plan’s scoping exercise. Community opinion, inputs from specialised consultees and representations from interested parties such as 
 the LPA and developers add to the documented facts therefore forming the core of the Neighbourhood Plan’s underlying evidence 
 base. 
 
1.16 It was recognised at the outset that a number of different methods would be needed to gain a representative cross section of the local 
 population. As a democratic process, it was  also felt that reaching as many residents as possible was essential to the project.  
 
1.17 The consultation methods used by the Steering Group are summarised in the following table:  Where terms such as ‘Residents’ or 
 ‘Local Children’ are used, these apply to the populations at the time of the activity. 
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Who was 
Consulted? 

Consultation Method? When? 

Parish Councilors Parish Council Meetings and minutes 
online 

Monthly 

Residents Initial public meeting and ‘Post it Note’ 
ideas exercise. 

November 2015 

Councilors / 
Public 

Open Parish Meeting June 21st 2016 

Residents Questionnaire June 2016 
Residents Parish News Notice encouraging 

completion of questionnaire 
July 2016 (See appendix 2) 

Residents Housing Needs Survey June / July 2016 
General Public Parish Website Dedicated section May 2013 and Regular Updates 
General Public Ernie Clark’s Councillor Website Throughout 
Local Children Discussion in School Council October 2016 
Older Residents Discussion at bingo and other events October 2016 
General Public Facebook Throughout 
Local Businesses Letter inviting comment and involvement October / November 2016 
Statutory 
Consultees 

Direct e mail See Appendix 

LPA Link Officer E mails Throughout as required 
LPA SEA Officer E mails SEA Screening 
LPA Ecologist E mails HRA Screening 
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2.0 Early Community Engagement 
 
2.0 Early Community Engagement covered the entire pre-boundary-review (pre-April-1 2017) Area. For Map see Appendix 8.  
 
2.1 The Parish Council had been discussing a Neighbourhood Plan for some time, when in June 2015, at a PC meeting, a Holt parish 
 councillor came to speak to Hilperton parish about their experience. It was agreed that her presentation had given much food for 
 thought.  It would clearly involve a lot of hard work and time and at least six volunteers would be needed. It was agreed then that the 
 Hilperton Gap Action Group should be approached  in the first instance and details also given in the Parish News, on both the PC 
 website and Ernie Clark’s Wiltshire Councillor website, together with the PC’s next annual Newsletter (copies distributed to all the 
 houses in the parish). All this was done. 
 
 2.2 The Neighbourhood Plan was discussed again at the July, 2015, meeting and it was agreed that unless a fair number of volunteers 
 came forward matters could not be progressed any  further. The next PC meeting was in September, 2015, when discussion took place 
 on how to promote the benefits of having a NP produced and how to go about encouraging residents to become involved in its process.   
 
2.3 The Parish Council discussed the matter again at a parish Meeting on 20th October 2015, when it was finally decided, 
 based on what was known of community support and the perceived benefits of having a plan, to go ahead. 
 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sEvYon9PE-8 
 
2.4 Public Meeting 
 It was agreed that a public meeting should be held towards the end of November, which  could be properly advertised. This was done 
 and also a press release sent to the Wiltshire Times. Details of this were advertised on the PC website, in the Newsletter, in the parish 
 News and the  Wiltshire Times, with notices on all six notice boards throughout the parish. The Chairman stressed that if there was no 
 response from the public meeting there would be no Plan, as it needed to be community-led.  
 
2.5 The first public Neighbourhood Plan public meeting was held on 26th November 2015 (at which two officers from the LPA were 
 present) and is described below. This produced a  large turnout and a good response in terms of what the community wanted to see 
 change about the area, and what it most valued. See article: http://www.hilperton.info/?p=2381 
 This explained, to an audience of over 100 residents, what a Neighbourhood Plan was and what it could do. The meeting 
 concluded with a ‘stick a Post-It’ session to ascertain the thoughts of those present, broadly what the residents did want and 
 what they did not. These thoughts, together with an initial analysis, are given as Appendix 1. 
 
 
 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sEvYon9PE-8
http://www.hilperton.info/?p=2381
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2.6 Themes from Initial Meeting 
 Analysis of comments from the November 2015 meeting was completed as follow: 
 
 i. Comments written down in two lists ‘Things we want’ and ‘Things we don’t want’. 
 ii. Comments from each list broken down into the following evident themes: 
  
 Environment 
 Housing  
 Business 
 Transport 
 Other 
 
 Percentages of most common answers were also worked out to give some idea of priorities. 
 
2.7 After this initial analysis, the planning consultant took the outputs of the above exercise and fed them into a policy table – 
 the output being a column showing the possible policy areas that an NDP could cover based simply on the comments 
 made. The column, combined with research from the Scoping stage, formed the basis of the first draft polices. The 
 complete process as described above, including the possible policy areas indicated is given in Appendix 1. 
 
2.8 Comment 
 It is clear that there is a strong desire in Hilperton to retain the ‘gap’ between the  village and Trowbridge and to foster the 
 ‘village’ as opposed to ‘town’ identity that Hilperton has. 30% of residents expressed this view in terms of gap / identity 
 comments combined. This is partly an identity / cultural / social issue and partly one of townscape and landscape.  
 
2.9 It was felt that the gap should be retained as an open space, although a few more trees would be welcomed.  
 Additional tree planting would be welcome throughout Hilperton as would the protection of the most valued existing 
 green spaces for community use (e.g. formal and informal recreation). 
 
2.10 Transport issues were the next most common theme of responses. These covered a number of matters, like speed control 
 and routing of HGV’s, that are beyond the land use remit of formal NDP policies. However, there was also appetite for a 
 better  cycle and footpath network and improved public transport as well as more parking being provided in new 
 developments. 
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2.11 Employment was a fairly common theme with the community generally welcoming closer employment opportunities (e.g. 
 small, light engineering or business sites. These included the creation of a small business park.  
 
2.12 Improved infrastructure and facilities including shopping, entertainment and things for young people were frequently 
 mentioned. These included a GP / Dentist, a pub, better play areas and an administrative ‘hub’ for all services. A number 
 of people spoke of the need for improved educational facilities including an expanded primary school and new 
 secondary school. The point was made that facilities should  be provided for Hilperton Marsh and not just Hilperton village 
 and policies in the NDP should reflect this.  
 
2.13 In terms of housing policy, there was a feeling that development should be controlled in terms of numbers and especially in 
 the Gap. In terms of design, the height of new buildings in the gap was considered an issue as was density. However, the 
 community is not against all development. It was thought that housing for families, older people and for those unable to  
 afford market housing should be provided. 
 
2.14 Initial questionnaire 
 To follow up from the meeting, a questionnaire was designed and a planning consultant appointed in June 2016.  
 
 The questionnaire was arguably the most important of the early means of engagement. This was administered in June 
 2016 and consisted of a hand-delivered form to all homes in the plan area, plus an online form with a link on the Parish Council 
 website. The latter proved to be popular with over 80 online responses received (as at 21 June 2016). The overall response rate was 
 approximately 17%. 
 
2.15 The questionnaire probed the issues that might form the content of a plan and helped raise awareness that it was happening. The 
 questionnaire and responses are given as Appendix 2.  
 
2.16 In addition to the questionnaire, a dedicated NDP page of the parish website was set up in 2016, which informed residents of 
 progress and allowed feedback via the online contact form at any point during the plan process.  
 http://www.hilpertonparishcouncil.org.uk/index.php/neighbourhood-plan/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.hilpertonparishcouncil.org.uk/index.php/neighbourhood-plan/
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2.17 Themes from initial questionnaire 
 The formal questionnaire was administered in June / July 2016. A total of 288 hard copies plus 121 online replies were received 
 (overall total 409), that is, an approximate response rate of 17%. There were 2 spoilt papers. The responses were drawn from 
 across the Parish in reasonable correlation with areas of population density. Details of the questionnaire including the original  form are 
 given as appendix 2. 
 
2.18 Generally, the responses to the questionnaire echoed the themes apparent from the earlier ‘Post It Notes’ exercise. There was 
 strong support for: 
 
 Maintaining green spaces 
 Preserving Hilperton’s village status and ‘feel’ 
  
 It is likely that these issues refer mainly to the preservation of the Hilperton Gap, although some comments supported care of the 
 countryside and habitat for its own sake. There is a  significant environmental awareness and green conscience present in some of the 
 responses – for example a desire to protect habitat, plant more trees and to prevent fracking.  
 
2.19 Regarding the need for affordable housing – opinion was divided. However, there was more support for accommodation for the 
 elderly. 
 
2.20 Despite the proximity of Trowbridge, there was some demand for employment in Hilperton parish itself. There was also a desire for 
 better infrastructure including a medical facility and a secondary school,  
 
2.21 Transport was a significant theme. With concerns centering on road safety (including speed control and the provision of crossings, to 
 enhancements of the foot and cycle path network and better road repairs). Some of these matters are beyond the land-use limitations of 
 a Neighbourhood Plan but nevertheless could be identified as matters to be taken forward by the community and parish council as ‘non-
 planning aspirations’.  
 
2.22 A Facebook page was also established in June 2016. This was updated throughout the plan making process and  included 
 a facility for recording comments. Information also featured on the website of the Steering Group Chairman and local 
 (LPA and Parish) Councillor, Ernie Clark.   https://www.facebook.com/groups/941499909237385/ 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/941499909237385/
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2.23 Hard to Reach Groups 
 It was understood at an early stage that not all groups were likely to respond to a  questionnaire and so efforts were made to engage the 
 community through meetings and, for the especially hard-to-reach groups: 
 
 Children were contacted through a meeting of the primary school’s School Council and each Council representative from the school’s 
 year groups/classes were asked to discuss ‘hopes and wishes for the future of Hilperton’ with the children in their group. Their views 
 were reported back to the Council and summarised by the teacher/coordinator and endorsed by the head Teacher. They are given as 
 Appendix 5. Liaison with the Steering Group was done by Pam Turner of the Steering Group.  
 
 Older People. Hilperton Whist players, bingo members, ladies’ skittles team, over 60’s group and bridge players) all hold their 
 meetings at Hilperton Village Hall. They were asked to contribute their ideas under the heading. ‘ideas for a better future in Hilperton’. 
 These were collected by using Post-Its and collated for the Steering Group by Pam Turner. This work was carried out over a 3-week 
 period in October 2016 with a view to capture all the groups at least one of their sessions. Approximately 50 adults contributed. Results 
 are given as Appendix 6. 
 
 Businesses. A letter was sent to more than 50 local businesses inviting comment and participation in the Neighbourhood Plan. This is 
 described in Appendix 4. 
 
2.24 Themes from Hard to Reach Groups 
  
 Children 
 Leisure Recreation and Sport 
 Children’s responses were dominated by a concern with improving opportunities for leisure, recreation and sport.  
 
 Transport 
 However, there was also concern about transport – in particular the need to provide sufficient crossings and a safe path 
 network, as well as more bus stops.  
 
 Cleanliness 
 There was a notable concern about the quality and cleanliness of the environment (a litter picker needed for the village 
 plus more dog poo bins. Also, a better tarmac  surface for the village hall and car park.  
 
 Environment 
 What might be terms broader environmental issues also featured strongly – from a concern about new house building 
 and consequent loss of fields to the suggestion of a community orchard and wildlife observation hut.  
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2.25 Older People 
  As might be expected, older people’s priorities were different, although there was some overlap. 
 
 Transport 
 Transport was a major theme – some concern about improving the bus service, but mainly concerns about parking, speeding and 
 HGV’s.  
 
 Infrastructure / Facilities 
 Better shopping and fast food opportunities were highlighted as ‘wants’. As was a Doctor’s surgery.  
 
 Housing 
 Housing was a concern, with residents wanting: 
  

• No houses in the Gap (several relating to Gap & Wyke Road) 
• No houses at the back of Wyke Road 

 
 
2.26 Survey of Local Businesses (Appendix 6) 
 
 Only one reply was received from the survey of local businesses -  a local farm. 
 Points raised were: 
 

• Farmland being held not for farming but in hope it could be developed upon. Reduces extent of cultivation and investment in real 
agriculture.  

• Traffic, flooding and parking on Whaddon Road 
• Poor local broadband – bad for business. 
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2 .27 Housing Needs Survey 
 Wiltshire Council’s Housing Department consulted the community at the request of the Parish Council early on in order to obtain a 
 Housing Needs Survey. This is given as an  appendix in the Scoping Report accompanying the NDP.  
 
2.28 The survey was based on a questionnaire delivered to the Parish Council for distribution on the 10th October 2016. To encourage a 
 good response, households were given a pre-paid envelope in which to return the completed survey. Residents were asked to return 
 the completed surveys in the pre-paid envelopes by 25th November 2016. The forms were recorded and analysed by Wiltshire Council.  
 
 • A total of 2009 questionnaires were distributed to the parish.  
 • Everyone was asked to complete the first section of the form.  
 • If a household considered itself in need, or likely to be in need, of affordable housing within the next five years, it was invited to   
    complete the rest of the survey.  
 • There was a good response rate of 25.9% with 521 replies received.  
 • This report describes the views only of the residents who returned the questionnaires and these views may not be representative of 
     the wider population of Hilperton.  
 • 15 responses were made online.  
 
 2.29 The survey found that the minimum need over the next three years for new affordable housing development in the parish, based on the 
 responses to the survey was as follows:  
 
 Subsidised rented housing 11  
 • 4 x one bedroom homes (1x bungalow/ground floor accommodation)  
 • 4 x three bedroom homes  
 
 Shared ownership / discount market homes 12  
 • 1 x one bedroom home  
 • 3 x 2 bedroom homes  
 • 1 x three bedroom homes  
 
 Sheltered housing for older people 
  • None. 
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3.0 Overall Summary of findings of initial community engagement 
 
3.0 Appendix 2 includes a table that suggest how the responses from the formal questionnaire could relate to policies in the Neighbourhood 
 Plan. The following table takes this further and indicates possible policies based on all sources: the initial meeting, the  questionnaire 
 and comments received from other sources including Facebook and the websites.  
 

Theme or Issue Typical Comments Possible Policy / Notes 
Openness of The Gap 
Maintain village 
identity 

Keep ‘The Gap’ Green 
Save the Gap! 
Preserve boundary of village 
Make Gap Village Green 
No housing in the Gap 
Keep Gap for recreation 

The Wiltshire Core Strategy suggests that:  
 
‘…. villages surrounding Trowbridge, particularly Hilperton…, have 
separate and distinct identities as villages. Open countryside should 
be maintained to protect the character and identity of these villages 
as separate communities.  
 
The local communities may wish to consider this matter in more detail 
in any future community-led neighbourhood planning...’ 
 
Possible Landscape Setting Policy 

Local Environment / 
Maintenance  

More dog poo bins 
A litter picker 
Better surface for Village Hall and car park 

Community Action? 

Road safety Need more pedestrian crossings – e.g. the new 
Elizabeth Way.  
Clam traffic – e.g. Hill Street / Church Street 
Speed limits – flashing signs 
Road improvements 
Rat running 
Maintain paths, mend pot holes 
HGV’s. Road Flooding Whaddon Lane 

Community Action? AND Developer Contributions Policy 

Sustainable transport Provide cycle and footpaths 
Improve bus service, More bus stops 

Transport / Developer Contributions Policy 

Housing Housing needed for older people.  
Agricultural land being land banked. 

Possible HOUSING policy 

New secondary school Need a new school Will be provided as part of Ashton Park. No action needed.  
Medical facility As population grows, need more facilities – e.g. 

Doctor’ surgery. 
Infrastructure Policy 
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Theme or Issue Typical Comments Possible Policy / Notes 
Recreational facilities 
(Hilperton and Hilperton 
Marsh) 

New play areas for children 
Something for teenagers 
Skate park or similar 
BMX Track / paint ball area 
Sports field 
Exercise stuff for adults 
 

Leisure and Recreation  
Or  
Developer Contributions Policy 
Or  
Infrastructure Policy  

Local shops A few local shops would be welcome.  
Pubs are welcome. 
More takeaways welcome 

Developer Contributions Policy 
Or  
Infrastructure Policy 
Or  
Economy Policy – including sites and safeguarding policy? 

Habitat / biodiversity / 
Landscape 

Make a lake in the gap 
Keep gap a nature reserve 
Provide green areas 
Plant more trees 
Create ecology centre at Pound farm 
Preserve hedgerows 
Wildlife hut 
Community Orchard 
Loss of fields to housing 

Landscape Policy 
 
 
 
Community Action?? 

Employment Local jobs for growing population! 
Light industry supporting the community 
Small business park 
Poor Broadband 

Employment or Local Economy Policy – possibly including sites. 

Design and Heritage No 3 storey houses 
Limit on density 
Protect historic buildings 

Possible DESIGN policy linked to VDS? 

Renewable energy Facilitate renewable energy -  and or district 
heating plan. 

Community Action? 
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3.1 Influence of initial Community Engagement on the Policies 
 
 As can be seen from the table above, the findings of the initial consultations directly fed through into evolution of the draft policies ideas. 
 Before final selection was made, these ideas were checked against the policy ideas suggested by the scoping research. A choice was 
 then made by the Steering Group, the aim being to only put forward policies that were likely to be supported by the community and 
 which had some evidence behind them. 
 
3.2 Initial Community Engagement and the Vision  
 The first draft Vision was essentially a blend of the wishes and views expressed. Key elements showing this being: 
 

• Preserving rural identity and Hilperton Gap setting 
• Preservation and enhancement of nature  
• Improvement of local infrastructure and services. 

 
 The Draft Vision following initial community engagement was therefore as follows:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Hilperton parish, and its main settlements of Hilperton, Hilperton Marsh and Whaddon, will 
continue to thrive as a predominantly rural area, retaining a unique identity encompassing 
heritage, natural environment and separateness from Trowbridge.  The unique landscape 
setting of Hilperton – in particular the area known as the Hilperton Gap – will  be 
preserved. Paxcroft Mead will remain as a modern and popular housing development, to be 
extended southwards out of the Parish by the Ashton Park housing scheme.   
While valuing the positive elements of the present historic character, the community welcomes 
positive change. New development should preserve or enhance local wildlife habitat, 
landscape and conservation area, including fresh tree and hedgerow planting. 
Community action and funding from various sources, including where appropriate developer 
contributions and income from the Community Infrastructure Levy, will improve infrastructure 
and facilities (in terms of sustainable transport, recreation and facilities for young people, 
employment, retail and leisure services and if possible a new medical facility or GP surgery). It 
will help make local roads safer. 
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3.3 Initial Community Engagement and the Plan Objectives  
 
 Similarly, the First Draft Objectives directly reflect the wishes of the community as expressed through community engagement: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

1. To preserve the essentially rural nature of the area and the historic character of the individual 
settlements within it. 

2. To maintain the separateness of Hilperton Village in terms of the landscape of the Hilperton Gap and the 
views in and out 

3. To ensure that the all of the community including younger and older people benefit from development – 
for example recreation facilities 

4. To enhance local facilities and infrastructure, improving quality of life 
5. To conserve and enhance nature including trees and hedgerows 
6. To improve local cycle paths, footpaths, bus services and improve road safety 
7. To conserve and enhance heritage and the built environment 
8. To encourage local jobs and support a diverse local economy. 
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4.0 Reg. 14 Formal 6-Week Consultation  
 
4.0 Formal Regulation 14 (Pre-Submission) consultation took place in the 7 weeks between 20th May and 30th June 2017. The 
 consultation was publicised on the Parish Council website in advance of the start date: 
 
 http://www.hilpertonparishcouncil.org.uk/index.php/neighbourhood-plan/ 
 
 Local press subsequently ran a feature story on the process in the 12th May edition 
 of the Wiltshire Times.  
                  
 
4.1 The published Plan (and supporting Scoping and Evidence Base Report) was made 
 available online from 12th May, with printed copies of the documents placed on 
 display at the school, garden centre, Lion and Fiddle pub, Marsh Road Store and 
 Post Office,  Marsh Road Nursery and Trowbridge Library. 
 
4.2 A flyer was printed (2200 copies) and distributed to all houses in the parish. This gave 
 information about the project, the consultation process and how to obtain copies of the 
 documents. The distribution was done between 12th May and 30th May 2017. A4 posters of 
 the flyer were displayed on all the village notice boards from 12th May 2017. 
 
4.3 An exhibition about the project and the consultation was held at the Village Fete on 
 10th June 2017. This included posters showing key extracts from the NDP, a project 
 timeline and a rolling 10-minute PowerPoint slide show. Printed copies of the various 
 documents and response forms were also available.  It was manned by a minimum 
 of two members of the Steering Group for the duration of the Fete circa 1pm to 
 5pm. We recorded 202 people visiting the exhibition and 65 signed the visitors book. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.hilpertonparishcouncil.org.uk/index.php/neighbourhood-plan/
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 4.4 As can be seen from the above, the consultation publicity  
  included details of where and when the plan could be   
  inspected, details of how to make representations and the date 
  by which those representations had to be received, being 7  
  weeks from the date on which the draft proposal was first  
  publicised; 
 
 4.5 The appropriate consultation bodies from the list specified in 
  paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 of the 2012 Neighbourhood  
  Planning Regulations were consulted by direct e-mail and the 
  Local Planning Authority was also e mailed directly (copies  
  being sent to the neighbourhood planning general e-mail, the 
  Head of Spatial Planning and the Link Officer.  
 
 4.6 Details of which bodies were consulted and which replied can 
  be found in the following tables, as can the responses of  
  individuals. The tables also record the response of the plan  
  team, including action to subsequently amend the plan. 
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4.7 The Statutory Consultation Bodies  
 
 

Body or 
Organisation 

Date of 
Response 

Comments Plan Response 

Trowbridge Town 
Council 

None N/A N/A 

Melksham Town 
Council 

None N/A N/A 

Staverton Parish 
Council 

None N/A N/A 

Holt Parish 
Council 

15-May 
 

Receipt of draft plan acknowledged. No further 
communication. 

N/A 

04-Jul Supporting Plan with following comments: I'm sure 
there's the making of a Plan in the document, but it is 
very long and wordy. You need to set out your vision for 
each section of the plan, your objectives which refer to 
planning matters and tasks which you would like to see 
accomplished but are not part of planning, key 
supporting evidence, (referring to separate documents 
probably) and WC policies which your plan supports. 

It is possible this refers to the Scoping 
Report rather than the Plan document. 
However, comments noted. We feel we 
have done this, although we will look at 
slimming the document down.  

Melksham 
Without Parish 
Council 

06-Jun Advising receipt and that the plan would be presented to 
the PC on 20th June for 
approval 
 

Noted 

Bradford on Avon 
Town Council 

03-Jul Support for policies on Green Spaces/K&A Canal 
Corridor/Tourism, No other 
comments 
 

Noted 

Steeple Ashton 
Parish Council 

None N/A N/A 

West Ashton 
Parish Council 

None N/A N/A 
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Body or 
Organisation 

Date of 
Response 

Comments Plan Response 

Semington Parish 
Council 

None N/A N/A 

Wiltshire Council 
* see below  

30-Jun 8-page reply. This is dealt with in the table below 
specifically reserved for this consultee.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Steering Group did not agree with all of 
Wiltshire Council’s comments. The Council 
is, in this case not an impartial 
commentator, promoting as it is a site that 
conflicts with the desire of the community to 
protect the Hilperton Gap. However, the 
comments were taken constructively and 
were followed up by a positive meeting with 
Tracy Smith and Geoff Winslow on 5th July 
at County Hall. 
 
Changes were made to the plan and 
evidence base as a result. The policy of 
protecting the Gap was maintained, but it 
was agreed to consider further evidence 
from a landscape Report to be 
commissioned by the Parish Council.  

Broughton Gifford 
Parish Council 

08-Jul Broughton Gifford Parish Council wish you every success with the 
Plan. There were no issues with it at all 

Noted 

BANES 23-May I confirm that Bath & North East Somerset Council does 
not wish to comment on the Draft Plan. 

N/A 

Great Hinton None N/A N/A 
The Homes & 
Communities 
Agency 

None N/A N/A 

Natural England 05-Jun We very much welcome the recognition given to the bats 
related to the Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC in the policy 
relating to Landscape Setting, and para 10.20. We also 
welcome the access to nature elements of the Sustainable 
Transport policy and the inclusion of the natural environment 
within in the Infrastructure and Developer Contributions policy. 

