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AGENDA SUPPLEMENT (1)

Meeting: Electoral Review Committee

Place: Salisbury Room - County Hall, Bythesea Road, Trowbridge, BA14 8JN
Date: Monday 11 March 2019
Time: 1.00 pm

The Agenda for the above meeting was published on 1 March 2019. Additional
documents are now available and are attached to this Agenda Supplement.

Please direct any enquiries on this Agenda to Kieran Elliott, of Democratic Services,
County Hall, Bythesea Road, Trowbridge, direct line 01225 718504 or email
kieran.elliott@wiltshire.gov.uk

Press enquiries to Communications on direct lines (01225)713114/713115.

This Agenda and all the documents referred to within it are available on the Council’s
website at www.wiltshire.gov.uk

6 Electoral Review Update (Pages 3 - 34)

A draft submission is attached for consideration. Further details will be provided
at the meeting.

Draft division names are attached for consideration
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Executive Summary

This document sets out the response of Wiltshire Council (“The Council”) to the draft
recommendations of the Local Government Boundary Commission for England (“The
Commission”) on a pattern of 98 electoral divisions to apply from the next unitary
elections in May 2021.

The response was prepared following consideration of the draft recommendations by the
Electoral Review Committee (“The Committee”) and engagement with members of the
Council.

The Commission’s draft recommendations to a large extent followed the proposals of the
Council in its pattern of divisions submission made on 5 November 2018, either accepting
the proposals directly or with minor amendments.

However, in a number of areas the draft recommendations propo
electoral divisions. The Council considered all the proposals and,
many of them, a number remained which it felt did not align with t
electoral review, namely that they did not provide conveni

urban areas with rural areas without recognition of wRg ' priate locally.
i | factors and therefore
what is appropriate in one area may not be app , the Commission’s
proposals in several areas demonstrate i iCi ation of shared character and
interests, and an overemphasis on in som d road links as

overwhelming any other factors andsgonsiderati unity, identity and

governance.
The Council’s own proposa nt changes in some areas, demonstrating
there was no undue com of divisions which did not align to the

statutory criteria of th
administrative conce
the statutory criteg
Council should r ' ouncillors ‘in the context of the Area Boards and their

onstrably incorrect to imply, therefore, that
ea board arrangements were given prominence over

® community sense to attempt to claim that while mere area board
vhelming evidence of shared community identity, it is therefore

. Particularly when the Council has as noted above made significant

e statutory criteria arguments made this reasonable. The Council’s
proposals are‘therefore in line with the statutory criteria.

However, in certain areas the proposals of the Commission themselves seemingly
bypass the statutory criteria by focusing on only one element, electoral equality. The
Commission’s own guidance discusses parishes being used as building blocks, for the
obvious reason that parishes are an example of local community identity, indeed the
major example. While the Council accepts and has indeed proposed some dividing of
parishes where necessary for reasons of electoral equality or overwhelming community
factors such as incoming significant new development (as opposed to already established
development) which shares character with the larger urban areas, this clearly should be
done as a last resort or due to the emergence of those significant new factors, not as a
convenient way of achieving electoral equality when other options exist.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

A division proposal which relies solely on physical proximity is therefore flawed if
alternate proposals highlight genuine shared interests and character, as well as sharing
an identity close by but separate to a town, even if road links are not as ideal. This is the
reason that there is a requirement in law that divisions be contiguous, but not a
requirement in law that there be direct road links — because it is recognized an area’s
character is comprised of more than just road links, which appears in some cases to be
the entire justification for the Commission’s proposals.

The Council highlights the Commission’s proposals in Melksham, Westbury and

Laverstock as well as other individual changes in Malmesbury and Chippenham for
examples of changes made focused overwhelmingly and unnecessarily on electoral
equality or a misapplication of the principle of community identity whic
area ‘looks to’ a larger area, which every single village and parish does
not unique to any community, then it must be joined even where
demonstrable community support. The proposals in Laverstock a
in their dismissal of community identity by arbitrarily dividing

0 A
identity in being separated from, whilst dismissing the CO %
because it purportedly divided a community within tige, paris

proposed by the Commission. It should be note C objected to the
Commission’s proposals in only XX of 98 divisio e the proposals of the Council
were accepted in the Draft Recommenda i isSion should be read in
conjunction with the reasoning and evidenc

2018.