Noted: The comments do not require any revision 
to the draft. It is noted that English Nature do 
not consider the wording of the plan regarding 
bats to be inappropriate.  
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Body or 
Organisation 

Date of 
Response 

Comments Plan Response 

The Environment 
Agency 

30-Jun Flood Risk: We are encouraged to see that the issue of flood 
risk has been discussed in several places within the document 
(e.g. in sections 5.15 and   5.23). However, we feel that the 
document could place more emphasis on the issue of flooding, 
particularly for the Paxcroft Brook area. It is mentioned in 
section 5.15 that the brook was altered to control flooding. This 
is accurate but pressure continues to be exerted on the Paxcroft 
Brook system when applications for new development that need 
to drain surface water into the brook are submitted. We feel it 
would be appropriate for the Plan to specify no further 
development in this catchment in order to relieve this surface 
water drainage pressure. This could be reflected in an individual 
policy referring to flood risk, which would be proportional to the 
problem. However, we note that the five Plan policies are all 
quite high level. Therefore, perhaps you would wish to integrate 
this issue into one of the existing policies. (Although the remit of 
surface water management rests with the Lead Local Flood 
Authority [LLFA] we still occasionally get drawn in to discussions 
on the Paxcroft Brook due to our historical involvement, 
therefore it is a pertinent opportunity to advise that the 
Neighbourhood Plan addresses this problem. If you require 
further detail on the history of this issue, in order to justify any 
further reference, the LLFA can provide this). 
 
In section 5.23, bullet point 3 would be better as ‘Surface water 
run-off’. This is the name more commonly used so altering it 
would minimise any possible confusion about what ‘water run-off 
flooding’ means. 

The points are noted, however, the part of 
Paxcroft Mead to the south of the A361 and 
west of Ashton Road is no longer part of 
Hilperton parish following the boundary review 
and is therefore no longer to be covered by 
the NDP.  
 
Under these circumstances, it is not felt that 
the NDP can add anything significant to the 
policies of the WCS.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed. Will amend.  
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Body or 
Organisation 

Date of 
Response 

Comments Plan Response 

English Heritage None N/A N/A 

Historic 
England 

30-Jun Thank you for your Regulation 14 consultation on the Hilperton 
Neighbourhood Plan. We had a preliminary view of the Plan when 
consulted by Wiltshire Council on the associated SEA Screening 
consultation earlier in the year. Our response is attached for 
information. You will see that we expressed pleasure at the 
value placed by the community on its locally distinctive historic 
character and the policies which had been drafted to protect and 
enhance it. I am pleased to be able to take the opportunity to 
reiterate that view. Otherwise, there are no other comments that 
we would like to make other than to congratulate your community 
and wish it well in the making of its Plan. 

Noted. Note that this supports the design policy, 
which was queried by Wiltshire Council.  
 
Retain policy.  
 

Network Rail 
Infrastructure 

None Receipt of draft plan acknowledged. No further communication. N/A 

The Highway 
Agency 

14-Jun No Comments N/A 

British Telecom None N/A N/A 
 

 

Virgin Media 

 

 

None 

On new home sites please ensure that a fast broadband service is 
made available. Virgin Media currently supply 50, 100, 200 & 300Mg 
internet with a speed increase planned next year. Virgin Media 
also supply a phone and TV service where no dishes or aerials are 
required. 

Noted but this is not within the scope of a 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
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Body or 
Organisation 

Date of 
Response 

Comments Plan Response 

Primary Care Trust None N/A N/A 
Primary Care Trust None N/A N/A 
Electricity Supply 
Infrastructure 

16-May Receipt of draft plan acknowledged. No further communication. N/A 

Gas Supply 
Infrastructure 

None N/A N/A 

Wessex Water  

 

30-Jun 

Concern that policies do not allow sufficient flexibility for essential 
infrastructure developments particularly with regard to water and 
sewerage management. 
 
1. Policy 1.  
 The policy should incorporate greater flexibility to permit the 
 Delivery of infrastructure development within the gap 
  
2. Policy 2 (design) may be over restrictive.  
 
 

 1. The policy wording already permits some 
development in accordance with other 
policies – this includes policies in the WCS 
covering infrastructure.  This is felt to provide 
sufficient flexibility. 
 
2. The need to protect the heritage is felt to 
be paramount and the policy already does 
permit some flexibility thanks to the fact that 
every application will be judged on its merits. 
The need for infrastructure is accepted, 
however it is not unreasonable to expect the 
designers to respect the local context.   

Voluntary Bodies None N/A N/A 
Age UK None N/A N/A 
Racial & Ethnic 
Groups 

None N/A N/A 

Religious Groups None N/A N/A 
Rev John Rees N/A Now a member of the Steering Group  
West Wiltshire 
Multi Faith Forum 

None N/A N/A 

Bodies 
Representing 
Business Interests 

None N/A N/A 

Bodies 
Representing 
Disabled 

None N/A N/A 
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Response of Wiltshire Council – The Response of the Neighbourhood Plan  
 
Numerous small changes have been made to the NDP and Scoping Report following both the formal consultation response to the neighbourhood plan and a 
later meeting between Wiltshire Council officers and Steering Group Members at County Hall on 5 th July. It is not proposed to rehearse all of these minor 
changes (regarded as improvements for which the advice received is gratefully accepted) . For clarity however, the full response of Wiltshire Council is 
reproduced below with the plan response shown in blue. 
 
The Steering Group is keen to produce a good plan that both complies with Regulations and also takes forward the wishes of the community. While Wiltshire 
Council undoubtedly appreciates the former, it seems much less concerned with the latter. The drive to meet Government targets for housing is understood, 
and the Neighbourhood Plan does seek to plan positively. However there seems to be a lack of balance in weighing these legitimate interests against the 
wishes of communities and the needs of the environment. 
 
Additionally, the Steering Group does not feel that Wiltshire Council’s comments are entirely impartial and without bias. This is because the Council is actively 
involved in promoting a housing site off Elizabeth Way that conflicts with the aims of the community in terms of protecting the Hilperton Gap. Indeed, the Link 
Officer to the group is understood to be the lead officer for the Sites DPD which is taking this forward. Such a bias can make building trust comp licated and 
difficult on related issues. It does not encourage detailed consultation and co-operation. 
 
It is also felt that the wording of the Wiltshire Core Strategy is particularly opaque when it comes to development in Trowbr idge Community Area and that this 
has not delivered the clarity one would have hoped for from such a long-awaited document. In particular, the specific need for Hilperton to give up land for 
Trowbridge housing is not explicitly stated at all, Policy CP 29 simply stating: “... Further land for housing development at Trowbridge will be identified 
in the Housing Site Allocations DPD’. Nowhere in the WCS does it state clearly that this land is required at Hilperton. Furthermore, how this 
apparent need relates to the invitation to Parish Council’s to plan to preserve their identities by retaining a physical Gap (paragraph 5.150) is not explained. The 
Parish Council based its initial approach on policy creation on a literal reading of 5.150.  
 
Nevertheless, the Hilperton Neighbourhood Plan responds positively to the comments made by Wiltshire Council in terms of the need to improve the  evidence 
base (something that had already been identified by the planning consultant assisting the Steering Group following the publication of the Wiltshire Housing 
Sites Allocations Plan (HSAP). 
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Draft Hilperton Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Consultation under Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood (General) Planning Regulations 2012 (as amended) 
Comments from Wiltshire Council 30 June 2017 
Submitted by: 
Tracy Smith 
Spatial Planning Manager tracy.smith@wiltshire.gov.uk 

1 Introduction 
 
1.1 Thank-you for consulting Wiltshire Council on your draft Hilperton Neighbourhood Development Plan (referred to hereafter as the draft HNP) 

(Regulation 14). The role of Wiltshire Council at this stage is to provide comments on whether the draft plan is in general conformity with the 
national policy (e.g. NPPF/NPPG) and local policy (e.g. Wiltshire Core Strategy) and whether the plan has conformed with the legal requirements 
(e.g. EU SEA Directive). 

 
1.2 The purpose of Neighbourhood planning is to enable communities to shape the development of a local area in a positive manner. 

Neighbourhood Plans are not a tool to stop new development proposals from happening. They should reflect local and national policies and 
should not promote less development than set out in the local plan or undermine its strategic policies. 

 
1.3 Council officers appreciate the time and effort that has been put into developing the draft HNP and would welcome an on-going dialogue with the 

Parish Council Steering Group as it progresses. 
 
2 Policy Context for Hilperton 
 
2.1 The policy context for the preparation of the draft HNP is the Wiltshire Core Strategy (WCS). The Settlement Strategy for Wiltshire is outlined in 

Core Policy 1 and identifies the different tiers of settlements based on an understanding of the role and function of settlements and how they 
interact with their immediate communities and their wider hinterland. In doing so, the Settlement Strategy, coupled with the Delivery Strategy 

(Core Policy 2), seeks to define where development will be the most sustainable across Wiltshire’s settlements.1  Paragraph 4.6 of the WCS 
 
2.2 Indicative requirements are provide for each Principal Settlement, Market Town and Community area within paragraph 4.26. The indicative figures 

also allow for a flexible approach which will allow the Council, including through the preparation of the Site Allocations Plan, and local communities 
preparing neighbourhood plans, to respond positively to opportunities without being inhibited by an overly prescriptive, rigid approach which might 

otherwise prevent sustainable development proposals that can contribute to delivering the strategic objectives of the plan2. 

mailto:tracy.smith@wiltshire.gov.uk
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2.3 Core Policy 29 sets out the spatial strategy for the Trowbridge Community Area within which Hilperton is located. Paragraph 5.149 states that ‘it 

is important that Trowbridge grows to strengthen its principle service centre role and delivers improved infrastructure and facilities in the town’. 
Further it states that in addition to the proposed urban extension at Ashton Park, ‘further land will be is to be identified as being needed to be in 
the Housing Site Allocations DPD. It will look to accommodate housing needs toward the end of the plan period and beyond 2026...’ 

 
2.4 Paragraph 5.150 recognises that: ‘the villages surrounding Trowbridge, particularly Hilperton, Southwick, North Bradley and West Ashton, have 

separate and distinct identities as villages. Open countryside should be maintained to protect the character and identity of these villages as 
separate communities. The local communities may wish to consider this matter in more detail in any future community-led neighbourhood 
planning.’ 

 
2.5 Core Policy 29 states: 

Over the plan period (2006 to 2026), 25 ha of new employment land (in addition to that already delivered or committed at April 2011) and 
approximately 7,000 new homes will be provided within the Community Area. At Trowbridge, approximately 5,860 dwellings will be delivered and 
will involve an area for strategic growth to the south east of the town (Ashton Park), which extends towards the A350 to the south and the railway 
line to the west. An additional 950 dwellings will then be developed at the town only once improved secondary school provision is in place 
towards the end of the plan period and there has been a further assessment of effects on protected bat species and their habitats to ensure that 
they are properly safeguarded. 
 

 West Ashton Road Saved West Wiltshire District Plan Allocation  10 ha 
 
 Ashton Park Urban Extension       15 ha employment 2,600 dwellings 
 

The strategic allocation will be brought forward through a masterplanning process agreed between the community, local planning authority 
and the developer and should deliver any requirements as set out in the development templates as shown by Appendix A. Further land for 
housing development at Trowbridge will be identified in the Housing Site Allocations DPD. Greenfield housing sites in addition to the strategic 
sites will only permitted once improved secondary school provision has been delivered as a result of the Ashton Park urban extension. Any 
proposals which are likely to have an unavoidable adverse effect on a Natura 2000 site will not be taken forward. 

  
 2 Paragraph 4.20 of the WCS 

 
Approximately 165 homes will be provided in the rest of the Community Area over the plan period. Growth in the Trowbridge Community Area over the plan period may consist of a range of 
sites in accordance with Core Policies 1 and 2. 

 Development proposals in the Trowbridge Community Area will need to demonstrate how the relevant issues and considerations listed in paragraph  5.150 will be  addressed 
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    Draft Hilperton Neighbourhood Plan - Area Covered by the Plan and Timescale 
2.6 The draft HNP will cover the period 2017 to 2026 is consistent with that of the Wiltshire Core Strategy (WCS). 
 
2.7 Paragraph 2.3 does not reflect the relationship of the parish with the Principal Settlement of Trowbridge and its need for continued growth to 

provide additional housing. The Council’s area designation report dated 29 June 2017 also addresses this. 
 
 Response:  
 This seems to be a reference to the site off Elizabeth Way, which Wiltshire Council is promoting in its HSAP in conjunction with a developer. The 
 site lies within an area special to local people and known as the Hilperton Gap. See above for comments on the lack of clarity in the WCS.  
 The ‘requirement’ for Hilperton to accommodate housing in this area is nowhere clearly stated or directly required in the WCS. However, the Steering 
 Group wants to ‘Plan positively’, and will re-consider this issue based on a fresh Landscape Setting Report which it has commissioned as a 
 result of this comment. The aim of the NDP is to balance any necessary development with the wishes of the community and the reasonable 
 planning objective of preserving the setting and separate identity of Hilperton as it was invited to do in WCS 5.150. 
 Subsequent Action: 
 

• Modify Paragraph 2.3 
• Commission and absorb Landscape Setting Report 
• Consider whether the NDP can protect the Hilperton Gap and accommodate the HSAP site of Elizabeth Way 
• Consider whether to create a criteria-based housing policy to support local housing delivery. 

 
Evidence Base 

2.8 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) says: 
 

“While there are prescribed documents that must be submitted with a neighbourhood plan or Order there is no ‘tick box’ list of evidence required for 
neighbourhood planning. Proportionate, robust evidence should support the choices made and the approach taken. The evidence should be drawn 

upon to explain succinctly the intention and rationale of the policies in the draft neighbourhood plan or the proposals in an Order.”3 
2.9 In addition to the draft HNP, evidence is contained within the accompanying scoping report and consultation statement. However, concerns in 

respect of the evidence used in the draft HNP is explored in more detail below. 
 
  3 PPG Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 41-040-20140306 http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/neighbourhood-planning/preparing-a- neighbourhood-plan-or-order/Planning Policy 

Context 
 
 
  

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/neighbourhood-planning/preparing-a-neighbourhood-plan-or-order/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/neighbourhood-planning/preparing-a-neighbourhood-plan-or-order/
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3.5 Paragraph 4.2 identifies principles contained within the NPPF that have been especially informative for the draft HNP. This would benefit from further 
 explanation. For example, there is no explanation as to why 6. Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes has been excluded. Notwithstanding 
 that the draft HNP does not propose to allocate any land for housing, the Housing Needs Survey undertaken in 2017 together with Housing Register4 
 information confirms there is a need for affordable housing in the parish. It is not clear why provision of affordable housing is not being considered in 
 the plan.5 
 
 Response. The reason the above principle was not selected was because at the time, as the WCS response itself notes, the draft HNP does not propose to  
 allocate any land for housing. This seems reason enough. Likewise, the decision not to allocate housing is very clearly explained in paragraph 
 4.9. To summarise again for clarity. It was decided that it was not necessary to allocate sites because: 
  

• The original WCS requirement had been met – as shown by the latest Housing Land Supply Statement of March 2017 
• The Housing Needs Survey (HNS) indicated a relatively low level of need in proportion to:  

      - The population of 4,967 (13 homes) 
      - The yet-to-be-built-out Strategic Site adjacent at Ashton Park, set to deliver 2,600 homes which will deliver a huge local supply 

• The preparation of the HSAP (as yet at an early stage)  
• The area is subject to considerable interest from developers and is like to deliver the housing needed anyway. This is already happening. Of the 13 aff ordable      
       homes identified in the 2017 HNS (13 homes), more than these are likely to be delivered through the following ‘windfall’ sites*:  
• Lack of strong demand from the community in Community Engagement also did not create a community-based imperative.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The lack of allocated sites does not mean that the NDP is opposed to development. On the contrary, it is willing for local housing need to  be met. However, windfall 
 development will easily provide the homes needed and the Parish Council is willing to engage with suitable schemes. Some contact has already been made with 
 developers of some of the above sites. 
 
 * Table above is indicative only, designed to show not precise figures but indicative quantum of likely development as far exceeding local need.  

Site Number of Dwellings New Affordable Homes 
17/01250 max 15 houses 15  5  
Church Farm W/11/01373/FUL (Lapsed) 20 8 

17/05333. Application to convert former children’s home into 
House in Multiple Occupation  

N/A 15 Rentable rooms 

16/01633 26 8 
304b Marsh Road (see representation by Planning Sphere) 24 8? 
Total 85 29 houses plus 15 

Rooms.  
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 These reasons seemed sufficient at the time and still do. However, it is accepted that the rationale behind not selecting sites could have been better explained.  
 
 It is regrettable that Wiltshire Council did not consult with the Steering Group at the Site Selection stage of their HSAP and make it clear what the implications were for 
 Hilperton. This was not clear, as explained above. In December 2016, a copy of the NDP was supplied to the LPA when it was Screened for Sea and HRA. Despite 
 containing a map clearly showing the intention to create a ‘Gap’ policy, including its geographical extent, no comment was made by the LPA and no attemp t to avert 
 conflict between the draft NDP and  Wiltshire Council’s own emerging DPD (the content of which had not then been published and was unknown to the Steering 
 Group) was made.  
 
 This seems to be a failure on the part of the LPA to following Planning Practice Guidance including:  
 
 ‘A local planning authority should share evidence with those preparing the neighbourhood plan, in order for example, that every effort can be made to 
 meet identified local need through the neighbourhood planning process.’ (Reference ID: 41-043-20140306)  
 
 There is also some concern that the HSAP allocates very large areas of open green fields for development without fully considering all available brownfield 
 possibilities first.  Despite the re-development of some long-derelict sites within Trowbridge in recent years (e.g. St. Stephen’s Place), there are still a lot of vacant 
 plots (For example the Ashton Street Centre) which do not seem to have been taken account of in the calculations of how many homes, and hence how much 
 greenfield land is needed. This is regrettable, and casts doubt on the sustainability credentials of the HSAP.  
 
 Nevertheless, and notwithstanding the fact that the Housing Site Allocations Plan is not yet a material consideration and is not yet part of the Development Plan, the 
 Steering Group wants to create a positive plan and respond to the emerging HSAP. The following actions are therefore proposed:  
  
 Subsequent Actions: 

• Review the allocation of housing in the NDP 
• Amend Paragraph 4.9 of the NDP to improve clarity 
• Revise text with above information on windfalls.  
• Amend the references to the NPPF in paragraph 4.2 of the NDP and in the Scoping Report   
• Commission a Landscape Study to see what the implications of development in the Hilperton Gap (including the site off Elizabeth way) would be and decide 

whether a sufficient landscape setting ‘Gap’ could be maintained were such a scheme to go ahead.   
• Add a criteria-based housing policy to encourage housing development for local needs in accordance with local wishes to include a commitment by the Parish 

Council to engage with the developers of suitable windfall sites coming forward. 
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3.6 Paragraph 4.6 goes on to refer to Core Policy 29 and states: “The Policy does not foresee or require significant amounts of new housing to be 
 found outside Trowbridge beyond the Ashton Park Strategic Site, which will deliver both housing and employment. Indeed, of the original Core 
 Strategy requirement for 165 homes for the remainder of the plan period across the entire community area, the latest evidence, the Wiltshire 
 Housing Land Supply Statement (November 2016 and March 2017 update), indicates that this level of housing has already been delivered with a 
 zero requirement remaining.” 
 
3.7 For clarification, this statement will need to be reviewed for the following reasons: 
 

1. As outlined in Core Policy 29 set out above, 5,860 dwellings were required to be delivered which would involve Ashton Park, allocated for 
2,600 dwellings. An additional 960 dwellings should then be developed at the town once improved secondary school provision is in place 
towards the end of the plan period and there has been a further assessment of effects on protected bat species and their habitats to 
ensure that they are properly safeguarded. 

 
 Core Policy 29 goes on to state that “... Further land for housing development at Trowbridge will be identified in the Housing Site 

Allocations DPD. Greenfield housing sites in addition to the strategic sites will only be permitted once improved secondary school provision 
has been delivered as a result of the Ashton Park extension...” 

 
2. The requirement for 165 homes is across the “rest” of the Community Area and excludes the requirement the Principal Settlement of 

Trowbridge. 
 
  Response: Noted. Agreed to clarify. However, it is a pity that the WCS is not written in a clearer, more precise manner. In particular, the   

 implications of this policy for the community of Hilperton is not clearly spelt out – especially in relation to encouragement at 5.150 to   
 consider the Hilperton Gap. Most of the community did not understand previously what Wiltshire Council is now claiming.  

 
  Subsequent Action: Clarify Paragraph 4.6  
 

3.8 Similar concerns are expressed in relation to paragraph 4.9 which states: “In terms of housing, the needs of the local area are already substantially 
 met by existing strategic allocations, including the major urban extension of Trowbridge - Ashton Park. The WCS identifies just 165 additional 
 houses being required across the entire community area up until 2026. More recent evidence (see Scoping Report) shows that this 
 requirement has already been met. Additionally, the Parish Housing Needs Survey (HNS) indicated only a low level of demand for affordable 
 housing and a separate Site Allocations DPD is under preparation. Given this context, and the ‘Large Village’ status of Hilperton in the 
 Settlement Hierarchy established in Core Policies 1 and 2, there appears to be little need for significant additional housing development in 
 Hilperton, and certainly not much of an imperative to allocate more sites in a Neighbourhood Plan.” 
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3.9 The requirement for the rest of the Trowbridge Community Area has been met, this is correct. However, the figures are indicative and provide 
 flexibility so that there is the opportunity for neighbourhood plans to deliver local needs. Local needs have been identified within the parish. 
 Additional housing at Trowbridge in the region of some 960 dwellings was always intended to be identified through the Wiltshire Housing Site 
 Allocations Plan (draft Sites Plan). Indeed, the draft Sites Plan, due to be published for public consultation on 14 July 2017, does propose to 
 allocate numerous sites around the town, including land at Elizabeth Way (Policy H2.3 for 205 dwellings). 
 
3.10 The scoping report should also be amended in the light of the comments above, particularly at paragraphs 5.6 and 5.9. The WCS states that open 
 countryside should be maintained to protect the character and identity of the villages surrounding Trowbridge, including Hilperton. However, the 
 WCS should be read as a whole. This need to provide housing land to meet the remaining requirement of Trowbridge needs to be balanced 
 with the need to protect the identity of Large Villages, some loss of countryside will be unavoidable. 
 
  Response: This is now understood. Agree to revise text to make it clearer.  
  But, to say that the Wiltshire Core Strategy should be read as a whole is stating the obvious, and does not excuse inadequate and confused 

 drafting. It is appreciated that the Core Strategy had a difficult evolution which required numerous re-writes and changes of strategy (as the lengthy 
 correspondence between the Council and the Planning Inspectorate shows) nevertheless it would be refreshing if future documents could be written 
 in plainer English with more logical layout and cross referencing. In particular, the implications of Core Policy 29 are not sufficiently clear for the `
 parishes immediately next to Trowbridge. The text reads as if the land will be found from within Trowbridge and not from Hilperton and other 
 communities. Why for example was the sentence: 

  ‘..This need to provide housing land to meet the remaining requirement of Trowbridge needs to be balanced with the need to protect the identity of 
 Large Villages, some loss of countryside will be unavoidable’ 

  Not included close to paragraph 5.150, or why were they not at least linked? There are some in the community who feel that, while Wilshire Council 
 may have known that this was the case, it was left out to avoid stirring up opposition. There was absolutely no appreciation by the community that, as 
 the LPA response now says: ‘some loss  of countryside is inevitable’, even less that this might mean the Hilperton Gap..  

  Subsequent Action: Revise Text of NDP to comply with this comment, including at 4.9 and Scoping report at 5.6 and 5.9. 
 

Policies of the Plan 
3.11 Comments are made in respect of the following policies at this time: 
 
3.12 Policy 1 - Landscape setting: the policy essentially seeks to preserve the existing greenfield land between the built-up edge of Trowbridge and 
 Hilperton village. This approach conflicts with the WCS which requires further growth at Trowbridge as outlined in Core Policies 2 and 29. The 
 whole of the Hilperton Gap is not protected in the WCS. Part of the land within this area is the subject of an allocation in the draft Sites Plan as 
 mentioned above and would still protect the character and identity of Hilperton. 
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  Response: Understood. The policy is intended to take forward Paragraph 5.150. However, clearly the NDP must be in general conformity with the 
 development plan. Even though the HSAP is not yet part of the Development Plan, the Steering Group recognises the need to avoid conflict that 
 could arise later. A professional landscape appraisal will be commissioned to assess the Gap and whether the proposed HSAP site H2.3 could be 
 accommodated within it. This would mean sacrificing some of what the community holds dear in order to create a robust policy to protect the most  
 important. It is felt that such a sacrifice, in the strategic interest and to help deliver sustainable development should be regarded as 
 ‘planning positively’ as required by the NPPF.  