The Council also reiterates i
should remain, as propose,
prove as clear and effe
divisions in an authorj
conceivable way be c
no reasoning has

t an extraordinary meeting of the Council on 25 March
otes against and xx abstentions.

ill also be attached for consideration, along with a list of minor

to correct errors for example to ensure a division line aligns
s. Any reference to there being no objection in principle to the
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Responses to Commission Proposal by Division

For the purposes of this submission divisions have been listed in the order presented by
the Commission in its draft recommendations report.

Hyperlinks to divisions proposals

OO WNE

etc

Amesbury South

within a single division. The proposal also allows fo
along appropriate community lines.

The Council therefore makes no objecti
supports the name [insert name here]

Amesbury West

The Commission’s propose
equality. It still retains the

the Council’s proposal to improve electoral
n in one division and allows for suitable

The Council the
supports the na

ction to this proposed division. The Council
me here] for this division.

section arouN@Amesbury, which the Commission reference in their report. This is being
checked as this would impact whether the Council objects to the new line)

The Council therefore makes no objection/objects to this proposed division. The
Council supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Durrington

The Commission’s proposal accepted the reasoning of both the Council and the local
Town Council to create a division dividing the parish of Durrington along the Larkhill area,
as due to significant levels of new and proposed development the parish could not be
represented within a single division. The proposal retains the historic core of the town of
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Durrington in a single division.

The Commission did amend the proposed dividing line to exclude a section of the new
military development at Larkhill, using the main road south as the division between
Durrington Town and the Larkhill area. Recognising the difficulty of estimating electorates
for new military development especially given the very low registration in military housing,
the Council accepts the Commission’s argument that the main road makes a clearer
dividing line between the two divisions, as the Commission is content with the electoral
variance.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Avon Valley

The Commission’s proposal for this division accepted the Council

The Council therefore makes no objection t ision. The Council

supports the name [insert name here] for thi
Till

The Commission’s proposal for th
the parishes of Steeple Langford ane
and South Newton. While ouncil h e concerns that the connections between
the parishes of Steeple d and W h the parishes to the south is not as great
as the Commission s i siders, on balance, that the proposals are acceptable

ny similar features, electoral equality is acceptable,
jections have been received.

Council’s proposal to exclude
de the parishes of Great Wishford

variation. lusion of all Bourne Valley communities in a single division enhances
their commuRity identity, and the parish of Durnford, already combined with many of the
other parishes in the present division, continues to have very close links with those
parishes and ensures appropriate electoral equality.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Bradford-on-Avon North

The Council’s proposal for this division was accepted by the Commission with minor
variations. The town divisions are of acceptable size, make broad geographic sense and
there are no known negative community implications in the changes of a few streets as
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suggested by the Commission.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Bradford-on-Avon South

The Council’s proposal for this division was accepted by the Commission with minor
variations. As with the above the town divisions are of acceptable size, make broad
geographic sense and there are no known negative community implications in the
changes of a few streets as suggested by the Commission.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed divisi Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Holt

with one another, particularly Holt and Staverton, a
ensure an overall coherence to the local community

epted by the Commission without
divisions in the area due to the isolation

villages and parishes share character, needs and are an
establisheg unity within the Chippenham hinterland.
The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Kington

The Council’s proposal for this division was accepted by the Commission with minor
variation. The proposal ensures that the division will remain entirely rural in nature,
preserving the nature of the communities within it, while incoming new development
which, importantly, do not have any established community with the rest of the parish, will
be combined within an urban division with whom they will share types of concern.
However, the line does not follow the incoming new development as provided by the
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Council in maps, and as such would not properly reflect the community interests of
residents once in that area.