 
  Subsequent Action 
  Retain policy but gather further evidence and consider modification. 

  
3.13 There are a number of concerns relating to the evidence which supports this policy and the retention of the whole of the Hilperton Gap. For 
 example, the Wiltshire Open Space Study and its specific relevance to the Hilperton Gap is not clear and the landscape appraisal undertaken does 
 not appear to reflect best practice and guidance. 
 
 Response: It is indeed difficult for communities to match the resources of a Local Planning Authority, or a developer, both of which are now 
 deployed to bring about development in the Hilperton Gap, an area which has been special to the local community for many years as is 
 emphasised by the community engagement for the NDP. At the time of production of the early draft (prior to the HSAP during the site selection for 
 which the Neighbourhood Plan team were not consulted) the evidence was considered to be adequate. However, mindful of this rather late criticism, 
 the Steering Group has commissioned a professional Landscape Architect to create a report assessing the Gap, the potential for development there 
 and the value of its preservation. The Steering Group has a positive, but measured attitude to development; it seeks to accommodate necessary 
 growth, but to balance this with preservation of the environment. It also needs to reflect the views of the community – otherwise what is the point of 
 Localism? 
 
 Subsequent Action:  
 Produce and consider professional Landscape Report. Consider impacts of proposed HSAP site in more detail and whether this could be accepted 
 without harm to the overall strategy of the NDP and desire to protect a workable setting ‘Gap’.  
 
3.14 The statement in paragraph 10.8 of the supporting text to Policy 1 that ‘Development in the Gap would impact negatively on the bats...’ conflict with 
 the findings of the HRA which states that: ‘Housing development at the Hilperton Gap could lead to impacts...’. The draft HNP contains no policies or 
 specific measures in relation to habitat enhancement in order to be able to justify the statement that such measures would benefit or protect the bats. 
 
 Response: 
 Understood. However, the concern for the Bats reflects the comments of the Council’s own Ecologist.  
 
 The Ecologist said in her HRA: 
 ‘Housing development at the Hilperton Gap could lead to impacts on the Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC alone if on-site habitats used by SAC bat 
 species for foraging, commuting or roosting are adversely affected by development. In combination with other schemes, development can be 
 expected to contribute to recreational pressure in woodlands in the SE of Trowbridge. Which are used by SAC bats for roosting’. The Ecologists 
 Report is given here as Appendix 7. Furthermore, with regards to whether habitat enhancement would be beneficial, the County Ecologist stated: 
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 ‘Restoration of hedgerows and trees could contribute positively by enhancing habitat used by bats which are features of the Bath and Bradford on 
 Avon Bat SAC’. 
  
 ‘Habitat Management for Bats’ (a JNCC and Defra publication) was written in 2001, but is still relevant. With regards to Bechstein’s Bat it says of 
 habitat management to benefit the bats:  
  
 ‘Maintain broadleaved woodland. If trees must be removed, fell selectively.  Maintain tree lines and hedgerows to link woodland blocks. Enhance 
 links between woodland and any known hibernation sites.  Retain old trees in woodland to provide potential roost sites.’  
 
 It is appreciated that the Hilperton Gap is not the primary habitat of Bechstein’s Bat, which is a woodland species. However, part of the problem 
 that all species have is that human activity fragments habitat, making foraging and breeding harder. The Habitat enhancement that the NDP has in 
 mind would specifically be aimed to link up wooded areas and hedgerows, thereby enriching the area (for example by planting and landscaping that 
 would encourage prey animals like insects, ideally by creating a pond (Bechstein’s Bats are rarely found far from water). It was this evidence that  the 
 policy is relying on.  
 
 It is also noteworthy that English Nature supported the care that the NDP has taken regarding these creatures, saying:  
 ‘We very much welcome the recognition given to the bats related to the Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC in the policy relating to Landscape Setting, 
 and para 10.20’ (See English Nature Response above). 
 
 Subsequent Action:  
 Replace ‘Would’ with ‘Could’ in Paragraph 10.8 of the draft NDP.  
 Make clearer evidence base in NDP as above. 
 
3.15 Finally, there appears to be a lack of recognition that the land is in private ownership with limited access restricted largely to public rights of way 
 across the site and not the wider land. 
 Response: This is understood, but is not seen to undermine policy. It is precisely the network of footpaths that are so valuable. In addition, the 
 preservation of space as a setting to preserve rural identity is a function that is unrelated to land ownership.  
 
3.16 Policy 2 – Design: The policy relates to design which also extends to heritage assets. Accordingly, paragraphs 126-141 of the NPPF should be 
 referred to in the context/references table as well as legislation relating to Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas. 

 
3.17 The Village Design Statement (VDS) was prepared prior to the publication of the NPPF and Planning Policy Guidance. The review for the draft 
 HNP appears to focus more around landscape aspects than design and the historic environment. In addition, its review is embedded within 
 the scoping report such that it would assist is a separate update could be prepared to provide clarification and transparency. For this reason, the 
 VDS should only form one element of compliance as Core Policy 57 provides more detailed guidance in respect of this. 
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 Response: Disagree. The VDS stands on its own and covers heritage as well as landscape issues. The community feels that this still represents 
 good guidance and is moreover, locally derived and locally relevant, which the Core Policy quoted is not. Note that Historic England supported 
 the policy in their comments: ‘You will see that we expressed pleasure at the value placed by the community on its locally distinctive historic 
 character and the policies which had been drafted to protect and enhance it. I am pleased to be able to take the opportunity to reiterate that view’. 

  Subsequent Action: Consider a future review of the VDS. Refer to 126-141 of the NPPF in the context/references table  
 
 
3.18 Policy 5 – Local economy, jobs and tourism: further clarification could be provided in respect of where comprises an “appropriate area” of the 
 Parish. The definition of brownfield land (previously developed land) does not extend to agricultural land and buildings6It should be noted that the 
 Town and Country Planning (Permitted Development) Order 1995 7permits the temporary use of land for up to 28 days in respect of land that 
 could be used as campsites for tents (but excluding caravans and motor homes.) Accordingly, this aspect of the policy should be considered 
 further since it would have implications for permitted development rights. 

 
 Response: Agee to clarify / develop further. 
 Subsequent Action:  Revise Policy 
 
3.19 The draft HNP approach to garden-based offices is noted; however, clarification is sought in respect of the relationship with permitted 
 development rights which permit ancillary buildings to dwelling houses without the proposed volume controls. 
 
 Response: 
 Agree. This is an aspirational policy that requires more development.  
 Subsequent Action:  
 Revise / Develop Policy to reflect PD rights or delete.  
 

3.20 In relation to the conversion of retail premises including pubs and garages to residential use, further clarification might want to be explored in relation 
 to evidence to demonstrate that the retail use is no longer viable. Garages do not always fall within a retail use class so the wording might require 
 further consideration. In some circumstances the conversion might bring about benefits to the community such as affordable uses, s106/CIL 
 contributions. Do you want these benefits to be excluded and the determining factor rest solely on viability? 
  
 Response: The desire of the community is to preserve these facilities and this is more valuable to them than the small benefits they would derive 
 from conversion to housing.  For example, these facilities provide places to meet and support community cohesion while improving self-
 containment through reduction in the need to travel.  

  Subsequent Action: Review policy wording.  
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   Informal community action policies 
3.21 This section clearly explains that the neighbourhood planning process has helped to identify issues that, while they are not appropriate for 
 inclusion within planning policy, are important to the community that may be taken up as actions by the parish council, community and other 
 partners. It is noted that this section identifies who needs to be involved to achieve these non-planning policies and that the actions indicated 
 support the intentions behind the land-use policies. 
 6 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/annex-2-glossary 
 7 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1995/418/schedule/2/made 

 Monitoring 
3.22 This section sets out how monitoring will inform the parish council on the effectiveness of the neighbourhood plan and provide an indication of the need 
 for any amendments or review. In any case, it is recommended that the plan is reviewed periodically. In addition to monitoring the effectiveness of the 
 existing policies, it would be useful to review the evidence base to ensure that it remains up to date, and whether any new evidence indicates the need 
 for policy amendments. 

 
 Scoping Report 
4.1 The Scoping Report is extensive and draws upon a wealth of evidence published as part of the WCS. Soon to be published evidence in relation 
 to the draft Sites Plan should also be considered to inform the draft HNP. 
 
 Response: This will be included if published in time. However, submission of the plan is imminent. Why was this evidence not made available to 
 the Steering Group earlier?  
 Subsequent Action: incorporate HSAP evidence if appropriate (although note this is a draft document and not part of the Development Plan).  
 
4.2 Concerns in relation to the evidence relating to landscape and the use of evidence such as the Wiltshire Open Space Study published in 2015 
 has been highlighted above. The results of the HNS and current Housing Register do not appear to be taken forward despite being identified as a 
 community well-being and health theme. 
  
 Response: This repeats comments made earlier in the response.  
 Subsequent Action: See earlier sections for plan response to these charges.  
 
4.3 In relation to paragraph 6.6, for information, the Wiltshire and Swindon Landscape Conservation Framework “Landscape Biodiversity Areas” was 

 completed in July 2013 and is currently available through the WSBRC website8. 
 
 Response: Noted. We are aware of this. 
 Subsequent Action: Read, absorb and incorporate into.  
 

http://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/annex-2-glossary
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1995/418/schedule/2/made
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4.4 The statement “Protection of the Hilperton Gap would protect the foraging area of Bechstein’s Bat and the Greater Horseshoe Bat” is misleading 
 as it has not been proven that Bechstein’s or Greater Horseshoe bats use the Hilperton Gap. While the Gap lies within the range that both 
 species may be expected to travel from their core roosts, there are no records for either species in the WSBRC database. The only known bat 
 surveys undertaken in this area were those for the Hilperton Relief Road in 2002. Although neither Bechstein’s nor greater horseshoe were 
 recorded, both of these species are difficult to detect using the survey methods which prevailed at that time. 
 8http://www.wsbrc.org.uk/images/2013/8/LandscapeConser.pdf,  4.6 Notwithstanding the above, recommendation 1 in the HRA9 could be tightened up to reflect the need to ensure that any development 

coming forward for the Gap respects habitat used by these SAC features.9 HRA of Hilperton Neighbourhood Development Plan SEA Screening Draft, Hilperton Parish 2017 – 2026 (LK/V1/17.03.17) 
 
4.5 Due to the nature of habitats present and encircling urbanisation it seems unlikely the Gap would constitute a significant resource for Bechstein’s 
 bats. This would not exclude the possibility of it being used by one or two individuals for foraging on a periodic basis and it is even possible that if 
 suitable trees exist, these could be used as occasional day roosts. Greater horseshoes have been recorded commuting along hedgerows near 
 The Grange in Hilperton and it is possible that flight routes extend through the Gap and that grassland and hedgerows are used for foraging. It is 
 by no means certain therefore that the NP provides an “opportunity” to protect the habitat of these species. 
 

 Response: This seems hard to square with the Council’s own HRA of the Hilperton NDP by the County Ecologist (Appendix 7). This stated: 
 ‘It is possible that habitat within The Gap is used by SAC bat species for foraging, commuting and roosting. There is a risk therefore that development 
 could adversely affect bat habitat by, for example, direct habitat loss, degradation through light spill or deterioration due to change in management. 
 Residential development in The Gap also has the potential to lead to increased recreational use of Green Lane and Biss Woods and potentially 
 Pickett and Clanger Woods, all of which are known to support maternity colonies of Bechstein’s bats.   
 
 Recent development at Castlemead demonstrates recreational pressure could be having an adverse impact on this sensitive bat species through 
 damage to roosts and foraging habitat as well as through increased activity such as the presence of dogs and people, noise, informal fires etc. While 
 recreational pressure from any single development is unlikely to trigger impacts, there is a significant risk that the combined pressure from proposed 
 development around Trowbridge would cause a gradual reduction in both breeding success and use of the woodlands by this bat species. There is an 
 added concern that, as The Gap is already used by local people for recreation, particularly dog-walking, development within it could cause current 
 users to go elsewhere, including to woodlands on the SE edge of Trowbridge. 
 
 New development could therefore potentially lead to impacts both alone and in-combination with other schemes. For new development to be able to 
 come forward it would be necessary to be able to demonstrate, beyond reasonable scientific doubt, that there would be no adverse effects on the 
 SAC. Any loss in recreational area would need to be accompanied by a scheme which demonstrated an appropriate increase in the recreational 
 carrying capacity of the Trowbridge area which at the same time did not increase use of the SE woodlands’.  
 
 How does Wiltshire’s advocacy for the HSAP site off Elizabeth Way fit with this?! The two seem to contradict each other. It seems far more likely that 
 a policy of protecting the gap would benefit biodiversity, including this rare bat. Additionally, Natural England seems to disagree with the LPA:  

  ‘We very much welcome the recognition given to the bats related to the Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC in the policy relating to Landscape Setting, 
 and para 10.20’. (Consultation Response to NDP).   

http://www.wsbrc.org.uk/images/2013/8/LandscapeConser.pdf
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  Subsequent Action: Make clear support for this policy from County Ecologist and Natural England.   
 

4.6  Notwithstanding the above, recommendation 1 in the HRA9 could be tightened up to reflect the need to ensure that any development coming forward 
 for the Gap respects habitat used by these SAC features.  
 Response: Noted. This does seem rather tortuous argument, with the evidence being twisted to support two opposing views.  
 Subsequent Action: None. 
 

Responses from individuals and organisations 
 

Type Date On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 

individual 10-Jun self, resident in 
Hilperton 

Concerned that policies on Hedges and verges are not strong enough.  
Revised wording suggested - See scanned document 

Noted. However, it is not felt that this would add any 
significant value to existing WCS policies. No change 
proposed.  
 

Agent 28-Jun Barton Willmore, 
101 Victoria 
Street, Bristol, 

Pointing out that our policy for the Gap is now in conflict with the land 
allocation approved by WC in the DPD approved by cabinet on 20th 
June. They advise that we should revise our Policy 1 on the lines: 
"Land to the South of Elizabeth Way has been identified for allocation 
by the Wiltshire Housing Sites Allocation DPD which will help meet the 
housing need in the trowbridge Community Area".  

The DPD has been approved for consultation and 
is at an early stage. It is not yet a part of the 
Development Plan and is not yet a material 
consideration. Timeframes quoted are inaccurate. 
Likely that the NDP will be advanced well before 
the DPD becomes part of the Development Plan. 
Nevertheless, the landscape policy is under review 
pending a landscape report on the advice of the 
planning consultant working for the Steering Group.   

Group 31-May Hilperton Gap 
Action Group 

Comments in support of the policy over the gap with additional 
supporting evidence complied by HGAG.  
Suggest we allocate the land in the Gap for recreation 
 
 
Reference evolution of policy over time.  
 
 
 
Neighbourhood Plan should reference number shown in Wiltshire 
Open Space Study 
 

The PC does not own the land, and allocation for 
recreation would not seem appropriate. This is not to say 
however that the area is not significant for recreation – it 
is – informally.  
 
Disagree. There is a need to keep the document as 
compact as possible. Referencing the source is 
sufficient. 
 
Disagree. There is a need to keep the document as 
compact as possible. Referencing the source is 
sufficient. 
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Type Date On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 
Ecologist 23-May Senior 

Ecologist, 
Wiltshire 
Council 

Request that the wording of policies Landscape Setting, 
Sustainable Transport and Local economy, jobs and 
tourism be amended by text drafted by the County 
Ecologist to ensure the protection of bats.  
 
The advice from the Steering Group’s planning consultant 
was that incorporating the suggested wording into the 
actual policy text was not necessary, or good practice. The 
Steering Group agrees. There is no argument about the 
need to protect the bats. However, planning policy cannot 
require compliance with other legislation and should 
concern itself with strictly land-use matters only.   
See e-mail correspondence as Appendix 7 

Retain original approach; i.e. include wording by Ecologist, but 
keep in supporting text and not main policy text.  
 
Note that this approach is not criticised by Natural England 
in their Reg. 14 response (see tables above) Indeed, they 
support the NDP as written.  
 
It is curious that the HRA response to the NDP from the County 
Ecologist seems to conflict with the later decision by Wiltshire 
Council to promote a housing development in the Gap. 

Agent 30-Jun Chris@plannin
gsphere.co.uk, 
Director 

Acting for Ashford Homes who wish to develop 24 houses on a 
site adjacent to 304b Marsh Road (the Garden Centre). They 
want our support to get planning permission which has been 
rejected on various grounds in the past. 

The NDP is supportive of ‘windfall’ housing of appropriate scale 
and in the right location. A new policy will be added to 
emphasise this. There is no shortage of interest, certainly 
enough to meet the local need for affordable housing.  
 
Additionally, it should also be remembered that much of the 
justification for the Sites DPD is the failure of Ashton Park to be 
delivered on time. However, there is no certainty that this delay 
will continue as long as expected; what for example will be the 
impact of the conclusion of Brexit negotiations on market 
confidence? This is less that 2 years away. The delivery of 
Ashton Park would provide a huge number of homes nearby, 
exceeding any possible local need in Hilperton.  
 
In terms of this site, there have been a number of unsuccessful 
planning applications for this plot the main objections being it 
would require a change of use from employment to housing.  
 
The garden centre is a well-liked and supported business 
appropriate to its setting. The SG supports local employment in 
the NDP and this proposal would conflict with that aim. At its 
meeting on 10th July 2017   the Steering group  decided not 
to include any support for this application within the NDP. 

mailto:Chris@planningsphere.co.uk
mailto:Chris@planningsphere.co.uk
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Type Date  On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 
individual 29-

Jun 
jeangrayshon@gmail.com', 
self, resident in Hilperton 

A number of comments regarding land use  
 
Neglected hedgerows can be good for wildlife.  
 
 
 
 
Emphasise good views more, especially the Gap.  

Mention solar farm as requested.  
 
Disagree. Neglect in this case means gaps 
and lack of species diversity. Well maintained 
hedgerows are better for biodiversity that 
those in poor condition. 
 
Landscape appraisal has been ordered. 

individual 30-
Jun 

self, resident in Hilperton. 
ate.j.hayes@btopenworld.com 

Support: This is a well thought out and comprehensive 
document covering all the issues raised at the initial 
meeting - congratulations. 

Noted. 

Agent 30-
Jun 

Frampton’s. 
Louise Steele.  
Associate Director 
 Acting for  
HGT Developments LLP 
(“HGT”) and Richard 
Brown  
(Seeking to develop in the 
Hilperton Gap) 

Formal response to Reglation14 Consultation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1) The Draft Neighbourhood Plan does not meet 
the basic conditions under paragraph 8(2) of 
Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990. 

The language of this response is emotive 
and the approach somewhat over-
enthusiastic in trying to find fault with as 
much of the plan as possible. This does 
not seem entirely professional or likely to 
be helpful in planning positively for the 
area. 
 
The quoting of legislation and regulation 
seems designed not to inform or argue, 
but to intimidate. It is to be regretted that 
the developer did not approach the 
Steering Group with their scheme after 
the initial community engagement, which 
was well publicised, since it would have 
been quite willing to engage in dialogue.  
Nevertheless, the response has been 
carefully considered in its entirety.  
 
Disagree. This will be demonstrated in 
the Basic Conditions Statement.  

mailto:kate.j.hayes@btopenworld.co
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Type Date  On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 
Agent 30-Jun Frampton’s. 

Louise Steele.  
Associate Director 
 Acting for  
HGT Developments LLP 
(“HGT”) and Richard Brown  
(Seeking to develop in 
the Hilperton Gap) 

(2) In particular, Draft Policy 1: Landscape Setting seeks to 
pre-empt and circumvent the DWHSAP by excluding from 
development a site now proposed for allocation 
 
3) The Draft Neighbourhood Plan is therefore seeking 
directly to frustrate the achievement of sustainable 
development, by impeding the delivery of strategic needs, 
directly contrary to NPPF 16 and 185, and the PPG 
Neighbourhood Planning Chapter (almost none of which 
have been referred to within the supporting text of the 
Draft Plan.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The DPD is not yet part of the 
Development Plan It contains proposals 
not policies.  
 
Since the NDP documents pre-date the 
DPD it is difficult to see how they can be 
trying to ‘pre-empt or circumvent’ it. The 
draft was produced without the benefit of 
consultation by the LPA with the Steering 
Group, and the site was unknown to 
them. 
 
 
The intention is to take forward WCS 
paragraph 5.150, which the NDP is 
entitled to do.  
 
There are numerous references 
throughout the NDP and Scoping Report 
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Type Date  On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 
Agent 30-Jun Frampton’s. 

Louise Steele.  
Associate Director 
 Acting for  
HGT Developments LLP 
(“HGT”) and Richard 
Brown  
(Seeking to develop in 
the Hilperton Gap) 

(4) The evidence base underlying the plan and in 
particular Draft Policy 1 is deficient and does not have 
anything approaching the robust quality required by the 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG 41-0042). 
 
 
(5) There are marked deficiencies in the assessment 
documentation provided for the purposes of the 
Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitats 
Regulations Assessment processes, giving rise to 
significant legal flaws, including a breach of basic 
condition 8(2)(f). 
 
6) There is no evidence that the Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan and the DWHSAP have together been the subject 
of the necessary detailed discussion with the Local 
Planning Authority’s Officers, required pursuant to 
paragraph 3 of Schedule 4B and PPG 41-009 and 41-
040. 

Disagree. The respondent does not seem to 
have read the Scoping Report.  
In terms of landscape evidence, on the advice 
of the Steering Group’s planning consultant, it 
has been decided to commission a report.  
 
No. The procedures were correctly followed 
by Wiltshire Council. No SEA is required and 
the HRA recommendations have been 
incorporated into the supporting text of the 
Plan.  
 
 
The respondent seems unaware of the 
Consultation Statement. The Steering Group 
however would have appreciated direct 
consultation by Wiltshire Council on the DPD 
sites at the site selection stage. The SG first 
became aware of the sites when the HSAP 
was published on July 10th – long after it had 
been developing its policies.  
 
In December 2016, a copy of the NDP was 
supplied to the LPA when it was Screened for Sea 
and HRA. Despite containing a map clearly 
showing the intention to create a ‘Gap’ policy, 
including its geographical extent, no comment was 
made by the LPA and no attempt to avert conflict 
between the draft NDP and Wiltshire Council’s own 
emerging HSAP (the content of which had not then 
been published and was unknown to the Steering 
Group) was made.  
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Type Date  On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 
Agent 30-Jun Frampton’s. 

Louise Steele.  
Associate Director 
 Acting for  
HGT Developments LLP 
(“HGT”) and Richard Brown  
(Seeking to develop in 
the Hilperton Gap) 

(7) The Draft Neighbourhood Plan cannot lawfully or 
practically be submitted for examination in advance of 
the examination of the DWHSAP, as it has an 
allocation that contradicts and effectively seeks to 
ignore Wiltshire Council’s detailed site assessment 
process. Proceeding to submission would be a serious 
error in respect of the neighbourhood plan process. 
 
(8) The authors of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan must 
therefore remove Policy 1 before the plan can proceed 
any further through preparation stages.  
 
 
 
(9) In the present circumstances, given the centrality of 
the Policy 1, submission of the Neighbourhood Plan 
should await the completion of the statutory 
examination of the DWHSAP before proceeding to a 
further Regulation 14 Consultation on a revised Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
1.8 Please note in the light of the above flaws we 
are now making a formal Freedom of Information 
Request pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act 
2000, in respect of all e-mail correspondence with 
Wiltshire Council’s Officers, as referred to but not 
supplied under paragraph 1.13 of the Consultation 
Statement. This is set out further below in the last 
section before the Conclusion.  

Disagree. There is nothing in the Regulations 
that prevents submission in advance of an 
emerging DPD.  
 
The site selection process of the HSAP has 
not been ignored.  
 
 
It is not for this respondent, with a clear 
vested interest to determine the policies of the 
NDP. The Policy will not be withdrawn. 
 
However, a landscape appraisal will be 
obtained to better inform the policy approach. 
 
No. There is no legal requirement for this. The 
Plan will proceed to submission as soon as 
possible.  
 
 
 
 
Noted, although it is not clear how this will 
help the proper planning of the area.  
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Type Date  On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 
Agent 30-Jun Frampton’s. 

Louise Steele.  
Associate Director 
 Acting for  
HGT Developments LLP 
(“HGT”) and Richard Brown  
(Seeking to develop in 
the Hilperton Gap) 

Various other comments follow denigrating the quality 
of the NDP and its preparation. It is not necessary to 
address all of these here. However: 
 
Overall, the text of the Regulation 14 document still 
reads in many places as being a draft document…, 
 
There are a number of sentences and phrases that do 
not have the requisite formal character and precision 
required of a plan document of this nature.  
 
 
 
The Introduction commences with a few short 
statements as to the level of public interest. It does not 
provide a complete or adequate summary of the 
current development plan position and the emerging 
development plan document position. This is generally 
essential in neighbourhood plan documents of this 
kind, and its omission here is to say the least 
surprising. 
 
At paragraph 2.4, the plan period is stated to be 10 
years between 2017-2026, to match the Core Strategy 
 
 
 
 
 
 

These comments are by and large unfounded 
and based on an aggressively partisan 
position.  
 
That would be because it is a draft 
document…. 
 
Disagree. The document has to strike a 
balance between being a serviceable planning 
document and remaining accessible to the 
community that created it. There is no 
prescribed formula covering the stylistic points 
raised. 
 
This is provided in the NDP and in the 
Scoping Report, which the respondent seems 
to be unaware of. There is no requirement to 
put this information into the introduction.  
 
 
 
 
This is a logical position.  
 
Given the Regulations permit an NDP to 
emerge prior to a Local Plan even existing 
(the Local Plan for the Area in Question is the 
WCS which is current), there is clearly no 
requirement for an NDP to wait for the 
production of the HSAP.  
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Type Date  On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 
Agent 30-Jun Frampton’s. 

Louise Steele.  
Associate Director 
 Acting for  
HGT Developments LLP 
(“HGT”) and Richard Brown  
(Seeking to develop in 
the Hilperton Gap) 

There are various comments concerning the evidence 
base which indicate that the respondent is unaware of 
the Scoping Report.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Further comments seek to attack the credibility of the 
plan and its likelihood or otherwise to pass the Basic 
Conditions.  
 
 
However, paragraph 4.1 and 4.2 notably omit reference 
to NPPF 16 and 184-186, the main neighbourhood 
planning paragraphs in NPPF. They also provide no 
reference to NPPF 47 within the NPPF Housing 
chapter. 
 
 
 
 
Paragraph 4.6 is wrong to suggest that Policy 29 alone 
did not envisage further allocations. 
 
The WCS does not acknowledge “the Hilperton Gap” 
as “a particular issue for Hilperton” 

Generally, these comments are inaccurate 
(for example the statement that ‘a 
Neighbourhood Plan cannot constrain a 
strategic Site in the Local Plan’ (the sites in 
the DPD are proposals and subject to 
consultation not part of the development plan 
- – however this respondent seems to think 
their adoption is a foregone conclusion). 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group is 
well aware of the basic Conditions and is 
confident that the Hilperton NDP will comply.  
 
 
It is not necessary for the NDP to quote every 
piece of legislation or regulation in order to 
demonstrate either awareness or compliance. 
However, where appropriate the references 
indicated will be incorporated within the plan. 
In terms of 184-186 the respondent misquotes 
this and presumably refers to 183-185.  
 
 
This was not the intention and the wording will 
be reconsidered.   
 
 
The text is written from the point of view of 
Hilperton and its plan. The WCS clearly does 
indicate this is an issue for villages including 
Hilperton at paragraph 5.150, where 
neighbourhood plans are invited to consider 
the issues. The NDP accepts this invitation.   
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Type Date  On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 
Agent 30-Jun Frampton’s. 

Louise Steele.  
Associate Director 
 Acting for  
HGT Developments LLP 
(“HGT”) and Richard Brown  
(Seeking to develop in 
the Hilperton Gap) 

Paragraph 4.9 proceeds on the basis that there is no need 
for further market and affordable housing in this area. 
 

1.1 Paragraph 4.16 refers to the Open Spaces Study 

(2015), but this document makes no reference to “the 

Hilperton Gap”, and has no bearing on its development 

plan status. 

 
1.2 Chapter 5 contains a number of assertions as to the 

geographical context that are at odds with the best 

available professional evidence, comprised within the 

Design and Access Statement and the Landscape and 

Visual Appraisal submitted with the Planning 

Application, and as now supplemented by the Council’s 

DWSAP Community Paper recoding the Site 

Assessment exercise. 

 
 
 

1.3  

This is not what the plan says when read as a 
whole.  
 
The document covers the area within which 
the Gap is located. It is applicable.  
 
 
 
 
 
To disagree with the application supported by 
the respondent is not necessarily a fault.  
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Type Date  On behalf of 1.4 Comment Summary Plan Response 

Agent 30-Jun Frampton’s. 
Louise Steele.  
Associate Director 
 Acting for  
HGT Developments LLP 
(“HGT”) and Richard Brown  
(Seeking to develop in 
the Hilperton Gap) 

1.5 Paragraphs 5.10 and 5.11 are strongly disputed. The 

Hilperton Gap has some qualities of “openness” being 

free from development. However, it is an exaggeration 

to describe it as performing a significant separation role 

between rural and urban areas. The practical position is 

that residents are already well aware of development 

being present on both sides due to the relative proximity 

of the Trowbridge and Hilperton developments at this 

point. 

1.6  

Various comments are made about Policy 1.  

 

 

The SEA and HRA are criticised.  
1.7 Box 1(a) states: “The draft plan is not allocating any sites for 

development. All draft policies will be in general conformity 

with policies in the Core Strategy as to what development is 

permitted and where.”    This is no longer the case, allocations 

are coming forward, with which Policy 1 conflicts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Disagree. This is not the view of the WCS 
(paragraph 5.150) nor that of local residents. 
Further evidence will be produced to support 
the NDP.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy 1 is under review on the advice of the 
Steering Group’s planning consultant. The 
comments are noted. 
 
The SEA and HRA were carried out by 
qualified staff at Wiltshire Council and the 
planning consultant employed by the Steering 
group believes these to be sound. Often the 
criticisms seem to be based on the ‘shotgun’ 
principle; throw enough at the target and 
some of it is bound to hit’. However, the shots 
are somewhat wild and often not supported by 
facts.  
 
The comment to the left for example is 
patently incorrect. The emergence of the DPD 
does not make this statement incorrect.  
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Type Date  On behalf of 1.8 Comment Summary Plan Response 

Agent 30-Jun Frampton’s. 
Louise Steele.  
Associate Director 
 Acting for  
HGT Developments LLP 
(“HGT”) and Richard Brown  
(Seeking to develop in 
the Hilperton Gap) 

There are a number of arguments aimed at the 

Consultation Statement. For example: 

 

1.9  

1.10 The consultation was conducted some way in advance 

of the emergence of the Site Allocations Document, thus 

depriving individuals of the ability to comment on the 

Neighbourhood Plan fully informed as to the position at 

Local Plan level. 

 

The Consultation Statement  
was published in the interests of 
transparency, although there was no need to 
do so at this stage 
 
 
This comment, like some of the others, seems 
to be desperately seeking to damage the plan, 
even if the reasoning is patently illogical.  
 
It also seems focused on the policy 
arguments typical of a professional planning 
consultant working for a developer and not on 
how neighbourhood planning actually works at 
a community level.  
 
The early community engagement took place 
when it did because this was when the plan 
happened to emerge. It is not reasonable to 
suppose that the Steering Group should have 
not proceeded simply because of the 
emergence of some document in the future. 
Besides which, the early community 
engagement was designed to find out what 
people thought, in their own terms and not 
simply with reference to planning documents. 
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Type Date  On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 
Agent 30-Jun Frampton’s. 

Louise Steele.  
Associate Director 
 Acting for  
HGT Developments LLP 
(“HGT”) and Richard Brown  
(Seeking to develop in 
the Hilperton Gap) 

There are a number of criticisms of the Housing Needs 
Survey. For example: 
 
 
This January 2017 document is based upon data that 
was initially collected in the summer of 2016, with only 
a 25.9% response rate or 521 replies. As Section 4, 
fifth bullet point (Consultation Statement, page 54) 
records these views cannot be representative of the full 
village population. They shed no light at all on the 
needs of those in Trowbridge. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan takes no steps to provide for 
affordable housing through allocations. It is entirely 
reliant upon reference to CP 44 under Policy 1. Even 
on its own terms, the Draft Neighbourhood Plan 
therefore makes no effort to grapple with identified 
affordable housing need. 
 
 
 
 
 

Again, these criticisms have an air of 
desperation about them. A response rate of 
over 25% is actually quite respectable for this 
kind of survey.  
 
Witness also the last line. A rural Housing 
Needs Survey is not designed or supposed to 
consider the needs of a built-up area. The 
scope of this survey was very properly 
confined to the needs of the plan area.  
 
 
There was only a luke-warm response to 
housing allocation in the early community 
engagement and at that time (Pre-HSAP) it 
seemed that need would largely be met 
through existing schemes.  
 
On the advice of the Steering Group’s 
planning consultant, and unconnected with 
this response, it is already intended to modify 
this policy stance, making it clear that the 
community is not opposed to suitable housing 
development and seeking ways to facilitate 
this.  
 
The Steering Group has noted the concerns 
expressed in relation to this issue.  
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Type Date  On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 
Agent 30-Jun Frampton’s. 

Louise Steele.  
Associate Director 
 Acting for  
HGT Developments LLP 
(“HGT”) and Richard Brown  
(Seeking to develop in 
the Hilperton Gap) 

Freedom of Information 
In light of the seriousness of the present matter, we ask 
that the Parish Council provide all e-mails exchanged 
with the Local Planning Authority’s Officers (Link 
Officer, SEA Officer and LPA Ecologist, and any other 
Officers or Local Councillors) from the date of 
agreement of the area designation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
 

There is really no need to go to this length 
simply to try and undermine the NDP. 
Besides, the Steering Group itself agrees that 
better co-ordination should have existed 
between the emerging HSAP and the NDP. A 
copy of the NDP was sent to the LPA in 
December 2016 but at no time until their Reg 
14 response did they indicate that this 
presented a problem for their HSAP.  
 
 
No specific level of consultation between a 
Neighbourhood Plan Group and LPA is 
specified in the Regulations. It does not 
therefore seem reasonable to assume that the 
number or content of emails would be helpful. 
 
It is a matter for the Parish Council and 
Wiltshire Council to decide whether they wish 
to respond to this request. 
 
 
The conclusion repeats the allegation made 
earlier in the response and have been 
responded to above. The content is duly 
noted.  

individual 30-Jun peterhayes32@btopenworld. 
com, Hilperton resident 

Support: The draft Hilperton Neighbourhood plan is a well 
thought through document, which if adopted with provide 
guidelines for the future of the village. I fully support the 
document. 
 

Noted 
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Type Date  On behalf of Comment Summary Plan Response 
Agent 30-Jun Pegasus Planning 

Replying on behalf of 
Barrat Homes 

A 51-page document., aimed at securing support for a 
scheme of 200 homes proposed at Maxcroft Farm.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There are a number of criticisms of the NDP: 
 
Incorrect reflection of Core Strategy Policy, especially 
relationship of Hilperton and Trowbridge 
 
 
  
 
 
The NDP conflicts with the Development Plan, 
especially the Sites DPD 
 
 
 
 

The proposal for the scheme at Maxcroft 
Farm is not opposed by the Neighbourhood 
Plan, and could deliver useful housing. The 
scheme seems well thought out and cogently 
argued. However, given that this will be taken 
forward by a developer with far more 
resources than the Steering Group, there 
seems little need to allocate the site in the 
NDP. On the other hand, the Parish Council 
would no doubt like to be involved and the 
creation of a generic aspirational housing 
policy should be considered for inclusion in 
the submission draft.  
 
Agreed. The WCS is not at all clear on this 
point, and despite submitting the NDP to 
Wiltshire Council for Screening on 1st 
December 2016, nothing was said about this 
by the Link Officer. Need to clarify.  
 
The Sites DPD is not yet part of the 
Development Plan, although this respondent 
seems to take this as a forgone conclusion.  
The point about engagement between the 
LPA and the NDP is well made however. At 
no time were the Steering Group contacted 
directly about the proposed site and no 
attempt was made by the LPA to inform the 
Steering Group about the sites selected. The 
Steering Group only found out about the site 
off Elizabeth Way on 10th July when the 
consultation began – after the Regulation 14 
consultation and well after the NDP was 
drafted.  This is despite the LPA being sent 
the Screening Draft of the plan showing the 
proposed Landscape policy in December 
2016. Why did the LPA not raise the conflict 
that was emerging then? 
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Type Date  On behalf 
of 

Comment Summary Plan Response 

Agent 30-Jun Pegasus 
Planning 
Replying 
on behalf 
of Barrat 
Homes 

Level of housing proposed in the NDP. 
‘The Scoping Document affords little weight to any 
identified housing need in the Hilperton Housing Needs 
Survey. This is clearly not robust, when there remain a 
further 1,200 dwellings to be identified for Trowbridge 
(including Hilperton) in addition to those identified in the 
emerging SAP.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.18 The HNP must recognise that Trowbridge and 
Hilperton effectively function as single large urban area and 
the need to consider the two settlements as a whole is key 
to the successful future planning of this area 
 
…Barratt would welcome the opportunity to engage further 
with the Hilperton Neighbourhood Planning team as they 
believe the site at Maxcroft Farm can provide a sustainable 
development in line with the broad ambitions of the HNP 
and draft SAP 

Meeting the affordable housing need can be more than 
accomplished without allocating sites. This will be 
clarified. 
 
Additionally, recognising the links between Hilperton and 
Trowbridge does not mean that the NDP has the 
responsibility of allocating any housing required. It is not 
the automatic role of an NDP to be the delivery 
mechanism for a higher Plan. That is NOT what ‘planning 
positively’ means. The NDP has to pay regard to higher 
level policy and be ‘in general conformity with the policies 
of the development plan’, not act as simply a means of 
delivering housing targets. If this were the case then it 
could not credibly be described as ‘Localism’ since it 
would over-ride the feelings and wishes of the community 
it is supposed to represent.   
 
No. This is over-stating the case. Hilperton and 
Trowbridge are Not one large urban area. However, they 
do have strong functional links and these need to be 
better reflected in the plan.  
 
The Steering Group feels that this is not necessary as, 
while it does not object to the site, it does not intend to 
allocate it. Further engagement with the Parish Council 
would no doubt be most welcome however.  
 

Individual 30-Jun Rev 
Jacqui 
Clark 
 
 
 

I support the document in principal but wonder why the new 
approved/permitted housing off Devizes Road is not shown 
as newly allocated as it is outside the village policy limit 
and not, therefore allowed for in the core strategy housing 
figures. The application references are 13/06879 and 
17/01250. If the 'Grange' application appeal is allowed, I 
would suggest a similar amendment for that allocation too. 

Agreed. Text will be amended accordingly. 
 
The two sites together would satisfy most of the 
affordable housing requirement identified in the HNS.  
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5.0 Reg. 14 Consultation: Summary of Issues & Themes from Responses & Comments 
 
5.0 Responses from the local community were supportive and focused on matters of detail – the conservation of nature appeared to be a 
 particular concern. For their part, the Statutory Consultees were also generally supportive of the plan, most notably Historic England 
 and Natural England in terms of the approach to biodiversity and heritage / design.  
 
5.1 The main issued raised which required revisions to the plan draft were made by Wiltshire Council, as LPA, and various developers. The 
 issues are broken down into detailed responses in the table above. However, by way of summary the following points seem key. 
 
5.2 Incomplete expression of the policy context in the NDP 
 A number of respondents, including the LPA, raised the point that the NDP did not acknowledge the role of Hilperton (parish as 
 opposed to village) in meeting the housing needs of Trowbridge. In the view of the Steering Group, the WCS is opaque when it comes 
 to this issue and this was not obvious, even from a detailed reading of it.  
 
5.3 Response 
 It is accepted that there is a functional relationship between Hilperton and Trowbridge on many levels, and that this does extend to 
 housing. However, it is far from accepted that this means that the two are effectively part of one settlement. There is for instance a clear 
 difference between Hilperton the Parish and Hilperton the village, and paragraph of the WCS 5.150 makes quite clear that the villages 
 have separate identities and that this difference is worthy of preservation.  
 
5.4 The need seems to be to balance the housing needs of Trowbridge (which it is now acknowledged are likely to intrude into Hilperton 
 parish) with the need to protect the setting of Hilperton as a village. This is dealt with further below. The need to acknowledge and 
 clarify the relationship between Hilperton and Trowbridge is accepted.  
 
5.5 Alleged failure to adequately take forward the policy context -  Especially housing requirements of WCS  
 While it is accepted that the NDP must ‘plan positively’ and must be ‘in general conformity with the policies of the development 
 plan’. It is not the automatic role of an NDP to be simply the delivery mechanism for a higher Plan. The whole idea of Localism is that 
 local people have a say in where development goes and this would not be the case if they automatically had to accept development 
 even if  this were to the detriment of the environment and would place the sustainability of their plan in doubt. It is the consideration of all 
 aspects of delivering such sustainable development; balancing acknowledged housing needs with protection of the environment, that 
 the NDP has tried to accomplish.  
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5.6 The Steering Group and community already have a positive attitude towards development, and do not wish to indicate that they are 
 opposed to suitable housing development. However, the need to allocate sites in the NDP does not seem imperative. The affordable 
 need expressed in the HNS and the housing needs of Trowbridge look likely to be met already through the HSAP and windfalls. 
 The number of known windfall sites that are currently possible to go forward is given in the tables above and results in the likely 
 delivery of far more houses than would be required to meet purely local needs. The Parish Council has already been approached by 
 developers of sites that would deliver over 200 homes and is willing to engage in positive dialogue with developers of suitable schemes.  
 
5.7 It is accepted however that the NDP needs to reflect this issue more fully and make its positive attitude towards meeting local housing 
 needs clearer. The NDP also need to avoid opposing the HSAP (never the intention) or being thought to do so. The following will be 
 taken forward in the submission draft: 

• Appropriate text modifications.  
• Modification of Policy 1 to accept the possibility of the HSAP site H2.3 off Elizabeth Way by reducing the key area for protection under 

the policy to the eastern side of Elizabeth Way, thereby removing conflict between the HSAP site and the NDP. The Landscaping 
Report has indicated that it is possible to balance housing needs with wider landscape impacts and in particular ensure a minimal effect 
on the setting of Hilperton village.  

• An aspirational housing Policy designed to encourage new housing of a type acceptable to the community and facilitate future 
engagement with developers of windfall sites (of which many are coming forward).  

 
5.8 Conflict with the emerging HSAP / Lack of co-ordination between NDP and HSAP 
 
 The background to how the Steering Group responded to the HSAP site H2.3 off Elizabeth way that emerged during plan 
 production is given as Appendix 9 in this statement.  
 
 It is regrettable that a conflict emerged between the Reg.14 Draft Plan and the emerging HSAP. This could have been avoided, e.g. if 
 the LPA’s site selection process had included direct consultation between neighbourhood planning steering groups - for example by a 
 questionnaire. Instead some communities are finding conflicts between their preferred policies and the HSAP. Some are having 
 HSAP allocations fostered on them, even when their neighbourhood plans are well advanced. Wiltshire does not recognise 
 Neighbourhood Plans as significant until they reach a very advanced stage, something that directly conflicts with the NPPF, which 
 stressed that a plan has growing weight as it progresses. |It would have helped if the LPA had responded to the Screening Draft which 
 was supplied to it on 1st December 2016 which clearly contained the draft Landscape Setting policy including a map. The first time the 
 Steering Group received details of the HSAP contents was when they were consulted on in early July 2017. The NDP was in the public 
 domain as early as 25th May 2016 when the first Area Application was submitted. The Community Engagement during 2016 provided 
 another missed opportunity. The single event on Tuesday 16th February organised by Frampton’s from 3pm-8pm at the Fieldways 
 Hotel on Hilperton Road was not sufficient and seemed to  indicate a superficial attitude towards community engagement. It would be 
 appreciated if Frampton’s would make available the comments received at this event, and the numbers that attended. 
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5.9 Revision of the Landscape Setting policy in the revised NDP removes conflict with the HSAP. However, the NDP imposes some 
 conditions and expects to receive the CIL money from the development when it happens. This will enable delivery of some of the 
 infrastructure to meet the needs described in the Developer Contributions Policy.  
 
5.10 Other concerns with the HSAP site are: 

• Impact on recreation 
• The quality and design of landscaping provided in the new development  
• The effect on Bats. The LPA’s HRA evidence for the NDP seems to conflict with the later position of the LPA on likely effects.  
• The above concerns could be the subject of planning conditions and are mentioned in the revised policy.   

 
5.11 Insufficient Evidence to justify Policy 1  
 Response 
 The lack of landscape evidence to the required standard has now been made good by inclusion of a professional landscape report. 
 
5.12 VDS and Design Policy 
 The LPA felt that the evidence backing the Design Policy was not aligned closely with the heritage element of the policy. This is 
 disputed. It is noteworthy that Historic England supports the policy. It is intended to revise the VDS in due course.  
 
5.13 Policy 5 – Local economy, jobs and tourism 
 The LPA made several comments which highlighted difficulties with the policy. As a result, the text has been substantially modified.  
 
5.14 Issues with Sea and HRA and HNS 
 Frampton’s response was critical of all three documents. However, this seemed to be part of a rather heavy-handed approach design to 
 find fault with as much of the NDP as possible, regardless of the accuracy of any criticism. The documents were all produced by expert 
 staff at Wiltshire Council and are believed to be robust by the Steering Group.  
 
5.15 Value of Community wishes as against policy requirements  
 The Steering Group feels that the progress of the NDP has illustrated one of the fundamental tensions within the process – namely the 
 wishes of the community versus the dictates of policy. It seems to the Group that the former are firmly subjugated by the latter, which 
 is sad because it may cause some members of the community to question the value of Localism. 
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6.0 CHANGES TO VISION, OBJECTIVES AND DRAFT POLICIES 
  
6.0  The original Vision read as follows: 
 
  

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 



 

 
 
 

- 58 - 

6.1 The Vision, while retained essentially the same underlying strategy as the pre-submission version, has been amended to reflect the 
 removal of the part of Paxcroft Mead south of the A361 from the parish as a result of the local government boundary review and the shift 
 in emphasis regarding the Hilperton Gap. 
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6.2 The original Objectives of the NDP were:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.3 Objective 2 has been amended slightly to reflect the modified stance on the Hilperton Gap.  
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6.4 Policy 1 - Landscape setting  
 
6.5 The supporting text of the policy has been substantially retained. However, it has been necessary to add additional text to explain a
 shift in emphasis brought about by both the HSAP and the specialist landscape report commissioned by the Steering Group in 
 response.  The revised text also seeks to emphasise that the NDP, while wanting to conserve what the community values, also wishes 
 to ‘plan positively’ for its area and does not seek any unreasonable restriction on development except where this is absolutely 
 necessary in the interests of community, environment and sustainability.  
 
6.6 A professional landscape report was therefore commissioned and this is available as an accompanying document to the NDP itself. The 
 landscape report demonstrated clearly that the area known as the ‘Hilperton Gap’ contains landscapes of differing quality either side of 
 Elizabeth Way. Specifically, the area to the east of the main road contains the better-quality landscape and forms a more logical and 
 defensible setting for Hilperton. While the land to the west of Elizabeth Way still has many important functions, including for biodiversity, 
 landscape setting and recreation, development could be more easily and sustainably located there, benefiting from closer proximity to 
 Trowbridge and the ability of the landform to help screen any scheme.  
 
6.7 While the community still would prefer the entire Gap to remain undeveloped, the NDP does not wish to stand in the way of delivering 
 strategic housing need. Therefore, the wishes of the community have been balanced with the proposed site in the HSAP and the need 
 to meet housing identified in Core Policy 29 of the WCS. The compromise seeks to allocate only the eastern side of the Gap as a formal 
 landscape setting area within which a policy of development restraint would apply. It is sincerely believed that this is ‘planning 
 positively’, even though the NDP does not specifically allocate the HSAP site itself. The proposed revised text is as follows: 
 
 Paragraph 5.150 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy states:  
 
 ‘It is recognised that the villages surrounding Trowbridge, particularly Hilperton, Southwick North Bradley and West Ashton, have 
 separate and distinct identities as villages. Open countryside should be maintained to protect the character and identity of these 
 villages as separate communities. The local communities may wish to consider this matter in more detail in any future community-
 led neighbourhood planning.’ 
 