The Council therefore objects to this proposed division, and requests the section
of Langley Burrell Without to be included follow the line of incoming development
as proposed by the Council in its 5 November 2018 submission. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Calne Central

The Council’s proposal for this division was accepted by the Comm|SS|on with minor
variation. The Council considered the changes proposed by the Com jon regarding
proposals fronting onto The Green, and does not regard the change a mining any
of the statutory criteria.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed divi
supports the name [insert name here] for this division

Calne Chilvester and Abbert

The Council’s proposal for this division was accepte isston with minor
variation with the existing divisions of acceptab ityand no negative
community implication. Although no reasoning is ' tannia Drive should be
included in the proposed Calne South di oes not regard the change
as being contrary to any statutory criteria a
with the local community identity.

The Commission’s proposed division modified the Council’s proposal to include the
parish of Cherhill and the Stockton area of Calne, removing the parish of Heddington and
areas of Calne Without to the south of the town. Although the Council was uncertain as to
why this was proposed, it nevertheless considered that the proposals were acceptable in
terms of the statutory criteria with the inclusion of newer development to the south of the
town in the new Calne South division.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.
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Calne South

The Commission’s proposed division modified the Council’s proposal to include the
parish of Heddington and further parts of Calne Without to the south, whilst excluding
Cherhill and other areas. As with Calne Rural the Council felt both its proposals and
those of the Commission respected the statutory criteria appropriately.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Chippenham Cepen Park and Derriards
The Commission broadly accepted the Council’s proposals with only

proposed by the Commission was contrary to the statutory criteri
still represented a cohesive urban community with sensible main
identifiable roads.

The Comm|SS|on broadly accepted the CounC|I ) [ ly minor variations for
[ nsidered that the movement
of a few streets or parts of streets as propo ission was contrary to the

ion s cohesive urban community with
sensible main boundaries, in partiGu unters Moon development of the

town within a town division.

0 this proposed division. The Council
is division.

nient local government moving forward as unlike already or very
ent there would not be shared community identity with the rest of its
e of the next elections. The Council is aware of suggestions from

> ithout parish council, but the Council considers that its own proposal
following the line of allocated development is preferred to ensure clusters of houses part
of the planned urban extension do not find themselves within the rural division.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division, subject to the
changes as detailed with the Kington proposal. The Council supports the name
[insert name here] for this division.

Chippenham Hardens and Central

The Council was pleased that the Commission accepted its arguments in relation to the
Hardens and Central division, with minor variations. The area has good electoral equality,
follows clear boundaries and maintains the integrity of the central area of the town without
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impacting the statutory criteria. The Council did not consider that the minor variations
proposed by the Commission undermined those criteria in any way, and continued to
support a division including the main central area of the town as being in the best
interests of the limited electorate within the area.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Chippenham Lowden and Rowden
The Commission’s proposal amended the Council’s submission by vastly expanding the
area of Lacock parish to be included with the urban division of Lowden and Rowden,
extending the boundary south to the hamlet of Notton and the agricult
Lackham.

This proposal is entirely contrary to the statutory criteria of the re
provided development maps which show the extent of urban exte
Showell farm, which will be large enough by 2021 to enab

sections of parish to be included with the town t the on developments
only. The extension proposed by the Commiss d to ensure good
electoral equality for the division, and therefore ee statutory criteria.
es proposed.

The Council therefore strongly ol sed division and recommends
that the southern border of the ¢ uncil proposed in its initial
submission around the new, developimne ell farm, while accepting the

supports the name [insert name here]
for this division.

Chippenham Monkt

The split between it and the Hardens and Central division
ration between the central area of the town and the

re makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
me [insert name here] for this division.

Chippenham Pewsham

The Commission broadly accepted the Council’s proposals with only minor variations for
this area. As with the other Chippenham area divisions it was not considered that the
movement of a few areas with Hardens and Central was not felt to be significant.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Chippenham Sheldon
The Commission broadly accepted the Council’s proposals with only minor variations for
this area. There were changes in the boundary between it and Lowden and Rowden and

Page 11




Harden and Central, which were not considered to be so significant as to be contrary to
any statutory criteria.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Box

The Commission accepted the Council’s proposals for Box with very variation which had
no impact on issues of community and governance, and seemed in relation to a more
pleasing division line. The inclusion of Box parish in multiple divisions was required due
to both community and geography and the size of Colerne parish also a part of the
division.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed djvisi ouncil
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Corsham Pickwick

The Commission made a large series of changes to the this area
A number of areas proposed to be within the Corhsam instead
moved into this division around the Hudswell area, ane cepts that this
makes an amount of community sense. The Council Rg ncerAs about the
effective community balance of the proposals i iNg ' rsham Town in
respect of the character and feel of the areas be ividedbetween them. However,

after much consideration the Council is p
contrary to the criteria of the review.

at the proposals are not

Corsham Town
The Commission ma

ges to the Council’s proposals in this area,
jon. The same concerns about the effective

community bala
the areas being en them remained. However, again after much
consideration i

accepted that the area around Summerleaze, Hudswell and Long Ground could
reasonably be included with more town orientated divisions in terms of overall community
cohesion. However, the Commission’s proposals at Notton and Lackham are as detailed
under Lowden and Rowden both unnecessary and inappropriate under the statutory
criteria. This would create parish wards with one entirely rural and another part urban and
part rural, when the Council’s proposals would see an entirely urban and entirely rural set
of wards, a far more suitable community and governance arrangement.

The Council therefore recommends the division be accepted as per the
Commission’s proposal subject to the Notton and Lackham areas of Lacock being
retained, and the boundary with the Chippenham Lowden and Rowden division
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being around the Showell Farm new development as detailed in the Council’s
submissions.

Bromham, Rowde and Roundway

The Commission broadly accepted the Council’s proposals subject to minor variations.
The size of Devizes parish required the division be split, and the Roundway area was the
most appropriate in linking with the villages to the west of the town. No concerns were
raised in relation to the minor changes to provide a clearer boundary.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Seend, Potterne and Poulshot
The Commission accepted the Council’s proposals for this area withou . The

electoral equality was within the acceptable range, the combined 2 Of\similar
scale and character, and had reasonable links as smaller communiti
several other much larger conurbations in the area.

was accepted that the area west of Wind
proposals without compromising governan
to be acceptable. (There are some

oved as suggested in the
electoral equality continued

The Council therefore m
Council supports the

The Commissio Council's proposals subject to minor variations.
as exist within the town were not felt to have been
d as such the Commission’s suggested were in line with

Devizes Sout

The Commission broadly accepted the Council’s proposals subject to minor variations. As
with the other two wholly town divisions it was not considered that those variations were
contrary to any statutory criteria and that effective governance and community identity
were maintained

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

The Lavingtons
The Council’s proposals for this area were accepted without variation. The villages are
very closely connected with substantial community links particular between the two
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Lavingtons, and the proposal achieves acceptable electoral equality.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Urchfont and Bishops Cannings

The Council’s proposals for this area were accepted without variation. The proposal
retains the combination of the two very large parishes of Urchfont and Bishops Cannings
along with a number of close by associated parishes, and it continues to be considered
that the proposal represents an effective community and governance proposal.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed divisi The Council

supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Brinkworth

between the parishes are very high, are isolated from oth
and have good electoral equality.

The Council therefore makes no objection to thi
supports the name [insert name here] for this di

Minety
The Council’s proposals for this area we
geographically isolated from other areas, o
criteria for the review on communi
rural area with close links.

The Council therefore m
supports the name [in

Malmesbury
The Commissio

The Commission &
divisions entise

d its default position of not recommending ‘doughnut’
other, but accepted the Council’s arguments that the

ission’s proposal is very contrary to the other statutory criteria of
the re e psals allege that there is less community impact from dividing a part
of the Te | area than by dividing the historic centre of the ancient town and
including it wighin a Sherston division. Bluntly, this analysis defies logic. The community
and governance impact from dividing very new or still to be built estates is objectively less
than doing so to established communities.

The Commission’s proposals also ignore the direct road links from the area proposed to
be moved by the Council and the parish of Brokenborough, which shares a
Neighbourhood Plan with Malmesbury. Given the better road links and nature of the new
communities that were proposed to be moved with the Council’s proposal, it is less
disruptive to the community than excising the historic centre of the town to a division
apart from the town.

The Commission’s proposals therefore are of sound electoral equality but entirely fail on
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both community cohesion and governance grounds. The Council has considered the
reasoning provided by the Commission and made some adjustments to its original
proposal to alleviate the concerns the Commission felt.