 As demonstrated in the Village Design Statement, updated and expanded upon in the Scoping Report for this plan, and the more recent 
 Landscape and Visual Setting Analysis Report), the Hilperton Gap performs a number of important functions: 

 
• As open countryside – of value in its own right and as protected by Wiltshire Core Strategy Core Policy 2. 
• As a physical separator from Trowbridge, helping to define the separate, rural identity of Hilperton Village  
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• As a green open space of value to informal recreation in an area with higher levels of Cardio-Vascular Disease and a shortage of 
such space in proportion to the growing population 

• As a provider of views enjoyed by the wider community – both to and from Hilperton and north across the low-lying valley. 
• As a habitat. As discussed in the Scoping Report, and in the HRA attached here as an Appendix, the Hilperton Gap performs an 

important function for biodiversity. In particular, it is within the foraging range of Bechstein’s Bat and the Greater Horseshoe Bat, 
both protected species, which live in the nearby Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC. Development in the Gap could impact negatively 
on the bats, while the habitat enhancement proposed in this plan would benefit them.  

• As a rural setting for Hilperton and in particular for the conservation area and listed church of St Michael and All Angels.  
 
 It is the strongly-expressed preference of the community that the entire area of countryside known as the Hilperton Gap be preserved 
 and not used for development. However, it is conceded that the landscape qualities of the eastern and western areas differ.  
 
 Should development of the proposed HSAP site in draft policy H2.3 or any other site take place in the western half of the Gap, then 
 conditions must apply as indicated below. 
 
 1Reflecting concerns for the bats of the Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC, the county ecologist, as part of the HRA has suggested that additional 
 wording be added to the policies of the plan. In the view of the Steering Group this wording is more appropriately located in the supporting text, not 
 least because the policy text is already quite long. However, this does not mean that it should not be accorded significant weight when assessing 
 proposals for development. The additional wording, which forms part of the NDP is as follows: 
 
 ‘Any scheme coming forward in the area covered by this policy must demonstrate no adverse impact on woodlands in the south east of 
 Trowbridge which are functionally linked to the Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC, either alone or in-combination with other plans and 
 projects.’  The e -mail trail discussing this is included here in the NDP as Appendix 8 and in the Consultation Statement.   
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 The original policy was: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Landscape Setting 

 
The landscape setting of Hilperton village to the west (the area known locally as the ‘Hilperton Gap’, separating 
Hilperton from Trowbridge) will be preserved and if possible enhanced for both biodiversity and recreation.  
 
Development will not normally be permitted in the ‘Gap’ - as defined on the map included here as Appendix 6 - except 
in accordance with Wiltshire Council Core Policy 44 or other polices of the Development Plan.  
 
Any scheme coming forward as a result of the rural exemption granted by Core  
Policy 44 or other Development Plan policies must satisfy the following additional local criteria; 
  

• The openness and landscape value of the Gap must not be significantly  
      compromised 
• Existing facilities for informal recreation must be preserved and enhanced 
• The scheme must not impact negatively on the bats of the Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC and should result 

in overall enhancement of local habitat. 
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6.8 The proposed revised Policy 1 - Landscape Setting - is now as follows: 
 

Landscape Setting 

The landscape setting of Hilperton village to the west will be protected in order to maintain the setting and rural character of 
Hilperton village and it preserve it for agriculture, biodiversity and informal recreation as indicated on the policy map.  
 
The landscape setting area will extend from the village to Elizabeth Way. Development will not normally be permitted in the area, 
as defined on the policy map below - except in accordance with Wiltshire Council Core Policy 44 or other polices of the 
Development Plan.  
 
Any scheme coming forward as a result of the rural exemption granted by Core Policy 44 or other Development Plan policies must 
satisfy the following additional local criteria; 
  

• The openness and landscape value of the landscape setting of Hilperton as defined in the Landscape and Visual Setting 
Analysis Report by Indigo Landscapes (Appendix 10 to this Plan) must not be compromised 

• Existing facilities for informal recreation must be preserved and enhanced 
• The scheme must not impact negatively on the bats of the Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC and should result in overall 

enhancement of local habitat 
• The setting of St Michael and All Angels Church must not be harmed. 
 

Development of the land west of Elizabeth Way, between the road and Trowbridge will be permitted only in accordance with 
proposed scheme H2.3 of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan (HSAP), and subject to the following conditions: 
 

• Development south of Middle Lane is restricted to public open space and landscaping 
• Existing rights of way should be maintained and enhanced, for example by upgrading to cyclepaths, especially in terms of 

links between Hilperton and Trowbridge. 
• Proposals must be included for protecting biodiversity and creating suitable landscaping and green infrastructure as set 

out in Section 8 of this Plan.  
• Development should well set back from Elizabeth Way, avoiding a new and abrupt urban edge. Landscaping should help 

conceal the development from Hilperton and the eastern side of Elizabeth Way.  
• No buildings on the site will exceed two storey’s in height.  
• Access to the site must be carefully considered and sited, especially in relation to pedestrian and horse traffic across the 

road from Hilperton to Trowbridge. 



 

 
 
 

- 64 - 

 
6.9 The Evidence Base and Justification have also been received minor amendments. 
 
 Main Evidence Base 
 Wiltshire Council Core Strategy 2015 Policy 29 (especially paragraph 5.150) 
 West Wiltshire Landscape Character Assessment 2007 
 Indigo Landscapes Visual Landscape Setting Analysis report August 2017  
 Hilperton Village Design Statement 2005 
 Wiltshire Open Space Study (2015)  
 Consultation Responses from Community Engagement and Regulation 14. 
 
 Justification 
 The chief aim of the policy is take forward Wiltshire Core Strategy Policy 29, Paragraph 5.150 in preserving the separate identity and landscape 
 setting of Hilperton. However, its secondary aims reflect the other important reasons why the Gap is so valued; as a resource for local biodiversity 
 (the area may be used for the foraging of protected bat species), to preserve views, and as a much-loved area for dog walking, horse-riding and other 
 informal recreation. There is an identified shortfall of open space in the area (Wiltshire Open Space Study 2015) and the Hilperton Gap is important 
 for local recreation.  
 
 The Landscape Visual Setting Analysis Report available as a separate document establishes both the importance of preserving a setting for 
 Hilperton, but also acknowledges the differences between the Gap to the east and west of Elizabeth Way.  
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6.10 The revised Policy 1 is accompanied by a proposal map created by the Landscape Architect.  
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6.11 Policy 2 – Housing 
 
6.12 This new policy seeks innovative ways to deliver affordable housing and also invites co-operation with developers of suitable schemes 
 to facilitate the meeting of local housing need through windfall developments. The revised text is as follows:  
   
 Hilperton is located close to the Principle Settlement of Trowbridge and as such is subject to considerable development interest. 
 Strategic housing allocations for the area are considerable, in particular Ashton Park at up to 2,600 units, which is nearby. A Housing 
 Land Supply Statement in March 2017 concluded that of the original level of housing proposed for Trowbridge a zero requirement 
 remained.  
 
 However, local housing delivery has been poorer than expected, especially with reference to the local strategic site of Ashton Park 
 (2600 homes), if unchecked this could lead to a shortfall in housing supply. Additionally, the WCS contained within it a requirement for 
 960 homes to be found for Trowbridge over the plan period (Core Policy 29). Both the slack due to slower than expected delivery and 
 the WCS requirement is being taken up by the emerging Wiltshire Housing Site Allocation DPD. The NDP accommodates one of 
 these sites in Policy 1.  
 
 The site referred to in Policy 1 is nominally intended to serve the housing needs of Trowbridge. The needs of Hilperton, as expressed in 
 the Rural Housing Needs Survey (HNS) commissioned by the NDP Steering Group, are relatively modest at 13 affordable homes. 
 Given the robust appetite of housing developers for opportunities in the area, it is not considered necessary to allocate homes to 
 meet this need as they are likely to be more than met through windfalls. Appendix 9 in the NDP includes a current assessment of these 
 possibilities (known at the start of the plan period) which would already produce affordable housing well in excess of likely local need.  
 Inclusion of these sites in the appendix does not imply allocation by the NDP although the community and Parish Council would 
 welcome openness and dialogue with the developers of these and other sites. This Appendix is reproduced below for information.  
 
 Community engagement suggested that the community would welcome certain kinds of development, including self-build, for which 
 there is something of a local precedent (A co-operative was formed in 1953 and this successfully self- built 40 houses on a site at 
 Marshmead). These homes are still in use today.  Self-build in particular represents an alternative approach to meeting affordable 
 housing need since research indicates that these can be 25-40% cheaper than market housing. In the UK 25,000 people a year now 
 build-it-themselves. *  The Plan also encourages innovative design, particularly where this is intended to reduce environmental impacts. 
 This reflects a desire to make development more sustainable and a frustration with the design quality of some mass-market homes.  
 
 * e.g. https://www.theguardian.com/money/2004/mar/20/property.homebuying 
 

https://www.theguardian.com/money/2004/mar/20/property.homebuying
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6.13 A new housing policy has been included to clarify the NDP’s position on housing and also to encourage sustainable and affordable 
 homes.  Evidence Base and Justification sections have also been added.  
 
  

Policy 2 – Housing 

 

Housing to meet local needs will be delivered through windfall developments, each 
of which will be considered on its own merits.  The following are particularly 
encouraged. 
 
a. Affordable Self-Build Homes 
    sites delivering single units of self-build housing will be permitted within the  
    built-up area of the main village subject to acceptable impacts on the amenities 
    of neighbours and compliance with other policies of the plan.  
 
Such homes must remain within the ownership of their builders for a minimum of 5 
years from date of completion defined by issue of final Building Regulations 
Certificate approval. 
 
b. ‘Eco-homes’ 
     Innovative designs incorporating renewable energy or sustainable construction 
     methods will be permitted subject to compliance with other policies of the  
     Neighbourhood Plan, acceptable impacts on neighbours and policies of the  
     Wiltshire Core Strategy. 
 
c. Retirement homes, sheltered accommodation or other homes specifically  
    designed for the retired population will be considered favourably subject to  
    compliance with the Wiltshire Core Strategy and other policies of the NDP.  
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6.14 The following is provided in the NDP as evidence of a strong supply of unplanned or ‘windfall’ homes. Appendix from NDP: 
 
 The area covered by the NDP is subject to considerable interest from developers and is like to deliver a substantial amount of  housing, far in excess 
 of local needs* through ‘windfall’ developments. The table below indicates schemes known to be progressing, and of course thi s is merely at the start of 
 the 10-year plan period.  
 
 Inclusion in this appendix does not imply approval of these schemes by the NDP. However, the Plan encourages these and other developers to 
 engage in dialogue with the community.  
 

Site Number of Dwellings New Affordable Homes 
17/01250 max 15 houses 15  5  
Church Farm W/11/01373/FUL (Lapsed) 20 8 

17/05333. Application to convert former 
children’s home into House in Multiple 
Occupation  

N/A 15 Rentable rooms 

16/01633 26 8 
304b Marsh Road (see representation by 
Planning Sphere) 

24 8? 

Total 85 29 houses plus 15 
Rooms.  

 
  
 
* The HNS indicated a local need of 13 affordable homes.  
 
 

6.15 Policies 3 (Heritage and Design- supported by Historic England), 4 (Sustainable Transport), and 5 (Infrastructure and Developer 
 Contributions have been retained intact. 
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6.16 Policy 6 - Local Economy Jobs and Tourism 
 This policy has been amended following representations. The original policy was as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Economy, Jobs and Tourism 

1. Subject to acceptable impacts on neighbouring properties, landscape, biodiversity, provision of sufficient 
parking and compliance with other policies of the Neighbourhood Plan, the following will normally be 
permitted in appropriate areas of the Parish: 
  
Small-scale tourism and employment development of the following kinds: 

• Bed and Breakfasts 
• Canal-based development of retail or restaurant facilities 
• Farm-based tourism where the development is on brownfield land (for example among the existing 

buildings or within the farmyard). 
 

• Summer-only campsites for tents, motorhomes and caravans may be permitted in the Parish with the 
exclusion of land in the Hilperton Gap subject to acceptable impacts on landscape and compliance 
with other policies of the Plan.  

 
• Micro-businesses based on the conversion, subdivision or small scale extension of existing employment 

facilities.  
 

• Small shops (e.g. convenience store, post office) 
 

• Garden-based home offices subject to their being a maximum of 20% the volume of the parent dwelling and 
no more than 20% of the garden area in which they are located.  

 
2. Conversion of existing retail premises including pubs and garages to residential use will not be permitted 
unless it can be demonstrated that the retail use in no longer viable. 
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6.17 The County Ecologist has suggested that wording be added to the policy. In the view of the Steering Group this wording would 
 more appropriately be located in the supporting text, the text is therefore here included and should be considered to be part of the 
 plan: 
  
 The following policy ‘is subject to acceptable impacts on neighbouring properties, landscape, biodiversity, provision of sufficient parking and 
 compliance with the Habitats Regulations 2010 (as amended) and other policies of the Neighbourhood Plan, the following will normally be 
 permitted subject to acceptable impacts on neighbours’: 
 
 The revised Policy has been changed to. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Local Economy, Jobs and Tourism 
1. The following employment development is encouraged and supported 

 
Small-scale tourism and employment development of the following kinds: 
 

• Bed and Breakfasts 
• Canal-based development of retail or restaurant facilities 
• Farm-based tourism where the development is among the existing buildings or within the farmyard. 

 
• Summer-only campsites for tents, motorhomes and caravans may be permitted in the Parish with 

the exclusion of land in the Landscape Setting Area indicated in Policy 1, subject to acceptable 
impacts on landscape and compliance with other policies of the Plan.  

 
• Micro-businesses based on the conversion, subdivision or small scale extension of existing employment 

facilities.  
 
• Modest extension of existing employment sites to provide new units 

 
• Small shops (e.g. convenience store, post office) 

 
2. Conversion of existing retail premises including pubs and garages to residential use will not be permitted 
unless it can be demonstrated that the retail use in no longer viable. The community would want to retain these, 
exploring all options. As such in these circumstances dialogue with the parish council would be welcome. 
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6.18 Other Changes 
 There have also been minor changes to the Scoping Report, and in addition the inclusion of the new landscape report as an appendix to 
 the NDP. There have been no changes to the proposed monitoring arrangements or informal community actions.  
 
6.19 Text Changes: 
 The following changes have been made in response to the comments received during the Regulation 14 consultation.  
  

Paragraph 2.3 Amended to: 
 ‘The area is considered appropriate for designation as a Neighbourhood Area because: 
 

• Hilperton PC is a properly elected democratic body representing the local community within the parish and is committed to ensuring 
the community’s views are fully reflected in future local planning decisions within the parish 

• Designation of the entire area will ensure that the Plan will take into account planning issues relating not only to Hilperton village but 
also smaller communities including Hilperton Marsh and Whaddon as well as the implications of the WCS needing to find additional 
housing for Trowbridge 

• It is a properly constituted, clearly defined area and is entirely within the remit of the Councils concerned’. 
 
 Paragraph 4.2 is amended to: 
 The NPPF sets out principles governing a number of key areas of the Hilperton Neighbourhood Plan including the following which 
 have been especially informative for  the NDP (the list in not exhaustive): 
 

• Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes (section 6) 
• Planning positively (16) 
• Design Standards (58) 
• Conserving and enhancing Heritage (137/38) 
• Conserving biodiversity (117/8) 
• Preserving green infrastructure (74) 
• Encouragement of sustainable transport (29-41) 
• Employment and jobs in rural areas (28) 
• Neighbourhood Planning (183-185) 
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Paragraph 4.3 is proposed to be amended to: 
In terms of the Development Plan, this consists of the Wiltshire Core Strategy (2015) plus saved polices of the West Wiltshire Local Plan (2004). A Housing Site 
Allocations Plan (HSAP) is being prepared for the whole of Wiltshire, although this is at an early stage and it not yet part of the Development Plan it has been 
absorbed by the NDP policy assessment. Some policies of the West Wiltshire Leisure and Recreation DPD are also still in force. In 20 05, a Village Design 
Statement was published and this contains advice concerning the character of Hilperton that is still relevant today, especially in relation to the Hilperton Gap. 
Although of some age, this is still a material planning consideration. A fuller consideration of policy can be found in the S coping Report 
 
Paragraphs 4.6 and 4.7 are proposed to be amended to 
 
4.6 Hilperton is located within the Trowbridge Community Area and as such Core Policy 29 Applies. Although the Core Strategy requirement was for 165 
homes for the remainder of the plan period across the entire Community Area and despite the fact that recent evidence, the Wiltshire Housing Land Supply 
Statement (November 2016 and the March 2017 update), indicates that this level of housing has already been delivered with a zero requirement therefore 
remaining, additional housing is required to meet the needs of Trowbridge (footnote 56 of the WCS). Since the delivery of the Ashton Park strategic site has 
been slower than anticipated, more housing is also required to ensure an adequate housing land supply going forward. This is the main role of the Wiltshire 
Housing Site Allocations Plan (HSAP). 
 
4.7 The draft HSAP, published after the Regulation 14 consultation for this plan was completed, indicates a proposed site in the western half of the area known 
locally as the ‘Hilperton Gap’. This matter is responded to positively in Policy 1 of the NDP. It was decided not to allocate sites for housing in the NDP itself for 
the following reasons: 
• The original WCS requirement had been met – as shown by the latest Housing Land Supply Statement of March 2017 
• The HSAP being produced by Wiltshire Council is likely to meet any housing need for Trowbridge which has to be accommodated in Hilperton parish. 
• The Housing Needs Survey (HNS) indicated a relatively low level of need in proportion to the population of 4,967 (13 homes) 
• The area is subject to considerable interest from developers and is likely to deliver  the housing needed anyway. Because the area will be protected both by  
   the WCS and by this Plan, the Plan is happy to rely on the market to deliver the necessary homes, although negotiation and engagement with the community  
   is welcomed. 
• Lack of strong demand from the community in Community Engagement also did not create an imperative 
• Even at the start of the plan period a good supply of windfalls is evident. These are indicated in Appendix 9. The likely supply will far exceed the need shown  
   to be needed in the HNS. 
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Paragraph 4.9 is proposed to be amended to: 
‘In terms of housing, an emerging Housing Site Allocations DPD (out for consultation in July 2017) looks set to increase supply. Appropriate local housing is 
welcomed by the plan providing it is balanced by concern for the wishes of the community, the need to care for the wider envi ronment and the need to preserve 
the separate identity of Hilperton. These issues are explored in later sections of this plan, including especially Policies 1 and 2. 
 
Paragraph 5.23 (now 5.24) , bullet point 3. Is amended to: 
‘Surface water run-off (this is the most likely risk)’ 
 
Paragraph 10.8 is proposed to be amended to read: 
As demonstrated in the Village Design Statement, updated and expanded upon in the Scoping Report for this plan, the Hilperton Gap performs 
a number of important functions. These are: 
 

• As open countryside – of value in its own right and as protected by Wiltshire Core Strategy Core Policy 2. 
• As a physical separator from Trowbridge, helping to define the separate, rural identity of Hilperton Village  
• As a green open space of value to informal recreation in an area with higher levels of Cardio-Vascular Disease and a shortage of such 

space in proportion to the growing population 
• As a provider of views enjoyed by the community – both to and from Hilperton. 
• As a habitat. As discussed in the Scoping Report, and in the HRA attached here as an Appendix, the Hilperton Gap performs an 

important function for biodiversity. In particular, it is within the foraging range of Bechstein’s Bat and the Greater Horseshoe Bat, both 
protected species, which live in the nearby Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC. Development in the Gap could impact negatively on the 
bats, while the habitat enhancement proposed in this plan would benefit them.  

 
6.20 Policy 3 Context Table is amended to read: 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
  

Context References 

Hilperton NDP Objectives 1,7,8 

Wiltshire Core Strategy 57,58 

NPPF 17, 56-61 inclusive, sections 126-141 
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Appendix 1:  Early Community Engagement: Public Meeting 26th November 2015  
 
The Meeting was publicized by the Parish Council, in the local press and on the website of the local Wiltshire councillor Ernie Clark. 
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Appendix 1 I Early Community Engagement: Public Meeting 26th November 2015 Comments 
 
Comments from members of the Hilperton community at a Meeting 26 November 2015 
 
Things we want: 
Why not make a lake in the Gap? It would attract all kinds of wildlife and school children could learn so much regarding country life and living. 
Keep the Gap green and make the village street ‘no go’ to all heavy lorries except for access. 
Save the Gap! 
Controlled housing in the Gap to preserve green areas. 
Encourage young families to come here. 
Crossing for school. 
Mobile phone mast. 
We need to maintain a village identity or we will be swallowed up by Trowbridge. 
Better public transport, e.g. on Sunday. 
Provision for cycle & footpaths. 
I like the idea of a village Green in the Gap. 
Provision of green areas. 
Affordable housing. 
Leisure facilities. 
New school or enlarge existing schools? 
District heating plan and renewable energy. 
Status quo! 
Is it possible to turn the Gap or part of it into village green status? 
A village green. 
Traffic calming on Wyke Road. 
Keep the village a ‘village’, a ‘Destination’ 
Improve pub, shop? 
Better on‐street parking. 
Traffic calming. 
Any increase in housing needs substantial investment in alternative transport, cycling, buses to reduce cars! 
Need to keep some green space in the Gap that is not manicured highway verge. 
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Appendix 1: Continued. Early Community Engagement: Public Meeting 26th November 2015 Comments 
 
20mph limit, 7½ ton limit on lorries from L&F to end roundabout? 
Preserve the Gap green belt. 
Preserve the boundary of Hilperton village. 
Better parking! Senior school. 
GP/ dentist practice 
Village green/country park on Hilperton Gap. 
Build on Hilperton Gap & leaving part for Gap on Hilperton side 
More wooded areas. 
Wyke Road one way with traffic calming. 
Historical buildings and artefacts. 
Want to retain open green space. 
If development, housing suitable for older generation – bungalows. 
Pedestrian crossing across new road & reduction in 50 mph speed limit. 
More community facilities. 
Better bus service. 
Shops. 
Hilperton marsh has no recreational facilities except for the footpaths across the fields. If this new planning forum consists of mainly Hilperton village people, will our area 
get recognition? 
Does Hilperton need an ‘administration hub’ where surgeries, parish council, cab etc. can be contacted – without journeying around the county. 
Keep Hilperton gap as an open recreational area. 
Decent public transport! Trowbridge is already becoming more congested. 
Where are the proposed houses to go? 
Light industry supporting the community. 
After the gas works, is there any plan for traffic calming? 
Hilperton gap to become a nature reserve. 
More trees planted. 
What would be the ideal quota of housing/building? 
Keep Gap as a nature reserve. 
If it is necessary to build houses on the Gap then it would be nice to have a nature park type walk wide green area behind the church yard and school as there is already a 
footpath through there. Similar to the one by the river alongside Tesco – Biss Meadow. 
Close off one end of Devizes Road. 
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Appendix 1: Continued. Early Community Engagement: Public Meeting 26th November 2015 Comments 
 
More diversity – young/old etc. facilities to attract families. 
Alternative or improved route through Staverton. 
Traffic calming Hill St./ Church St. 
Better more efficient public transport. 
Attractive green spaces. 
Local support for local small businesses. 
Local jobs to support growing population and reduce people leaving for work! 
Make Devizes Road for residents only, i.e. no through traffic. 
No three‐storey housing in the Gap. Keep the Gap as status quo. 
Would like to preserve the Gap’s ‘rural’ value which could be used as an educational tool in terms of agriculture, local cultural history (wool trade etc.). Existing farm 
buildings (e.g. the Pound Farm Dairy) might be developed as a centre to promote these aims. 
A secondary school. 
identify all the areas that can become designated green spaces that Wiltshire Council should adopt if a significant percentage of residents so request. 
Designated play areas for children. 
A few local shops would be welcome. 
Increasing the number of residents increases the number of residents who need a job/career to pay for their property. We need businesses, not large factories, so a mini 
business park is desirable. 
The transport system needs to be researched and potential road improvements (e.g. widening bends or opening up lanes) should be investigated. 
The Gap needs to be kept a green space to prevent Hilperton being absorbed into Trowbridge. Wonderful green space I use every day. 
Hilperton community has village hall, village fête, village panto – don’t want to lose our identity. 
Traffic calming on The Down by Bellfield School. 
The Gap kept as green space. 
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Appendix 1 Continued. I Early Community Engagement:  Public Meeting 26th November 2015 Comments 
 
Things we don’t want. 
 