Insert paragraph on the new proposal explaining why it meets criteria

The Commission also requested comments relating to the area being a two-member
division, despite receiving no representations on this point. For the avoidance of doubt
the Council’s strong view is that any combination of single member division would be
superior in both community and governance terms, especially when nowhere else in the
Council would have such an arrangement, and which would appear to be proposed as
purely mathematical exercises which are wholly unnecessary in this instance when
suitable community proposals exist. It is therefore recommended that mission not
deviate from the general pattern of single councillor divisions.

pack be adopted. The Council supports the name [i
division.

Sherston
The Commission accepted the Council’s propo

Commission’s proposals are contrary to t itefia for the reasons outlined, and
has put forth an alternative which better re ‘
town and adjoining parishes.

The Council very strongly
recommends that a revis

pack be adopted. The
division.

out in the supplementary evidence
ame [insert name here] for this

Marlborough E
The Council’s pro is area were accepted subject to minor variations to the
sections of jew i

re makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
me [insert name here] for this division.

Marlborough West

The Council’s proposals for this area were accepted subject to minor variations in the
town area. The large number of small parishes are of very similar character and make for
appropriate combination in a division, the small changes in the town do not impact
governance or community in any way, and the Council continues to believe Broad Hinton
and Winterbourne Bassett fit more appropriately with the Lyneham division, in addition to
being required for reasons of electoral equality. Broad Hinton directly connects to Broad
Town, is a joint parish with Winterbourne Bassett, therefore on balance the pair do not
share the same level of cohesive community identity with the other parishes in the area.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council

Page 15



supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Ramsbury
The Council’s proposals for this area were accepted without variation. The connection of

large and small villages at the edge of the county make for a cohesive community of
similar character and there are no governance concerns.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Melksham Berryfield and Rural
The Council’s proposals for this area were accepted without variation.
however, that there is nota main road link as suggested in the Comm

is worth nothing,

considering other divisions and how communities can be swtable % ithout sueh
connection, if there are no better alternatives.

There were major changes to the Council’s prop ilon and others in the
e in the number of divisions

which are a mixture of urban and rural, whi iOn has accepted elsewhere
as not being in the best interests o ity iy or effective and convenient local
governance. Indeed, the Commiss ed the Council for suggesting
such an approach in Warminster an¢ accepted the Commission’s

ing i actors in the Melksham area to explain
why in this instance suc [ abletlt is also noteworthy that while there are

! issi proposals several divisions at the upper
the Commission’s proposals have worse electoral

to the town, it is an extension of the existing town estate running
ith shared road names already prepared, a community centre and more.

the border of the built-up edge of the town. By contrast, the proposal of the Commission
will see a new section of estate with hundreds of residents who can only access the rest
of the division by passing through two separate town divisions. Unlike the Broughton
Gifford and Berryfield proposal this is not required for electoral equality, and causes
additional negative community and governance issues around the town and the
Melksham Without parish.

While the inclusion of the Sandridge area of Melksham Without parish with another
division is not inherently unacceptable as it could in theory combined with other parts of
the parish to retain its edge of town rural community nature, the Commission’s proposals
to separate it from Bowerhill ensure it is dominated by the urban division, and electoral

Page 16



equality means it cannot be included with the northern parts of the parish where it shares
character such as Shaw and Whitley.

Therefore, the Council argues, with further evidence in the supplementary pack, that the
proposal for Bowerhill does not provide for a decent community division because of the
separation of an urban extension from the distinct community of Bowerhill, and the
creation of an unnecessary urban/rural division in Melksham East which does not include
all parts of a single estate. The Council’s proposals on the other hand ensures the new
development will be combined with the area it is an extension of, and minimise the
division of Melksham Without parish to that which is necessary and appropriate given the
statutory criteria.

The Council therefore recommends the adoption of its proposals(@
November 2018 for the reasons set out there, above and with furt
the supplementary evidence pack. The Council supports the
here] for the division with the boundaries as suggested.

Melksham East
There were major changes to the Council’s proposals as ted abov

encompassing further parts of the rural parish withi divi the Council’s
proposed Melksham North.

The Council would suggest that creating a divisi [ IdeS%he parish not due to
incoming urban expansion but by stickin n into an area dominated by
a different, urban parish, is far less accepta statutory criteria than the
Council’s proposal to include new
been accepted by the Commissio
factors which explain why it is,i unity grounds for Melksham. As

proposals there, even using the

FW2 housing is an e
at FW1 which the Co

own estate, as is the incoming development
included with a town division.

It is simply unneces lvide up the parish of Melksham Without in the manner

proposed, a 5 ) , With the exception of one because of electoral equality,
be include ‘ ' y rural divisions. Given the scale and nature of Melksham
Without separatien into multiple divisions is essential, but this must be done in
recg nts of the parish which are not part of the urban extension fit

November 2048 for the reasons set out there, above and with further evidence in
the supplementary evidence pack. The Council supports the name [insert name
here] for the division with the boundaries as suggested.

Melksham Forest

There were minor changes to the Council’s proposals, with an area siphoned off to the
greatly expanded Melksham North division. Whilst the Council had some concerns about
where the new lines were drawn it might have been able to accept to the proposals as not
being directly contrary to the criteria, unfortunately in combination with other divisions in
the area it would not be possible to not object to the proposed Forest division given the
wider impact. It should be noted that the Council’'s own proposal ran along main roads
and the river, which have been used as clear, sensible boundaries elsewhere in the town.
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The Council did accept the minor change at xxxxxxxx was an acceptable proposal by the
Commission.

The Council therefore recommends the adoption of its proposals as submitted on 5
November 2018 for the reasons set out there, above and with further evidence in
the supplementary evidence pack, subject to the minor change at xxxxxxx. The
Council supports the name [insert name here] for the division with the boundaries
as suggested.

Melksham North
There were major changes to the Council’s proposals. The town centre has been

included with the parish of Melksham Without, a proposal which cannotgossibly be
regarded as aligning with criteria of effective local government or com
The interests and needs of the centre of the town are vastly differ
whilst the Council’s proposal struck the right and appropriate bala

parish undermines the wider community argument
proposal.

November 2018 for the reasons set ou
the supplementary evidence pack. The
here] for the division with the bg i

Melksham South
There were minor change
criteria as some of the o

The Counci oposals for this area were accepted without variation. The very strong
community connections of the entire vale area, suitable electoral equality and wide range
of effective local governance in place make it an entirely appropriate division.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Pewsey Vale East

The Council’s proposals for this area were accepted without variation. The very strong
community connections of the entire vale area, suitable electoral equality and wide range
of effective local governance in place make it an entirely appropriate division subject to
the movement of only a few parishes as agreed by the Commission.
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The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Pewsey Vale West

The Council’s proposals for this area were accepted without variation. The very strong
community connections of the entire vale area, suitable electoral equality and wide range
of effective local governance in place make it an entirely appropriate division subject to
the movement of only a few parishes as agreed by the Commission.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Cricklade
The Council’s proposals for this area were accepted without varia

isolated from other regions limiting the flexibility of different propo onds
between its three parishes and has excellent electoral equa

The Council therefore makes no objection to this pro e Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this di

Purton

The Council’s proposals for this area were acce i ion. Retaining the

entire parish of Purton, with the tiny enci
very definition of a proposal suitable on co

on, in a single division is the

Lyneham
The Council’s propos

of Broad Town. The
proposed divisio
arrangement pre

als for this area were accepted subject to the omission of Broad

il accepts this proposal and the continued inclusion of the Lydiards with
the sectlon ofthre town proposed for the purposes of electoral equality.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Royal Wootton Bassett North

The Council’s proposals for this area were accepted without variation. The town was
divided along as suitable community grounds as was possible and the subdivision into
three raised no objections as it replicated the existing arrangement with minor
modification.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
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supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Royal Wootton Bassett South and West

The Council’s proposals for this area were accepted without variation subject to
amending the name to south and west. The town was divided along as suitable
community grounds as was possible and the subdivision into three raised no objections
as it replicated the existing arrangement with minor modification. The amended name
was not objected to, though it was noted that many divisions in Wiltshire including from
the Commission proposed names with cardinal directions that were less than literal.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Salisbury Bemerton Heath

The Commission broadly accepted the proposals of the Council
variations. The Council accepted that a clear subdivision of this aréa
and that it felt its own proposals attempted to distinguish between the c

ifficult toflidentify,

the Bemerton
unity and it

request that the area around the church of St Mich
Heath division, as it has traditionally been a significa
would be appropriate to include it.