No houses built up to the edge of the gardens at back of Wyke Road. 
Heavy engineering/industrial. 
Limit on density of housing. 
No through traffic from Devizes Road. 
Close Devizes Road to stop the ‘rat’ run and get traffic to use the new road so not go through Hilperton village. 
Apart from W. Ashton 2500, how many houses must Hilperton take? 
Housing on the Hilperton side of the Gap road. 
Don’t want more strain on doctors’ surgeries, pharmacies and schools as more people are accommodated due to extra houses. 
Limit the use of the village road to be a rat run for through traffic!  
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Appendix 1 Continued.  Early Community Engagement: Public Meeting 26th November 2015 : Initial Analysis of Comments 
 
Sorting into Issues 
 
 
Transport   
Better public transport, especially Sundays 
Weight limits 
School Crossing 
Cycle paths and footpaths 
Traffic calming in village and Wyke Rd 
Better on street parking 
Reduce car use 
Pedestrian crossing on Elizabeth way 
Close one end of Devizes Rd to stop “rat run” through village 
20mph for Trowbridge Rd 
Improve route through Staverton 
Road improvements – corners, widen lanes 
Wyke Rd one way 
 
Environment 
Identify Green Spaces 
In Gap:  Lake 
Village green or Country Park 
More trees  
More woods 
Green corridor around Churchyard and down behind school                
 
Housing 
Controlled housing in Gap 
Affordable housing 
Housing for older generation 
Investigate ideal quota 
No 3 storey houses 
No houses behind Wyke Rd and Horse Rd 
Limit on density of houses 
No houses on Hilperton side of Elizabeth Way 
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Business 
Light industry and local jobs 
Mobile phone mast 
District heating plan and renewable energy 
Shop(s) 
GP/Dental practice 
 
Other 
Maintain village identity 
Leisure facilities, including youth 
New or enlarged school 
Senior school 
Historical buildings and artifacts 
More community facilities in Hilperton Marsh 
Pound Farm Dairy to become centre for education in local history and ecology 
Play areas 
Administrative Hub 
Pubs 
Encourage more families 
 
Percentages(!) 
32% Green spaces, 24% of them Gap related 
26% Transport / Traffic 
13% small business / local jobs 
12% Housing –type, density, location, services 
6% Maintain village identity 
6% Play areas and other community facilities 
5% Schools and other services. 
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Appendix 1 Continued.  Early Community Engagement: Public Meeting 26th November 2015  
 
The following table attempts to draw out from the verbatim comments (above) made on post-it notes at the initial meeting in November 2015, and initial 
analysis (also above) and thus describe the planning issues and how these might relate to possible policies. 
 

Generic Comment Issue Planning Issue Possible Policy 
Limit housing in gap. 
Housing on Trowbridge side – 
Hilperton side keep open 
Keep gap for nature. 

Keep gap open as physical separator. 
Maintaining village and community identity 
separate from Trowbridge (6% of all comments) 

Development Strategy 
 
(Overall location of 
development) 

24% of comments Gap related 
DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY POLICY 

Affordable housing needed 
Older people’s housing 
No houses behind Wyke Rd and 
Horse Rd 
No houses on Hilperton side of 
Elizabeth Way 
Family houses 
 

Control type and location of housing Housing  Joint 12% comments 
HOUSING POLICY 

No 3-story houses 
Limit on density of houses 
 

Control layout and height of housing  Design Joint 12% comments 
 
DESIGN POLICY OR DESIGN ELEMENT 
OF HOUSING POLICY 

Light industrial development 
welcome 
Employment wanted 
Mini Business Park? 
No heavy industry 

Create appropriate development opportunities (e.g. 
sites) 

Employment 13% of comments 
EMPLOYMENT POLICY / SITES 

Impose HGV weight limits 
Traffic Calming 
School Crossing Needed 
Pedestrian Crossing – Elizabeth 
Way 
Control Traffic Flows  
Reduce traffic speeds 
Widen lanes, improve corners 

Control traffic and improve safety and community’s 
environment 

Transport - Highways Joint 26% of comments 
These are non-planning matters but could 
form NON-PLANNING ASPIRATIONS. 
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Generic Comment Issue Planning Issue Possible Policy 
Improve public transport – 
especially Sundays 
Improve footpath and cycle path 
network 
Reduce car use 
Better on-street parking 
 

Encourage use of sustainable – e.g. by upgrading 
infrastructure 

Transport – Sustainable 
and safety 

Joint 26% of comments 
TRANSPORT / DEVELOPER 
CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY 

Identify Green Spaces 
Better facilities for young people 
Village green 

Protect existing Green Spaces / create new ones  Leisure, Recreation Green 
Local Space 

Joint 32% of comments 
POSSIBLE GREEN SPACE POLICY 

Lake / Village green or Country 
Park in Gap 
More trees, More woods 
Green corridor around 
Churchyard and down behind 
school      
Landscaping in Gap          
 

Keep gap open for landscape reasons 
Protect landscape / townscape quality and views 

Landscape Joint 32% of comments 
LANDSCAPE POLICY 

Protect historical buildings Protect heritage Heritage 1 comment 
HERITAGE POLICY (e.g. non-listed 
Landmark buildings) 
Or  
NON-PLANNING ASPIRATION 

Create centre for ecology at 
Pound Farm 

Conserve species and habitat Biodiversity and Habitat 1 comment 
NON-PLANNING ASPIRATION 

More / better shops wanted  
GP / Dentist wanted 
Pub wanted 
Improve / enlarge school 
Senior school needed 
School Crossing Needed 
More facilities in Hilp. Marsh 
Better play areas 
Administrative hub for all services 
Better mobile signal 

Improve facilities and Infrastructure Facilities, Infrastructure and 
Developer Contributions 

11% of all comments 
RETAIL POLICY or 
SHOP / PUB SAFEGUARDING POLICY 
and /or 
DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY 
NON-PLANNING ASPIRATIONS 

District Heating Plan and 
Renewable energy wanted 

Facilitate use of renewable energy Renewable Energy / 
Climate Change 

1 comment 
RENEWABLE ENERGY POLICY 
NON-PLANNING ASPIRATIONS 
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Appendix 2 –Community Engagement: Formal Questionnaire  
 
 
 

HILPERTON NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
 

 
By now, if you live in Hilperton, you should have had a 
copy of the Neighbourhood Plan questionnaire delivered 
to you. 
 
Please do respond to it, either by delivering it to one of 
the seven collection points or going on-line to 
www.hilpertonparishcouncil.org.uk and following the link. 
 
A Neighbourhood Plan has real power to direct the 
future development of Hilperton but it needs YOUR input 
to ensure that it is representative of what residents want 
and need. 
 
Comments are requested by the 29th June. 
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Appendix 2:  Community Engagement: Formal Questionnaire; Analysis 
 
Hilperton Neighbourhood Plan Questionnaire July 2016 - Analysis Report 
 
As part of the Community Engagement for the Neighbourhood Plan, 2426 questionnaires - as shown above - were hand-delivered in June 2016. Four weeks 
were allowed for responses and a facility was created to allow responses online. (see Appendix 2B for sample form). 
 
A total of 288 hard copies plus 121 online replies were received (overall total 409), that is, a 16.9% Response rate. There were 2 spoilt papers. The 
responses were drawn from across the Parish in reasonable correlation with areas of population density (see map below). 
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Initial Analysis of Questionnaire Forms 
 
 An initial analysis of the forms attempted to simply record percentages of answers responding to the questions: 
 
1.  We need to identify Green Spaces for conservation. 
 Yes 95%   No 1% No Opinion 4% 
     
 Comments: - 
 Filling the Gap makes Hilperton part of Trowbridge    5% 
 Use as a Country Park, picnic area etc.    2% 
 Maintain as agricultural land   0.5% 
 
2.  We need to maintain Hilperton’s village status and feel. 
 Yes 93%    No 2%   No Opinion 5% 
    
 Comments: - 
 Over developed already    1.5% 
 
3.   Do we need affordable housing? 
 Yes 40%    No 41%   No Opinion 19% 
    
 Comments: - 
 To rent as well as buy   2% 
 Any housing should be Designed for Biodiversity 1% 
 
4.   Do we need housing for older people? 
 Yes 58%    No 22%    No Opinion 20% 
    
 Comments: - 
 As for Q3 plus needed for disabled too.  
 
5.   Do we need a Secondary school in the area? 
 Yes 51%    No 30%    No Opinion 19% 
     
 Comments: - 
 In Paxcroft Mead.   1.5% 
6.   We would like medical facilities. 
 Yes 66%   No 19%   N0 Opinion 15% 
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7.   We would like local jobs. 
 
 Yes 58%   No 17%   No Opinion 25% 
    
 Comments: - 
 Shop   0.5% 
 Café in Budgens area   1% 
 
8.   Do you use Public Transport? 
 Yes   46%   No   54% 
   
 Comments: - 
 Poor bus service to Trowbridge evenings, Sundays and bank holidays.   2% 
 
9.   Do we need more traffic control or calming? 
 Yes 63%   No 29%   No Opinion 8%   
   Where: - Marsh Rd 10% 
   Hill St          8% 
   Church St   8% 
   Devizes Rd 7% 
 Rat running was a common theme, suggestions include flashing speed limits, or, preferably, close off Devizes Road around Stourton Park. No real 
 appetite for speed bumps: 
  
  Horse Rd               6% 
  Elizabeth Way       6% 
  Leap Gate              5% 
 Others: -  Wyke Rd, Whaddon Lane in the village, Hilperton Drive, Trowbridge Rd, Hackett  Place 
  
 
10.   Do we need pedestrian crossings? 
 
 Yes   49%   N0 36%   No Opinion   16% 
 Where: -  Top of Elizabeth Way  8% 
   Bottom of Elizabeth Way 4% 
   Hill St near the school alley 5% 
   Horse Rd   3% 
  
 Others: -  Hilperton Drive near school, Hackett Place, Marsh Rd near shop, Church St,  Castlemead,  
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11.   Comments unrelated to previous answers. 
 Police speed limits; better signage at junctions. 
 Weight limit compliance. 
 Lack of parking places and dangerous parking. 
 Improve sight lines at Trowbridge Rd / Elizabeth Way junction 
 Need pavements to bus stops along Leap Gate. 
 Community activities – both Village Hall and Paxcroft Community Centre 
 For older people including dementia friendly and disabled 
 For teenagers 
 For younger folk 
 More joint activities to make Paxcroft feel part of village 
 
 Suggestions: -  
 Adventure playground with picnic sites 
 BMX track 
 Splash pad, trampoline, cycle roundabout at village hall 
 Skate park but find a better place 
 Safe continuous, well-marked cycle tracks 
 
 Other “wants”: 
 
 Post-box at Budgens 
 More poop scoop bins 
 Rubbish bin Horse Rd bus stop 
 Ban cars for sale on verges and in laybys. 
 Maintain footpaths, cycle paths, verges and small playgrounds. 
 Mend potholes in roads and pavements. 
 No boundary changes, no fracking, 
 Better water pressure, flood defences. 
 Neighbourhood Watch 
 
 Out of area: -  Need a footpath/ cycle path Rugby Club to Semington roundabout 
   
 In general: -Preserve trees and hedgerows and current green spaces Nature reserves, bird watching hides, wild flower meadows, woodland 
 walks etc. Following this, the following table attempts to draw out from the initial analysis the planning issues and how these might relate to possible 
 policies for a neighbourhood Plan.  This analysis follows:  
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Question Underlying Issue  and detailed comments Planning Issue Possible Policy 
1.We Need to identify  
   Green Spaces for  
    Conservation 
       Yes: 95% 
 
2. We need to maintain  
    Hilperton’s village 
    status and feel.  
    Yes 93% 

Three comments concerning maintaining the Gap 
 
No boundary changes 

Maintaining 
Hilperton Gap 

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 
POLICY 
 
LANDSCAPE POLICY? 

3. Do we need    
     affordable 
     housing? 
     Yes: 40%, No 40%,  
     Don’t Know 19% 
 
4. Do we need housing 
    for older people? 
    Yes 58%    No 22%     
    No Opinion 20% 

Yes, to rent as well as buy. 
 
Design for biodiversity 

Housing  HOUSING POLICY? 

5. Secondary school? 
    Yes 51%    No 30%     
    No Opinion 19% 
 
6. Medical facilities. 
    Yes 66%   No 19%    
    No Opinion 15% 
    Better flood   
    defenses. 
    Postbox at Budgens 

Shop? 
Cafe? 
 
Facilities for young, teenagers and older people. 
Adventure playground with picnic sites, BMX track 
Splash pad, trampoline, cycle roundabout at village 
hall, Skate park but find a better place, Safe 
continuous, well-marked cycle tracks 

Facilities / 
Infrastructure 

INFRASTRUCTURE / DEVELOPER 
CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY 

7. We would like local  
    jobs. 
    Yes 58%   No 17%    
    No Opinion 25% 

Small level of support for more local jobs. Employment EMPLOYMENT POLICY / SITES 
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Question / Comment Underlying Issue  and detailed comments Planning Issue Possible Policy 
8. Do you use Public   
    Transport? 
    Yes   46%   No   54% 
 
 
 
 
 
9. More traffic control or  
    calming? 
    Yes 63%   No 29%    
    No Opinion 8%   
  
10. More Pedestrian 
     Crossings? 
     Yes   49%   No 36%    
     No Opinion   16% 
 
    Mend potholes in  
    roads and  
    pavements. 
 
Maintain footpaths,  

Poor bus service to Trowbridge evenings, Sundays and 
bank holidays 
Where: -  
Marsh Rd 10% 
Hill St          8% 
Church St   8% 
Devizes Rd 7% 
 
More comments supporting speed controls. Where: -   
Top of Elizabeth Way 8% 
Bottom of Elizabeth Way 4% 
Hill St near school alley5% 
Horse Rd 3% 
 
Police speed limits;  
better signage, Weight limit  
Lack of parking places dangerous parking. 
Improve sight lines at Trowbridge Rd / Elizabeth Way, 
Need pavements to bus stops- Leap Gate. 
 
Some desire to improve sustainable transport 

Transport – 
Highways 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Transport 

These are mainly non-planning 
matters (Highway issues not land-use 
planning) but could form Community 
Actions?. 
 
They could also have implications for 
Developer Contributions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sustainable transport enhancement 
could form part of a transport policy 

Other Comment: 
Preserve trees and 
hedgerows and green 
spaces, Nature 
reserves etc,  

Some support for local nature conservation Biodiversity and 
Habitat 

BIODIVERSITY POLICY 

General comments 
received:  
Neighbourhood Watch 
Poop scoop bins 
Rubbish bin Horse Rd  
Ban cars for sale on 
verges  
No fracking, 

General improvement of area Community health Community Actions? 
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Appendix 3 Community Engagement: comments from website response form and Facebook. 
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Appendix 4 Community Engagement: Business Survey – November 2016 
 
The letter below was hand delivered to all business addresses with the NDP designated area (the parish) excepts for those businesses in Hackett 
Place which is part of the area being transferred into Trowbridge from 1st April 2017. 
There is no formal address list of businesses premises in the Parish but the following is where they were hand delivered between 28-30th October 
2016 with a return date of 30th November 2016. 
Kings Arms 
Lion & Fiddle 
Marsh Road Stores 
Marsh Road Nursery 
New barn farm 
Knoll Farm 
Hill Farm 
Whaddon Farm 
Whaddon Grove Farm 
Trojan Engineering 
All The businesses operating out of the Grange Business Centre  
All the businesses with letter boxes on the Marsh Farm Trading estate plus the Farm itself and spare copies in the communal area 
All the businesses on the Paxcroft Farm Trading Estate plus the farm itself. This site has a post room with pigeon holes for every business plus a 
few spares left on the desk 
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Appendix 4:  Community Engagement: Business Survey – November 2016 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

HILPERTON NEIGHBOUR HOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
STEERING GROUP 

c/o 181 Devizes Road, Hilperton, BA14 7QS  

 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
Hilperton Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) 
Background: As you may be aware if you live in the Parish a steering group has been set up to develop an NDP for Hilperton.  
The residents of the parish have already been consulted via a questionnaire delivered to all households with an excellent 16.7% response; a sample is attached for information. However, an NDP 
embraces a wider range of issues than just those included in this resident’s questionnaire including the economy and enterprise of the area and the purpose of this letter is to consult local 
businesses. We would be grateful if you would take a few minutes to read this letter and respond if you have comments or suggestions on things which should be included in the NDP to reflect 
the interest of your business or local businesses in general. 
 There are strict guidelines in place which limit what aspects we can include in an NDP. However, we feel it better not to list these and risk limiting comments. Anything which falls outside the 
NDP may still be something which can be pursued by the Parish Council through the ‘normal’ channels. Whatever business related policies do get included will come from this consultation. 
As you might expect this is just the initial phase. Any views and suggestions expressed will, if appropriate be included in the draft NPD on which there will be further consultation. 
How to Respond:   You can cover whatever topic(s) you consider relevant which would help the local economy, your business, your employees and the local environment using the form on the 
back of this letter. Replies can be submitted by email in scanned form to the following address: nplan@hilpertonparishcouncil.org.uk or post it back to the address above. You can complete the 
form anonymously if you wish but if you want feedback on specific points we will need contact details. Thank-you for reading this letter and we hope you will feel able to respond. A reply by 

30th November 2016 would be appreciated. Yours sincerely Peter Fielding        

mailto:nplan@hilpertonparishcouncil.org.uk
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Appendix 4 Community Engagement: Business Survey – November 2016 
 
 

 
 

Hilperton Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) 
 

Business Consultation Response Form November 2016 
 
 
 
 
*Name of business:  

* Contact phone and 
email 

 

Nature of Business 
 

 

Address or location  
 
 
*These boxes are optional, the form can be submitted anonymously if desired 
 

What are your problems and issues in Working in Hilperton? What action would help your business? 
 

Topic Area Comments/ Suggestions 
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Appendix 4 Community Engagement: Business Survey – November 2016 
Businesses on Marsh Farm        Businesses on Paxcroft Farm 
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Appendix 4 Community Engagement: Business Survey – November 2016 - Business Responses 
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Appendix 5 School Council: children’s responses / suggestions 
 
  
Ten children responded. 
 
Dear School Council, 
 
Here is the list of ideas to improve Hilperton. I added your class’ ideas to your original list and this is the total.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan 
 
All Comments 
Shelter for homeless people (Trowbridge is getting full and it will start shifting out) 
Playground in the field by the new road so that children can play while parents walk dog. 
Underpass to make crossing the road safer. 
Litter picker 
Dog poo bins are full or non-existent 
Free dog poo bags next to the bin. 
Cycle path to connect Hilperton, Staverton and Trowbridge. (safe and not like the one by the swimming pool where cars can drive straight over it). 
Losing access to fields due to housing developments. 
Playgrounds are currently across busy road with no safe place to cross. 
Splashpad / water park (German style for kids to move water around) / paddling pool 
Grown up exercising equipment in the playground. 
Why no ball games in the park? Astroturf? A no-dogs-allowed space 
More bus stops 
Astroturf 
More benches 
Develop Hilperton Park in the grounds of the village hall 
Skate park 
Swimming pool 
Community orchard 
Museum 
Motocross track 
Worried about new builds 
Nerf gun arena – needs to look like a terrain with bunkers etc – would have to be tarmacked.  
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All Comments Continued > 
 
Lasertag 
Zip wire in the park 
New nets for goals in Hilperton Park 
New tarmac for village hall 
Double yellow on Rodden Lane 
Dog park with hurdles and jumps 
More pedestrian walkways away from the roads 
Picnic area with stone built barbeque 
Adventure playground 
Crazy golf course 
Entertainment in the village hall 
Tennis court 
Sports ground (very popular!) 
Slide in the park (tube slide) 
Wildlife observation hut 
Outdoor swimming pool 
Monkey bars 
 
Initial Analysis (Themes) 
Leisure and Recreation 
Playground in the field by the new road so that children can play while parents walk dog. 
Splash pad / water park (German style for kids to move water around) / paddling pool, Grown up exercising equipment in the playground 
Why no ball games in the park? Astroturf? A no-dogs-allowed space, Astroturf , More benches 
Develop Hilperton Park in the grounds of the village hall, Skate park, Swimming pool, Museum, Motocross track, Nerf gun arena – needs to look like a terrain 
with bunkers etc – would have to be tarmacked, New nets for goals in Hilperton Park, Dog park with hurdles and jumps, Picnic area with stone built barbeque, 
Adventure playground, Crazy golf course, Entertainment in the village hall, Tennis court, Sports ground (very popular!), Slide in the park (tube slide), Outdoor 
swimming pool, Monkey bars, Zip wire in the park 
 
Transport 
Underpass to make crossing the road safer. 
Cycle path to connect Hilperton, Staverton and Trowbridge.  
Playgrounds are currently across busy road with no safe place to cross 
More bus stops 
Double yellow on Rodden Lane 
More pedestrian walkways away from the roads 
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Infrastructure / Maintenance 
Litter picker 
Dog poo bins are full or non-existent 
Free dog poo bags next to the bin. 
New tarmac for village hall 
 
Environment 
Worried about new builds 
Losing access to fields due to housing developments. 
Community orchard 
Wildlife observation hut 
 
Other 
Shelter for homeless people (Trowbridge is getting full and it will start shifting out) 
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Appendix 6: Older people’s responses 
 
All Comments 
More off-street parking in main streets through Hilperton Village 
Speed bumps – Whaddon Lane / Speed bumps/priority traffic flow – Hill Street 
Buses on Sundays / Later buses 
No house in the Gap (several relating to gap & Wyke Road) 
No houses at the back of Wyke Road 
Takeaways (Fish & chips/Indian/Chinese 
Corner/one stop shop 
Doctor’s surgery within the village 
Traffic flow/restriction to ensure no major accident happens at Whaddon Lane/Hill Street (one-way system utilising Green Lane) / ‘Sleeping 
Policemen’ to stop speeding through village 
Lorries still coming through village after Elizabeth Way opened 
 
Initial Analysis 
Transport 
More off-street parking in main streets through Hilperton Village 
Speed bumps – Whaddon Lane / Speed bumps/priority traffic flow – Hill Street 
Buses on Sundays / Later buses 
Traffic flow/restriction to ensure no major accident happens at Whaddon Lane/Hill Street (one-way system utilising Green Lane) / ‘Sleeping 
Policemen’ to stop speeding through village 
Lorries still coming through village after Elizabeth Way opened 
 
Infrastructure / Facilities 
Takeaways (Fish & chips/Indian/Chinese 
Corner/one stop shop 
Doctor’s surgery within the village 
 
Housing 
No house in the Gap (several relating to gap & Wyke Road) 
No houses at the back of Wyke Road  
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Appendix 7: HRA and Discussions with County Ecologist 
 
HRA	of	Hilperton	Neighbourhood	Development	Plan	SEA	Screening	Draft,	Hilperton	Parish	2017	–	

2026	(LK/V1/17.03.17)	

HILPERTON	NEIGHBOURHOOD	DEVELOPMENT	PLAN	HABITATS	REGULATIONS	ASSESSMENT	(HRA)	

1. Introduction	

1.1. This	HRA	relates	to	the	version	of	the	Hilperton	Neighbourhood	Development	Plan	SEA	Screening	Draft	

which	was	current	at	the	time	of	the	assessment	on	17.03.17.	

1.2. The	HRA	has	been	carried	out	to	comply	with	Regulation	102	of	the	Habitats	Regulations	2010	(as	

amended).	Under	these	Regulations,	a	competent	authority	must	consider	whether	a	relevant	plan	is	

likely	to	have	a	significant	effect	on	any	European	sites	before	deciding	to	give	any	consent,	permission	or	

other	authorisation	to	the	plan.	If	the	screening	exercise	demonstrates	significant	effects	are	likely,	the	

competent	authority	must	undertake	an	appropriate	assessment	to	examine	the	effects	of	the	plan	on	

the	conservation	objectives	of	the	European	Sites	in	question.	Both	the	screening	and	the	full	appropriate	

assessment	must	consider	the	impacts	of	the	plan	alone	and	in	combination	with	other	plans	or	projects.	

1.3. Where	appropriate	assessment	is	undertaken,	the	competent	authority	may	only	authorise	the	plan	

having	ascertained	in	the	light	of	the	sites’	conservation	objectives,	that	it	will	not	adversely	affect	the	

integrity	of	the	European	site	or	sites.	Otherwise	the	plan	cannot	be	authorised	unless	specific	statutory	

tests	are	be	met.		

1.4. Wiltshire	Council	has	conducted	the	following	HRA	as	competent	authority	for	the	Hilperton	

Neighbourhood	Development	Plan	SEA	Screening	Draft.	The	HRA	is	iterative;	where	risks	to	European	

Sites	are	identified	amendments	must	be	incorporated	into	the	plan	to	remove	these	before	the	plan	is	

made.		

1.5. The	HRA	process	should	be	repeated	after	any	significant	changes	are	made	and	before	the	final	plan	is	

considered	by	a	referendum.		

2. Screening	Methodology	

2.1. Each	element	of	the	plan	has	been	categorised	against	screening	criteria	developed	by	Natural	England	to	

provide	a	clear	audit	trail	for	the	screening	assessment.	

2.2. The	screening	criteria	used	are	as	follows:	

• Category	A1:	The	policy	will	not	itself	lead	to	development	e.g.	because	it	relates	to	design	or	other	

qualitative	criteria	for	development;	

• Category	A2:	The	policy	is	intended	to	protect	the	natural	environment;	

• Category	A3:	The	policy	is	intended	to	conserve	or	enhance	the	natural,	built	or	historic	

environment;	

• Category	A4:	The	policy	would	positively	steer	development	away	from	European	sites	and	

associated	sensitive	areas;	

• Category	A5:	The	policy	would	have	no	effect	because	no	development	could	occur	through	the	

policy	itself,	the	development	being	implemented	through	later	policies	in	the	same	plan,	which	are	

more	specific	and	therefore	more	appropriate	to	assess	for	their	effects	on	European	Sites	and	

associated	sensitive	areas.	

• Category	B	–	no	significant	effect;	

• Category	C	–	likely	significant	effect	alone;	and	

• Category	D	–	Likely	significant	effects	in	combination.	

2.3. The	effect	of	each	policy	has	been	considered	both	individually	and	in	combination	with	other	plans	and	

projects	(see	table	in	section	4	below).	Where	potential	for	likely	significant	effects	have	been	identified,	

a	further	appropriate	assessment	is	undertaken	in	section	5.	
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1. Wiltshire Core Strategy HRA  

3.1 The Wiltshire Core Strategy HRA (October 2009, February 20121, March 20132, and April 20143) identified general parameters to determine the likelihood 
of potential impact on Natura 2000 (European protected) sites. The following parameters were identified and assessed for the following Natura 2000 sites. 

 

• Recreation – Natura 2000 sites within 5km of the plan area, or where Salisbury Plain SPA/SAC is within 15km of the plan area: 

o Salisbury Plain SAC and SPA 

o River Avon SAC 

o New Forest SAC / SPA 

• Hydrology / Hydrogeology - Sites that fall wholly or partly within the Wessex Water Resource Zone may be susceptible to impact:  

o Salisbury Plain SAC / SPA 

o Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC 

o Pewsey Downs SAC 

o North Meadow and Clattinger Farm SAC 

o River Avon SAC 

o River Lambourn SAC 

o Kennet & Lambourn Floodplain SAC 

• Air Pollution / Nitrogen Deposition – Natura 2000 sites within 200m of a main road 

o Porton Down SPA 

o Salisbury Plain SAC / SPA 

o Southampton Water SPA 

                                                 
1 Wiltshire Core Strategy Submission Draft – Assessment under the Habitats Regulations, Wiltshire Council, February 2012 
2 Wiltshire Core Strategy – Assessment under the Habitats Regulations, Wiltshire Council, March 2013 
3 Wiltshire Core Strategy Updated Habitats Regulations Assessment, April 2014 
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o Clattinger Farm SAC 

o River Avon SAC 

o Rodborough Common SAC 

o Cotswolds Beechwoods SAC 

• Physical Damage / Interruption of Flight Lines / Disturbance 

o Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC 

o Porton Down SPA 

 

2. Screening of Policies in Hilperton Neighbourhood Development Plan 

2.1. The Hilperton Neighbourhood Development Plan comprises 5 planning policies and 3 informal community action policies. 
4.2 All parts of the draft plan have been screened for potential impacts on the European sites listed in section 3 above, as set out in the table below. Three 

policies have the potential to give rise to significant effects on the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC and are taken forward to appropriate assessment 
in section 5 below. 

4.3 Although the plan area falls within 15 km of Salisbury Plain SPA, mitigation for impacts on breeding stone curlew arising from recreational pressure were 
addressed through the HRA for the Wiltshire Core Strategy. CIL contributions are funding a project to identify, manage and protect breeding sites used by 
this species for the lifetime of the Core Strategy. The Hilperton HRA can therefore conclude no likely significant effects for this European site.  

4.4 Other policies would either not lead directly to development or would have no significant effects due to the scale and nature of the proposals in the plan.  
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TABLE: Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening of the Hilperton Neighbourhood Development Plan  
 

A / B (Green) – Screened out 

C / D (Red) – Screened in 

 

Policy Initial 
screening 
Category 

Issue Screening category after changes recommended by appropriate assessment 

Landscape 
Setting 

C and D Housing development at the Hilperton 
Gap could lead to impacts on the Bath 
and Bradford on Avon SAC alone if 
on-site habitats used by SAC bat 
species for foraging, commuting or 
roosting are adversely affected by 
development. In-combination with 
other schemes, development can be 
expected to contribute to recreational 
pressure in woodlands in the SE of 
Trowbridge. Which are used by SAC 
bats for roosting.  

B 

Design  A1   
Sustainable 
Transport 

C and D The provision of new and upgraded 
paths and crossing points could lead to 
impacts on the Bath and Bradford on 
Avon SAC alone if lighting adversely 
affects habitats used by SAC bat 
species for foraging, commuting or 
roosting. Effects could also occur in-
combination with other schemes.  

B 

Infrastructure 
and developer 
contributions 

A1 / A2   

Local economy, 
jobs and tourism 

C and D Development to facilitate the local 
economy could lead to impacts on the 
Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC alone 
if development adversely affects 

B 
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Policy Initial 
screening 
Category 

Issue Screening category after changes recommended by appropriate assessment 

habitats used by SAC bat species for 
foraging, commuting or roosting. Such 
development could also have effects 
in-combination with other schemes. 

Informal policy 
A – Hedgerows 
and trees 

A2 Restoration of hedgerows and trees 
could contribute positively by 
enhancing habitat used by bats which 
are features of the Bath and Bradford 
on Avon Bat SAC. Advisory note: 
felling and management of diseased, 
dead and dying trees has the potential 
to affect roosting bats and professional 
advice should be obtained before 
undertaking such works.  

 

Informal Policy 
B – Ditches and 
drainage 

B   

Informal Policy 
C – Highway 
issues 

B   

 

 
3. Appropriate Assessment  

5.1  The screening Assessment found that the Hilperton Neighbourhood Development Plan could lead to significant effects on the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC in 
combination with other plans and projects. The following assessment has been conducted taking the following plans and projects into consideration: 
• Wiltshire Core Strategy (Adopted January 2015) 
• Application 15/04736/OUT Ashton Park, Trowbridge  
• Application 16/04468/OUT  land South West of Ashton Road, Trowbridge 
• Application 16/00547/FUL  Drynham Lane, Trowbridge 
• Application 15/11267/FUL  Parcels P8 and P9B East Trowbridge 
• Application 16/01633/OUT  The Grange, Hilperton 
• Application 16/00672/OUT  Land W of Elizabeth Way, SW of Hilperton Marsh, Trowbridge 
• Permission 13/06879/OUT Land South of Devizes Road, Hilperton 
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• Other housing applications in and around Trowbridge which are 2 miles or more beyond Green Lane and Biss Woods 
• Permission W/11/01932/REM Land North East of Green Lane Farm, Trowbridge 
• Permission W/04/02105/OUTES Land adjacent to scrapyard, Trowbridge 
• Emerging Housing Sites DPD  
 

5.2 The Bradford on Avon Bats SAC comprises former stone mines around Bath and Bradford on Avon used by lesser horseshoe, greater horseshoe and 
Bechstein’s bats during the winter for hibernation and in the autumn for swarming. In spring and summer the bats breed in buildings (horseshoes) or 
woodlands (Bechstein’s) within a few kilometres of the SAC. Their survival relies not only on these seasonal roosts but also on connecting habitat which 
allows them to forage in and move through the surrounding landscape. All three species are highly sensitive to light and have very specific roost and 
habitat requirements making them susceptible to landscape changes. Hilperton lies between breeding routes to the south and hibernation / swarming 
sites to the north and therefore the neighbourhood plan could potentially affect the SAC though proposals for land use change in this area. 

5.3 The policy on Landscape Setting identifies that development could come forward for the Hilperton Gap if it was in accordance with Wiltshire Council Core 
policy 44 for Rural Exception Sites. It is possible that habitat within The Gap is used by SAC bat species for foraging, commuting and roosting. There is 
a risk therefore that development could adversely affect bat habitat by, for example, direct habitat loss, degradation through light spill or deterioration due 
to change in management.  

5.4 Residential development in The Gap also has the potential to lead to increased recreational use of Green Lane and Biss Woods and potentially Pickett 
and Clanger Woods, all of which are known to support maternity colonies of Bechsteins bats.  Recent development at Castlemead demonstrates 
recreational pressure could be having an adverse impact on this sensitive bat species through damage to roosts and foraging habitat as well as through 
increased activity such as the presence of dogs and people, noise, informal fires etc. While recreational pressure from any single development is unlikely 
to trigger impacts, there is a significant risk that the combined pressure from proposed development around Trowbridge would cause a gradual reduction 
in both breeding success and use of the woodlands by this bat species. There is an added concern that, as The Gap is already used by local people for 
recreation, particularly dog-walking, development within it could cause current users to go elsewhere, including to woodlands on the SE edge of 
Trowbridge. 

5.5 New development could therefore potentially lead to impacts both alone and in-combination with other schemes. For new development to be able to 
come forward it would be necessary to be able to demonstrate, beyond reasonable scientific doubt, that there would be no adverse effects on the SAC. 
Any loss in recreational area would need to be accompanied by a scheme which demonstrated an appropriate increase in the recreational carrying 
capacity of the Trowbridge area which at the same time did not increase use of the SE woodlands.  

5.6 Recommendation 1 - In order to guard against any risk of this policy conflicting with the objectives of the Habitats Regulations, it is recommended that 
following wording is inserted into the policy: 
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Any scheme coming forward as a result of the rural exemption granted by Core Policy 44 must satisfy the following criteria; 
• “The scheme must demonstrate no adverse impact on woodlands in the south east of Trowbridge which are functionally linked to the 

Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC, either alone or in-combination with other plans and projects” 

5.7 The policy on Sustainable Transport requires new development proposals to be connected into the existing footpath and cycle network by the provision 
of new routes where possible and otherwise through upgrading of the overall local system. Footpaths are often located adjacent to hedgerows and other 
linear landscape features which are the routes preferred by bats for commuting and foraging in otherwise open landscapes. Where hedgerows could be 
affected by creation of new paths or upgrading of existing ones e.g. through removal or reduction in hedgerow size, change in hedgerow management 
or installation of artificial lighting there is a significant risk of effects due to habitat severance and reduction in foraging habitat. Impacts may occur alone 
or in-combination with other schemes. Green Lane for example, which extends from Green Lane Wood into Trowbridge, is used as a footpath and 
cycleway and is partially lit. Proposals to extend lighting would need to be able to demonstrate no loss in bat use of the lane and ideally bring an 
improvement on the current conditions which can be expected to have reduced bat activity since lighting was installed. A carefully designed scheme 
making use of modern techniques and equipment may bring improvements for people using the path and for bats.  

5.8 Recommendation 2 - In order to guard against any risk of this policy conflicting with the objectives of the Habitats Regulations, it is recommended that 
following wording is inserted into the policy: 

      “Due to the importance of the Hilperton area for conserving Britain’s rarest bats, proposals for creating and improving footpaths and cycleways 
will be subject to an assessment under the Habitats Regulations 2010 (as amended). Proposals will only be implemented where it can be 
demonstrated there will be no deterioration of bat habitat as a result of lighting or changes to hedgerows and trees along proposed and 
existing paths.” 

 
5.9 The policy on Local Economy, Jobs and Tourism promotes small-scale tourism and employment of specified types. Although the scope for such 

development to impact on the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC is less than for the above two policies, there remains some potential for adverse 
effects through changes to hedgerows and trees especially in-combination with other schemes. 

5.10 Recommendation 3 - In order to guard against any risk of this policy conflicting with the objectives of the Habitats Regulations, it is recommended that 
following wording is inserted under point 1 of the policy: 

“Subject to acceptable impacts on neighbouring properties, landscape, biodiversity, provision of sufficient parking and compliance with the Habitats 
Regulations 2010 (as amended) and other policies of the neighbourhood plan…” 
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6 Conclusions 

6.1 Three policies in the neighbourhood plan have the potential to give rise to significant effects on one European site alone and in combination with other 
plans and projects. These policies have been considered through an appropriate assessment in section 5 above to determine whether they could lead 
to loss of site integrity of the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC. In all cases, additional wording can be added to the policies to ensure adverse 
impacts are avoided or offset. Provided this wording is added to the appropriate sections of the plan, I can conclude it would not lead to loss of site 
integrity of the SAC.  

6.2 This HRA should be reviewed if the plan is altered significantly and before it is considered by a referendum.  

Addendum 
Please note, under Biodiversity at para 5.15, I recommend wording is modified to more closely reflect the current situation. My suggestion is as follows: 
“…The Wiltshire Biodiversity Action Plan and the Wiltshire and Swindon Landscape Conservation Framework provide the local context for biodiversity policy 
which is contained under Core Policy 50, “Biodiversity and Geodiversity” and Core Policy 52, “Green Infrastructure”. In addition much of the Hilperton 
Neighbourhood Development Plan area falls within the core area4 of habitat used by bats which roost in woodlands to the south east of Trowbridge, including 
Green Lane and Biss Woods. The particular bats concerned are associated with the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC (Special Area of Conservation). 
Development in the plan which could adversely affect these populations must be subject to an assessment process prescribed in the Habitats Regulations 2010 (as 
amended). “ 
  

                                                 
4 Bat Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) Planning Guidance for Wiltshire 2015 



 

 
 
 

- 110 - 

Appendix 7: HRA and Discussions with County Ecologist Continued > E Mails 
 

 From: "Smith, Tracy M" <Tracy.Smith@wiltshire.gov.uk> Date: Tuesday, 28 March 2017 at 16:53 To: David King <hogpos@hotmail.com>, 

TOBY KING <tobydgking@btinternet.com>, "Clark, Ernie" <Ernie.Clark@wiltshire.gov.uk> Subject: FW: Hilperton HRA 
  
Dear All 
 Please see attached the Hilperton HRA prepared by our Senior Ecologist. Sincere apologies for its delay. The Plan has been taken through to full appropriate 
assessment on account of potential significant impacts to the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC. As a result, changes are recommended to the wording of 
three policies. These could either be incorporated now, or sent to the Inspector to advise on. 
 Before the HRA is adopted, the council will need to quickly look through any changes made to the plan to ensure the HRA remains valid. I can then issue a 
letter confirming the position of the plan in relation to the Habitats Regulations. This will be done later in the process. BR 
  
 Tracy M Smith, Spatial Planning Manager 
Economic Development and Planning, Wiltshire Council 
Tel: 01249 706687 
 From: Smith, Tracy M  Sent: 10 April 2017 13:48 To: Kilgallen, Louisa Subject: FW: Hilperton HRA Importance: High 
 Hi Louisa 
Would be grateful if we could have a chat about this. 
Will put something in the diary for next week – hope thats ok.  Thanks. 
 

From: "Kilgallen, Louisa" <Louisa.Kilgallen@wiltshire.gov.uk> Date: Wednesday, 19 April 2017 at 14:57 To: "Smith, Tracy M" 

<Tracy.Smith@wiltshire.gov.uk> Subject: RE: Hilperton HRA 
Tracy, 
 I’ve annotated David’s comments below in green. I suggest we ensure the inspector has a copy of this email to help him make a decision on my 
recommended policy wording changes arising from the HRA I completed on 17 March 2017. 
  
Louisa Kilgallen MCIEEM CEnv 
Senior Ecologist 
Wiltshire Council 
_____________________________ 
Tel: 01225 713303 
Email: louisa.kilgallen@wiltshire.gov.uk 
 Please note, I work 4 days a week, Monday is my non-working day. 

mailto:Tracy.Smith@wiltshire.gov.uk
mailto:hogpos@hotmail.com
mailto:tobydgking@btinternet.com
mailto:Ernie.Clark@wiltshire.gov.uk
mailto:Louisa.Kilgallen@wiltshire.gov.uk
mailto:Tracy.Smith@wiltshire.gov.uk
mailto:louisa.kilgallen@wiltshire.gov.uk
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From: David King [mailto:hogpos@hotmail.com]  Sent: 06 April 2017 13:48 To: Smith, Tracy M Cc: Clark, Ernie; TOBY KING; Peter Fielding Subject: Hilperton 

HRA Importance: High 
 Hi Tracy, 
 I’ve now had a chance to read the HRA and make a response. Please note references to the ‘WCS’ in what follows are to the Wiltshire Core Strategy 2015. I have indicated 
the various parts of the HRA in Red. I attach the HRA for your ease of reference. 
 I’d be glad if you would please be so kind as to share this with the ecologist who wrote the report. 
 
 Unfortunately, I think a significant misunderstanding has occurred and feel that, as a consequence the ecologist might want to re-visit the report. There are also problems 
in requiring with the ecologist’s requirements in terms of staying within planning law and good practice. 
 Alternatively, perhaps the ecologist would be prepared to accept the following….I’ll deal with the issues as they come up in the HRA report… 
  
Recommendation 1 -  Landscape Setting Policy 
The intention of this policy seems to have been misunderstood. It is not intended to encourage development – but the reverse, and indeed its consequence would be the 
preservation of open space and habitat, and perhaps its enhancement! 
 The Policy, which takes forward the Core Strategy invitation to create such a policy in WCS Paragraph 5.150, cannot simply block development and, in order to comply with 
National Policy and Planning Legislation has to choose its words carefully. It therefore states: 
 
 The landscape setting of Hilperton village to the west (the area known locally as The ‘Hilperton Gap’, separating Hilperton from Trowbridge) will be preserved and if 
possible enhanced for both biodiversity agriculture and recreation. 
 No development will be permitted in the ‘Gap’ - as defined on the map included here as Appendix 6 - except in accordance with Wiltshire Council Core Policy 44. 
 
 Any scheme coming forward as a result of the rural exemption granted by Core Policy 44 must satisfy the following additional criteria; 
 The openness and landscape value of the Gap must not be significantly 

• Compromised 
• Existing facilities for informal recreation must be preserved and enhanced 
• The scheme should enhance local biodiversity and habitat. 
  
 The issue seems to revolve around the reference to the existing Wiltshire Core Strategy Policy CP 44. 
 This is not a consequence of our policy but is essentially a reference to an existing WCS policy (which has incidentally already passed an HRA 
and SA).  It is good practice to mention the WCS policy here because a neighbourhood plan cannot legally contradict the WCS. We therefore 
make it clear that, while we would like the gap to remain open (of benefit to biodiversity such as the bats of which we are aware) we are not 
attempting to over-ride WCS established policy. This is important for an Examiner to understand. 
 

mailto:hogpos@hotmail.com
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 Put another way – if we remove the mention of WCS Policy 44, then not only could an Examiner think there is a potential conflict, but the WCS 
policy will in any case continue to apply. The fact that this element of the policy already exists and will continue to exist, is therefore nothing to 
do with the NDP policy under consideration. We are simply mentioning an existing policy context. It is not therefore for the NDP to ensure (as 
suggested by your recommendation 1) that; 
“The scheme must demonstrate no adverse impact on woodlands in the south east of Trowbridge which are functionally linked to the Bath and 
Bradford 
on Avon SAC, either alone or in-combination with other plans and projects” 
  
 This was a matter for the WCS policy CP44 itself which was exposed to HRA itself as part of its adoption process. A Neighbourhood Plan cannot  
retrospectively impose conditions on an existing Wiltshire Council approved policy! We cannot therefore add this wording. 
 It is important to understand that the particular issue regarding impacts of public pressure on woodlands SE of Trowbridge has emerged after the 
HRA for the core strategy was completed. Not only is the HRA for the core strategy out of date but it significantly underestimated this issue for 
the Trowbridge housing allocation. The HRA for the Hilperton NP is the first opportunity for the potential consequences of core policy 44 to be 
assessed.  The HRA for the core strategy took the approach that where a policy potentially conflicted with a specific HRA issue, the policy 
wording was altered to ensure this was avoided. Not only is it entirely appropriate, I consider it is essential that this policy is caveated 
according to my recommendation in order to appropriately reflect its relevance. 
 We can however add wording to the explanatory text to indicate the presence of the SAC and the issues mentioned. We want to achieve the 
same protection as the County Ecologist, but we are constrained by Planning Law as to exactly how this can be done.   
 
 I would suggest therefore that the following wording is used in the explanatory text: 
  The Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC, is close to the Hilperton Gap and this is a habitat for rare bats. The woodlands east of Trowbridge are 
functionally linked to this SAC.  The Habitat Regulations 2010 would require any scheme which did come forward to in the Hilperton Gap to 
demonstrate no adverse impact on these woodlands or any other element of the bat habitat. 
 This is not an acceptable alternative as it downplays the significance of the Habitats Regulations assessment compared to other bullet items. My recommendation is 

consistent with planning law, current case law and the Habitats Regulations Assessment Handbook (DTA Publications, online) which is recognized by statutory agencies and 
Defra as the authoritative guidance for complying with the Habitats Regulations in planning. 
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I turn now to recommendation 2. This concerns the Sustainable Transport Policy, which reads: 
 Development proposals within the plan area must demonstrate: 
That the site itself is directly and adequately served by the existing network of paths. Where there is no direct physical link into the network 
from the development, a link must be provided or, where this is impracticable, contributions made to upgrading the overall local system in 
lieu. 
 Where appropriate, contributions will be sought to upgrade footpaths to cycle paths, provide road crossings at appropriate points, improve 
surfaces and signage. Contributions may also be sought to improve the local bus service. 
 Particular priorities for local investment are: 
 Improving path links that facilitate safe foot or cycle journeys to and from Trowbridge 
• Providing safe crossings where paths cross roads (e.g. Elizabeth Way) 
• Upgrade footpaths to cycle paths where possible, and in particular across the Hilperton Gap. 
• Improving bus service frequency and range of destinations. 
 
The Recommendation is to insert the following wording: 
 “Due to the importance of the Hilperton area for conserving Britain’s rarest bats, proposals for creating and improving footpaths and 
cycleways will be subject to an assessment under the Habitats Regulations 2010 (as amended). Proposals will only be implemented where it 
can be demonstrated there will be no deterioration of bat habitat as a result of lighting or changes to hedgerows and trees along proposed 
and existing paths.” 
 
 The difficulty with this is: 
 1.       The policy is already consistent with approved Wiltshire Council Core Policy 60. This has passed an HRA and SA. It does not add any more, 
but merely shows how it could be applied locally. This is an accepted role for neighbourhood planning. As referred to above, the HRA for the 
core strategy is out of date and, in relation to the SE Trowbridge area, is inadequate following considerable further data obtained for the area 
following submission of the planning application for the strategic allocation at Ashton Park. 
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 2.       It is a rule of policy writing that policies should not repeat other legislation or higher level policy unnecessarily. Any scheme which could 
affect Bats would have to comply in any case with the HR and there is therefore no need to repeat that here in the policy itself. This would be 
bad practice. Data is available for specific areas in SE Trowbridge that demonstrate all three species which are features of the Bath and 
Bradford on Avon SAC are moving through the Hilperton landscape and are specifically vulnerable to the works proposed under this policy due 
to their preference for hedgerows as commuting routes. Relying on the general legal requirement to comply with the Habitats Regulations 
would negate the need for HRA of this plan in the first place. Drawing on guidance in the Habitats Regulations Assessment Handbook (DTA 
Publications) “when undertaking an appropriate assessment of a plan, adverse effects must be assessed at every relevant stage  of the 
procedure  to the extent possible on the basis of the precision of the plan. This assessment is to be updated with increasing specificity in 
subsequent stages of the procedure”. 
 However, the Steering group is committed to protecting and enhancing Habitat (this is Objective 5 of the Plan: ‘To conserve and enhance 
nature including trees and hedgerows’). 
 
1 Accordingly, I would propose to include the suggested wording - or something very like it - as an advisory besides the policy (we might have 
to replace the word ‘must’ with ‘should’ as we cannot legally require someone to comply with other legislation in a planning policy).  To do this 
would keep the policy precise and to the point, as required by law, but still makes the need to cater for the Bats in any scheme crystal 
clear.  Perhaps the following would suffice? 
 