The Council therefore makes no objec ed division subject to the
minor change detailed above. The Coun e‘hame [insert name here]
for this division.

als of the Council with some minor
erton Heath. As with the above the

The Commission broadly
variations to various roa
Council is willing to a

The Council thege
minor change detatle e. The Council supports the name [insert name here]
for this division.

etherhampton parish to be included with the city based division.
necessary for electoral equality and is not appropriate on community
nds. The Council’s proposed line included the entirety of proposed

Trowbridge, and maps have been provided to the Commission to demonstrate this. The
Commission’s proposals to align to alleged geographic features is therefore unnecessary,
incorporates a small number of rural based electors in this otherwise entirely urban
division, and so does not represent convenient governance. The Council does, however,
accept that the Harnham slope area is largely looked after by local residents in the city,
and accepts the suggestion to include this area with the proposed division.

The Council therefore objects to the proposed division and recommends that the
western border of the division be as the Council proposed in its initial submission
around the new development, while accepting the minor variations around the area
of the Harnham slope. The Council supports the name [insert name here] for this
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division.

Salisbury Harnham East

The Commission accepted the proposals of the Council without variation. The Council
continues to support the proposal as a reasonable defined community and subdivision of
the wider Harnham area, which is necessary as a result of electoral equality.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Salisbury St Edmund
The Commission accepted the proposals of the Council without variatiog
continues to support the proposal as a reasonable defined community
of the city, which also allows for better community proposals in Milford &

The Council

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed d
supports the name [insert name here] for this division

Salisbury St Pauls
The Commission accepted the proposals of the Co

define the boundary. The
defined community be
within the wider prop

The Council th
supports the na

d an entirely different division compared to the Council’s
Commission’s proposals are wholly unacceptable when

e |ogically inconsistent even within just this one division, and have
e knock on effects on the wider communities.

To begin with the unacceptability of the Commission proposals before expanding on why
the Council’s alternatives align better with the statutory criteria, the proposals make a
great deal of it not subdividing the Old Sarum area, which is a section of the parish of
Laverstock and Ford. In order to avoid subdividing the Old Sarum area, the Commission
propose instead to subdivide both the Bishopdown area of the parish and the Laverstock
village part of the parish. No reasoning is provided as to why it is unacceptable to
subdivide Old Sarum but acceptable to sub-divide the other two areas of the parish, nor
why the historic village part of the community can acceptably be divided in what appears
an entirely arbitrary fashion as no community or governance explanation is made. The
Council would suggest that subdividing an area of predominately newer housing, and
doing so such that both parts are included in divisions containing mostly the same parish,
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is far more logically coherent on a community basis than subdividing the far more
established communities of Bishopdown and Laverstock, and furthermore in connecting
them with a city parish.

This would not be a sensible arrangement for effective governance or community
cohesion. A councillor would find it extremely difficult to represent such an area
effectively as there are very strong competing interests between the two, as seen in the
governance review, which included a survey of the entirety of Laverstock and Ford parish
in which xx% stated they did not wish to be absorbed into the city. While an electoral
review will not absorb the parish, the combination of these two areas, with their unique
community history, for unitary governance is not appropriate, it is not necessary for
electoral equality, and there is no coherency is subdividing a parish int
it is possible to do so in only two, without combining it with an area to
considerable tension.