 “Due to the importance of the Hilperton area for conserving Britain’s rarest bats, proposals for creating and improving footpaths and 
cycleways will be subject to a separate assessment under the Habitats Regulations 2010 (as amended). Proposals should only be 
implemented where it can be demonstrated there will be no deterioration of bat habitat as a result of lighting or changes to hedgerows and 
trees along proposed and existing paths.” 
  
An advisory is not adequate in these circumstances where there is a real risk of works associated with foot and cycle way improvements such as lighting installation, 
changes to hedgerows and tree removal, having an adverse effect on habitat used by SAC features for commuting and foraging. 
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 Recommendation 3 refers to the NDP Policy on Economy and Tourism. This states: 
 1. Subject to acceptable impacts on neighbouring properties, landscape, biodiversity, provision of sufficient parking and compliance with other 
policies of the Neighbourhood Plan, the following will normally be permitted in appropriate areas of the Parish: 
 Small-scale tourism and employment development of the following kinds: 
 Bed and Breakfasts 
Canal-based development of retail or restaurant facilities 
Farm-based tourism where the development is on brownfield land (for example among the existing buildings or within the farmyard). 
  
Summer-only campsites for tents, motorhomes and caravans may be permitted in the Parish with the exclusion of land in the Hilperton Gap 
subject to acceptable impacts on landscape and compliance with other policies of the Plan. 
Micro-businesses based on the conversion, subdivision or small scale extension of existing employment facilities. 
Small shops (e.g. convenience store, post office) 
Garden-based home offices subject to their being a maximum of 20% the volume of the parent dwelling and no more than 20% of the garden area 
in 
    which they are located. 
2. Conversion of existing retail premises including pubs and garages to residential use will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that 
the retail use in no longer viable. 
  
The Recommendation here is to insert the following into the policy itself: 
 
 “Subject to acceptable impacts on neighbouring properties, landscape, biodiversity, provision of sufficient parking and compliance with the Habitats 
Regulations 2010 (as amended) and other policies of the neighbourhood plan…” 
 
 Again, a planning policy cannot require an applicant to secure the approval of another body or person, and nor should it repeat other legislation. If we 
inserted this then there is a very good chance that it would be removed by an Examiner. However, we do want to raise the profile of conservation, so… I 
would therefore suggest that very similar wording is included, not in the policy but in the explanatory text: 
 
The Parish has a wealth of habitat and biodiversity. In terms of impact on such biodiversity (for example, like the nearby Bath and Bradford 
on Avon Bats SAC) it should be noted that proposals will also have to comply with the separate the Habitats Regulations 2010.  
 The Hilperton neighbourhood plan is at particular risk of causing adverse effects on habitats used by bats which are features of the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC. 

Risks relate to the loss of individual trees or hedgerows, conversion of farm buildings, and lighting in the countryside and this issue should therefore be highlighted as a 
potential constraint in the policy on Economy and Tourism. 
 In my view the above changes to the plan would comply with planning law and also take forward the very valid aim of the county ecologist in preventing loss 
or harm to the integrity of all biodiversity locally, including the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC.  We would also be more than happy to refer the plan 
back at a later stage, and before referendum for further ecological comment. 
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Addendum. 
 It is recommended that Paragraph 5.15 is modified to read: 
 
 “…The Wiltshire Biodiversity Action Plan and the Wiltshire and Swindon Landscape Conservation Framework provide the local context for 
biodiversity policy which is contained under Core Policy 50, “Biodiversity and Geodiversity” and Core Policy 52, “Green Infrastructure”. In 
addition, much of the Hilperton Neighbourhood Development Plan area falls within the core area [1] of habitat used by bats which roost in 
woodlands to the south east of Trowbridge, including Green Lane and Biss Woods. The particular bats concerned are associated with the 
Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC (Special Area of Conservation). Development in the plan which could adversely affect these 
populations should be subject to an assessment process prescribed in the Habitats Regulations 2010 (as amended). “ 
 
I confirm that we can insert this, but replacing the word must with ‘should’. We cannot require compliance with Habitat Regulations in a planning document. It 
is already required by law.  Please let me know if the above is acceptable. I think we have the same objectives at heart. 
 Kind regards 
 David King 
PlanningStreet 

 
 
Hi Louise, 
 Thanks for your comments – I’ll look through these. I do understand your point of view – I thin k that we are trying to achieve the same thing However, I 
disagree as to how this should be incorporated into policy.  It is a fundamental aspect of planning policy that they should not repeat higher level policy or 
guidance, where this needs to be mentioned it should be in the supporting text.  I understand what you want, and of course support it, but I don’t think this 
is the correct way to do it. 
 I think we will leave it to the inspector to decide based on the e mail trail. 
 In the end, what matters to the Steering Group is that the policy is acceptable in its intention and has the desired effect on landscape. They certainly don’t 
want to impact adversely on wildlife – as you can see from the sections of the plan on Biodiversity. 
 We can live with whatever the inspector decides re the actual wording of the policy. It will be interesting to see which way he or she goes. 
 Kind regards 
  
David K 

PlanningStreet  
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  Appendix 8:  Revised Area Application and Parish Area before and after Boundary Review 

 
1 

 

 
 
 

 
 

NOTIFICATION OF DECISION REGARDING THE APPLICATION FOR DESIGNATION OF 

HILPERTON NEIGHBOURHOOD AREA UNDER SECTION 61G OF THE TOWN AND 
COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 AS AMENDED 

 
APPLICANT:  
 

Hilperton Parish Council 
 
APPLICATION:  
 
Application for the Designation of Hilperton Neighbourhood Area  

 
Pursuant to the Wiltshire Council constitution and in particular Part 3B, the Associate 
Director for Economic Development and Planning within whose remit Spatial Planning falls 
is authorised to consider the area designation applications for Neighbourhood Plans and if 
appropriate approve applications.  
 
DECISION:   
 
The Designation of Hilperton Neighbourhood Area is approved in accordance with section 61G 
of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended for the purposes of Neighbourhood 
Planning. The reasons for this decision are set out in the accompanying ‘Neighbourhood Area 
Designation Application Report’. 
 
In order to designate the Hilperton Neighbourhood Area the existing boundary of the Hilperton 
Neighbourhood Area, as originally designated on 20.09.2016, was modified in accordance 
with section 61G(6) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
 
Signed:  
 

 
 
Alistair Cunningham 
Associate Director  
Economic Development and Planning 
 
Dated: 27.06.2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

2 
 

WILTSHIRE COUNCIL 
NEIGHBOURHOOD AREA DESIGNATION APPLICATION REPORT –  
OFFICERS DECISION ACTING UNDER DELEGATED POWERS 
 

Date of application 21.04.2017 

Date of decision 27.06.2017 

Name of proposed 
designation 

Hilperton Neighbourhood Area 

Community Area Trowbridge Community Area 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Pursuant to the Wiltshire Council constitution and in particular Part 3B, the Associate 
Director for Economic Development and Planning within whose remit Spatial Planning falls 
is authorised to consider the area designation applications for Neighbourhood Plans and if 
appropriate approve applications. 

 
2. BACKGROUND  

 
2.1 The power to designate a Neighbourhood Area is exercisable under section 61G of the 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990. Under Regulation 5(1) of The Neighbourhood 
Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (which came into force on 6 April 2012) an area 
application has to include a map which identifies the area to which the application relates, 
a statement explaining why this area is considered appropriate to be designated as a 
neighbourhood area and a statement that the body making the application is a relevant 
body for the purposes of section 61G(2) of the 1990 Act.  

 
2.2 Hilperton Parish Council forms the ‘relevant body’ (for the purposes of section 61G (2) of 

the Town and Country Planning Act 1990) and submitted an application for the designation 
of Hilperton Neighbourhood Area, to align with changes to the parish boundary that were 
made through the Wiltshire Council (Reorganisation of Community Governance) Order 
2016 and are in effect from 1 April 2016.  

 
2.3 The application is for the whole parish area of Hilperton, that will be in effect from 1 April 

2016, to be designated as a Neighbourhood Area for the purposes of Neighbourhood 
Planning and so satisfies section 61G(3) of the Act. The submission of the application 
complied with the regulations. 

 
3. PROCEDURE  

 
3.1 Under section 61H of the 1990 Act whenever a local planning authority exercises powers 

under section 61G to designate an area as a neighbourhood area, consideration must be 
given to whether the authority should designate the area concerned as a business area. 
The designation of the specified area as a business area can only occur if the authority 
considers that the area is wholly or predominately business in nature [Section 61H (3)]. 

 
3.2 If the application for the designation of this Neighbourhood Area is approved, then 

Regulation 7(1) of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulation 2012 requires the 
designation to be publicised. If the application is refused, reasons must be given under 
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3 

 

61G(9) of the 1990 Act and Regulation 7(2) of the Regulations when the decision is 
publicised.  

 
3.3 The proposed neighbourhood area is already part of a designated neighbourhood area 

and since neighbourhood areas must not overlap with each other (section 61G(7) Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990) a new neighbourhood area cannot be designated unless 
the existing neighbourhood area is modified. Under section 61G(6) Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 the authority in determining any application, can modify designations 
already made, prior to a neighbourhood area being designated and if the modification 
relates to any extent to the area of a parish council it can only be made with the parish 
council’s consent. The existing neighbourhood area that must be modified is the Hilperton 
Neighbourhood Area, which extends beyond the boundaries of Hilperton Parish into 
Trowbridge. Trowbridge Town Council must therefore consent to the modification of the 
existing Hilperton Neighbourhood Area prior to the current designation of Hilperton Parish 
as a neighbourhood area.  

 
3.4 In determining the application the local planning authority would also need to consider the 

desirability of maintaining the existing boundaries of areas already designated as 
neighbourhood areas as per section 61G(4)(b) Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 

 
4. CONSIDERATION AS TO WHETHER OR NOT TO DESIGNATE 
 

4.1 In determining the application for the designation as a Neighbourhood Area regard must 
be had to the desirability of designating the whole area.  

 
4.2 The issue is whether or not the specified area is an appropriate area to be designated as a 

Neighbourhood Area1 and whether or not it is appropriate to modify the existing 
neighbourhood area.  
 

4.3 The fact that the designation of the Hilperton Neighbourhood Area would allow a 
Neighbourhood Plan to be prepared does not form part of the determination of this 
application. 

 
5. REASONING FOR DESIGNATION 
 
5.1 The parish of Hilperton is located to the east of Trowbridge. The south-western part of the 

parish contains the Large Village of Hilperton, as defined by the Wiltshire Core Strategy 
(WCS). Hilperton Parish borders the Principal Settlement of Trowbridge as defined by the 
WCS and the settlement boundary (built up area) of Trowbridge, abuts the settlement 
boundary of Hilperton. While the settlements are contiguous, Hilperton is a separate 
village. The built up areas of Trowbridge and Hilperton encircle an area of open space to 
the west of Hilperton village and this land is bisected by the Hilperton relief road known as 
Elizabeth Way. The remainder of the parish is rural with dispersed dwellings, farms and 
the hamlet of Whaddon. 

 
5.2 The application refers to the boundary of the parish having been amended by the Wiltshire 

Council Reorganisation of Community Governance Order 2016, which came into effect on 

                                                   
1 Paragraph 033 Reference ID: 41-033-20140306 

4 
 

1 April 2017. Prior to this boundary change the south-western part of Hilperton parish 
contained a housing development (Paxcroft Mead) that is included within the settlement of 
Trowbridge and part of this development has now become part of Trowbridge parish.  

 
5.3 The proposed area for designation through this application is the whole of Hilperton Parish 

as a single parish neighbourhood area as set out in the map included with the application. 
The reason for the proposed designation is to align with the new parish boundary. It is not 
desirable to maintain the existing neighbourhood area boundary as this would result in part 
of Trowbridge parish being included within the Hilperton neighbourhood area. The 
designation would allow Hilperton Parish Council to produce a neighbourhood plan for the 
area that is entirely within their jurisdiction.  

 
5.4 As described above, Hilperton Parish is adjacent to the Principal Settlement of Trowbridge 

at which further growth needs to be accommodated in accordance with the WCS. Land 
adjacent to Trowbridge, within the south west of Hilperton parish, is being considered in 
planning for the sustainable growth of the town, consistent with the Core Strategy. As 
such, consideration has been given as to whether a smaller area of the parish would be 
the appropriate area to designate to avoid the fragmentation of Trowbridge. As per the 
existing neighbourhood area designation, it was concluded that the contiguous nature of 
Hilperton village and Trowbridge town and the absence of any allocation in an adopted 
plan that would define the future extent of Trowbridge at this location, any smaller area 
could be considered arbitrary. 

 
5.5 However, in the light of the requirement for the neighbourhood plan to be in general 

conformity with the Local Plan (including the Core Strategy), as the neighbourhood plan 
progresses the parish council and the local planning authority will need to ensure that 
conflict does not arise. 

 
5.6 The whole area of the parish of Hilperton may be considered an appropriate area to be 

designated as a neighbourhood plan area. The specified area is not wholly or 
predominantly business in nature and so it is inappropriate to designate it as a business 
area. 

 
5.7 It is proposed that the existing Hilperton Neighbourhood Area (as originally designated on 

20 September 2016) is modified and both councils involved have given their consent. In 
submitting their application to have the parish of Hilperton designated as an individual 
neighbourhood area it is deemed that Hilperton Parish Council have already consented to 
the necessary modification. Trowbridge Town Council has provided written consent.  
 

5.8 The resulting Hilperton Neighbourhood Area is considered a valid planning unit. 
 

5.9 The area proposed for designation as Hilperton Neighbourhood Area falls completely 
within the Council’s area.  

 
5.10 The application for designation of Hilperton Neighbourhood Area was publicised for a 

period of 6 weeks and 2 days from Thursday 27 April 2017 until 5pm Monday 12 June 
2017. 

 
5.11 One representation has been received during the consultation period in support of the 

proposed neighbourhood area and is set out at Appendix 1.  



 

 
 
 

- 119 - 

 

 
5 

 

 
6. CONCLUSION 

 

6.1 The reasons set out above lend support to the designation of Hilperton Neighbourhood 
Area. It is considered that the specified area (the subject of the application, as shown on 
the submitted map) is an ‘appropriate area’ upon which to base a Neighbourhood Plan. 
The existing Hilperton Neighbourhood Area has been modified, after consent of the 
relevant councils, to accommodate the current designation of the Hilperton Neighbourhood 
Area. 

 
6.2 The specified area is not wholly or predominantly business in nature and so it is 

inappropriate to designate it as a business area.  
 
6.3 A copy of this report will be sent to the qualifying body, Hilperton Parish Council and 

Trowbridge Town Council as well as other neighbouring parishes and will be publicised 
according to the regulations. 

 
7. DECISION 

 

7.1 The Designation of the Hilperton Neighbourhood Area is approved in accordance with 
section 61G of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended for the purposes of 
Neighbourhood Planning. 

 
7.2 In designating the Hilperton Neighbourhood Area the existing boundary of the Hilperton 

Neighbourhood Area, as originally designated on 20.09.16 was modified in 
accordance with section 61G(6) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 

 
 
 
Signed:  
 

 
 
Alistair Cunningham 
Associate Director  
Economic Development and Planning 

 

Dated: 27.06.17 
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DECISION REGARDING THE APPLICATION FOR DESIGNATION OF HILPERTON 
NEIGHBOURHOOD AREA UNDER SECTION 61(G) OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY 
PLANNING ACT (AS AMENDED)  

 
1. I have no private interests to declare in respect of this matter which would prevent me from 

determining this application. 
 

2. I hereby exercise power under section 61G of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 
amended) (“the Act”) and all other powers delegated to me to modify the boundary of the 
Hilperton Neighbourhood Area, as shown on Plan A. I am satisfied that it is appropriate to 
modify the neighbourhood area as shown on Plan A, and I confirm that consent was 
received from each parish council to which the modification relates.  
 

a) Name of neighbourhood area: Hilperton Neighbourhood Area 
 

b) Plan A: Map of the Hilperton Neighbourhood Area, as modified 27.06.2017  

 

c) I have made this decision in line with the information set out in the ‘Neighbourhood 
Area Designation Application Report’. 

 
3. I hereby exercise power under section 61G of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 

amended) (“the Act”) and all other powers delegated to me to designate the area identified 
on the map below as the Hilperton Neighbourhood Area for the purposes of section 61G (1) 



 

 
 
 

- 120 - 

 
 

7 
 

of the Act) as I am satisfied that the area is an appropriate area to be designated as a 
neighbourhood area. I do not designate it as a business area for the purposes of section 
61H (1) of the Act as it is not wholly or predominately business in nature.  
 
a) Name of neighbourhood area: Hilperton Neighbourhood Area 

 
b) Plan B: Map of the Hilperton Neighbourhood Area as modified 27.06.2017 
 

 
 

c) I have made this decision in line with the information set out in the ‘Neighbourhood Area 
Designation Application Report’. 

 

Signed:  
 

 
 
Alistair Cunningham 
Associate Director  
Economic Development and Planning 

 
Date: 27.06.2017 
  

8 
 

Appendix 1: Responses submitted to Wiltshire Council during the consultation on the application for 
designation of Hilperton Neighbourhood Area 
 
The full representations and attachments can also be viewed online at 
http://consult.wiltshire.gov.uk/portal/spatial_planning/np/hilperton_npdesig_2017 
 
Respondent Comments 

Cllr Ernie Clark Please register this comment as my full support for the revised area application. 
The revised Area Application comprises the whole, but no more, of the revised 
parish.  As such it is a logical area for the Neighbourhood Plan to cover. 
Ernie Clark, 
Wiltshire Councillor for Hilperton Division 
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A: Before review –Initially approved area 
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B: Review Process – area lost in Review 
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C: New area applied for after review 
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Appendix 9 Detailed Response of the Plan to the HSAP Site Off Elizabeth Way  
 
 
1.1 After the deadline for responses to the NDP consultation ended, the Housing Site Allocations Plan (HSAP) was published by 
 Wiltshire Council. The NDP Steering Group had not been directly consulted on the proposals which included policy H2.3 (a 
 proposed new site located to the west of Elizabeth Way for (initially) 205 houses.This was a considerable surprise to the NDP 
 Steering Group, because the draft NDP was at that stage proposing a  Landscape Setting Policy (Policy 1) which effectively 
 protected the Hilperton Gap on both sides of the Elizabeth Way. The draft policy was specifically designed to respect the 
 community’s wishes that the entire Gap be preserved from development.  
 
1.2 The Steering Group was aware of the undesirability of conflict with the emerging HSAP and  the consequences of such conflict at 
 a later date should the HSAP be approved as currently drafted with regard to policy H2.3. Should the NDP be adopted but the 
 HSAP then be subsequently adopted, then the HSAP would take precedence*.  
 
1.3 It is not considered to be the role of the Steering Group or the Neighbourhood Plan to challenge what may become Local 
 Planning policy, but that does not mean that the Steering Group is happy about or in any way supports the H2.3 HSAP 
 allocation. It is also highly likely that much of the land allocation proposed in the HSAP, and especially site H2.3 west of  Elizabeth 
 Way, will be challenged by a number of parties and may not be agreed, but that decision will not be known for possibly 18 months 
 or more. The revision to the Landscape Policy therefore represents a balancing act between the original mandate from the 
 residents of Hilperton and the surrounding area for no building on any part of the Hilperton Gap, as proposed in the Reg 14 
 consultation document, and the possibility, that policy H2.3 of the HSAP could be approved, allocating the west side of  Elizabeth 
 Way for development. 
 
1.4 Accordingly, a Landscape Visual Setting Analysis Report was commissioned from landscape architect Indigo Landscapes.  The 
 Report considers the value of a separating landscape gap, to be multi-faceted and to include;  

 
• Maintenance of separation,  
 prevention of coalescence  
• Preservation of a context or setting 
• Maintenance of local identity 
• A space for recreation, health and  biodiversity.  
• Such a gap should be meaningful in extent and should not be; ‘broken or partially subdivided by significant development.
     

 * Planning Practice Guidance: Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20160211 
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1.5 The Report points out that a national example of this approach is in Green Belt policy, while numerous examples exist of similar 
 policies in approved local and neighbourhood plans (e.g. The Idmiston Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan  
 
 https://www.idmistonpc.org/parish-council/parish-planning/neighbourhood-plan/ 
 
 or the North Warks Borough Council draft Local Plan). 
 
 https://www.northwarks.gov.uk/info/20028/forward_planning/1357/new_draft_local_plan 
 
1.6 The broad conclusions of this report are: 
 

• The Hilperton Landscape Gap (as defined in the report and as indicated in the policy map in Policy 1) forms an important 
 area of countryside that preserves both physical separation and identity between Hilperton and Trowbridge. 
 
• The Landscape Gap is also multi-functional and works on a number of levels including providing land for agriculture, green 
 infrastructure, access, visual amenity and recreation. It is recognised that the provision of significant green infrastructure 
 offers  important recreational, health and landscape benefits to local communities as well as potentially valuable habitat 
 and biodiversity benefits. The Hilperton Landscape Gap is an area that is much appreciated locally:  
 
  https://en-gb.facebook.com/thehilpertongapwildlife 
 
• The landscape within the Study Area is a well-defined and coherent ‘slice’ of countryside. 
• Elizabeth Way, a relatively recent introduction, runs through the Gap 
• The effect of this is to create two separate areas with differing characteristics: 

 
1.7 The area to the east (closest to Hilperton) 

• Has strongest character in the north, with traditional small fields and hedgerows. 
• However, the southern part provides a valuable open setting for the listed Church of St. Michael and All Angels The field 

behind the church is currently the subject of an application for Village Green status. 
• This area contains numerous footpaths and is much used for informal recreation.  
• Elizabeth Way is relatively well concealed in the landscape. 
• The eastern side is the most precious in landscape and community terms, forming the immediate setting for the village.  
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1.8 The area to the west (closest to Trowbridge) 
• Has a similar pattern to the eastern half, but the road is currently more visible. This will change as the trees and shrubs 

planted as part of the road’s landscaping two years ago, mature and grow.  
• The field to the south of Middle Lane is strategically important to retain both for its separation and landscape setting function. 

The mature trees associated with the listed Fieldways Hotel form a significant ‘parkland’ character backdrop to this area to 
the south. 

• The urban edge of Trowbridge is more dominant and there is less of a rural feel 
• The land slopes down towards Trowbridge from Elizabeth Way, presenting an opportunity to screen development should it 

happen. 
 
1.9 While the residents of the wider area would ideally wish that entire gap remains free of housing, the NDP can only base its 
 policies on evidence. Were it to ignore evidence when it  exists the plan could fail at examination. The Steering Group has to 
 respect the professional advice provided by its landscape architect. The choice is broadly as follows: 
 
 1. Were the NDP to attempt to maintain protection for the entire Gap (assuming that the HSAP is adopted in its current form) the 
 following would be likely to happen: 
  
 Policy 1 could be deleted at Examination for not being evidence based.  
  
 The entire plan could be rejected due to a perceived failure to ‘plan positively’ and deliver sustainable development’.  
 
 If either of the above were to occur the entire Gap would be left with no protection.          
 
1.10 OR  
 
 2. The NDP adopts a policy whereby the NDP Steering Group expresses its strong  preference for the entire Gap to remain open 
 and undeveloped, but, in so doing, applies the formal landscape setting protection policy to the eastern side, where it is more 
 strongly supported by the evidence. It accepts that development MAY occur on the western side in accordance with HSAP policy 
 H2.3. However, the eastern side of the Gap will be protected for many years into the future. 
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1.11 In the light of the evidence and professional advice received, the Landscape Policy (Policy1) has been revised to take forward the 
 wishes of the community, as far as is possible based on the evidence, and to create a robust policy.  
 
1.12 While the preference remains for no development in the Gap, the NDP has to consider the possibility that the HSAP H2.3 
 allocation will be approved. In this eventuality, the NDP would seek to impose conditions.  
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Appendix 10 Neighbourhood Plan Team 
 
In addition to assistance from PlanningStreet, a professional planning consultancy, the scoping researchers from the community who did much 
of the work were: 
 
Ernie Clark 
 
Peter Fielding 
 
Heidi Hart  
 
Richard Jamieson 
 
Toby King 
 
Jane Linham 
 
Jenny Martin 
 
Eileen Parfitt 
 
Tony Short  
 
Mary Tapping 
 
Pam Turner 
 
 
David King BA (hons.), Dip. TP., MRTPI 

  
Neighbourhood Planning Consultants  