Sheer physical proximity and ‘looking to’ the larger settlement of
no community connections exist with those areas that exi
is about character and interests. Indeed, the Commissio

considered that a massive, rural parish of circa 200
connection with an estate of the city on the other si
certainly the case that the larger part of Old Sa
Bishopdown area of its own Parish and that the
contently with Ford and historic Laversto
Park.

parish, itis
jons with the
arum fits perfectly
Firsdown and Clarendon

existing Salisbury St Marks and BisRepde ivisiom when the Commission is quite
i ather than just accept an old division
d pays no attention to the local

KS where possible, as it is here. The proposal
is also the result of a orization of Britford parish as will be detailed in the
next division res the supporting representation of the parish
council, and has gnition that areas can shame community identity even with

which, in this case, is n
governance of the pag

limited roa
The propos ore wildly contrary to the statutory criteria. The Council’s
prog ure a division entirely made up of a single parish. A single

) ition more suitable on community grounds than one which, due
toits i \ re, arbitrarily divides other parishes or the same parish. While the
links betw nghedge and the Bishopdown area are not direct, the simple fact is that
they are a pagtof the same parish and therefore have community connection, and while
the Longhedge development is new development, it does not sit alongside the urban
extension of the city but other parts of Laverstock and Ford Parish. It is therefore correct
that it not be included with a city division as with examples such as at Netherhampton,
but the same applies to Bishopdown Farm, which is not incoming new development but
established housing with established identity as part of Laverstock and Ford parish.

The Council therefore objects in the strongest possible terms to the Commission’s
proposals for this division, and restates its proposals as submitted on 5 November
2019 for the reasoning set out in the that submission, above and in the
supplementary evidence pack. The Council supports the name [insert name here]
for this division with the boundaries it proposed.
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Salisbury Milford and Laverstock South

The Commission proposed an entirely different proposal for this area, which has suitable
electoral equality. Unfortunately, this is achieved through wholesale ignoring of the other
statutory criteria by seeking to avoid the subdivision of one part of Laverstock and Ford
parish by subdividing it multiple more times elsewhere without any community
justification.

The carving of the historic village of Laverstock in two has no justifiable community
cohesion basis, particularly when the southern part is then joined with an area of the
adjacent but separate city with which there is a great level of historic tension which
makes effective governance harder. It is of note that the Commission refer to this area of
the city as the parish of Milford, when it has not been parished in well
Leaving that aside, however, there are no geographic dividing lines i
Laverstock, and no community basis for its division.

There is an overemphasis on road links as though the onl
community is a road link, and this is the explanation give
included with Clarendon Park and therefore, instead, the |
must be subdivided into three constituent parts, eachiwi

that a division be entirely joined by roads. It is
as contiguousness is maintained as required by

nt without objection in a division
and Whiteparish, whilst

, Character and interests, do not

se in ot gas as well, and indeed within a parish itself
Melksham Without, and Malmesbury t
assertion therefore that Britford cannot possibly share
ishes encircling the city, with whom they share

immediately adjoining its proposec
appropriate together due to thei

ing a parish into three unnecessarily. It is also not the case that
ke Valley geographically or in community terms, so inclusion in
en less community cohesion than if it were joined to Clarendon

As the housing at Bishopdown and Laverstock are both very well established, it is not at
all similar to situations in other towns, or indeed Harnham West, where not yet built
properties are joined with the town or city.

The Commission’s proposals are therefore illogical and inconsistent, and wholly
incompatible with the statutory criteria of the review. The Council’s proposal, by contrast,
retains the historic core of Laverstock and Ford parish, combined with parishes that all
‘look to’ the city, as all parishes in the area do, but which share their unhappiness at the
prospect of being joined with the city in a division. The Council does, however, accept
that Odstock parish is geographically and in community terms separated from those
included in its own proposal. It therefore accepts that this parish could fit better with either
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Downton, to which it is currently joined in a division, or the Fovant division, even though it
too is strictly speaking beyond the limits of the Chalke Valley.

The Council therefore objects in the strongest possible terms to the Commission’s
proposals for this division, and restates its proposals as submitted on 5 November
2019 for a Laverstock, Firsdown, Clarendon Park and Britford division for the
reasoning set out in the that submission, above and in the supplementary evidence
pack, subject to Odstock being moved to yyyyy. The Council supports the name
[insert name here] for this division with the boundaries it proposed.

Salisbury St Marks and Bishopdown
The Commission has proposed an entirely different division to that propesed by the
Council. The reasons for the unacceptability of this division have bee
responses set out above, but additionally the only justification for
appear to be that it already exists, something the Commission is

urban area it is very established housing with stron
parish. The Commission has ignored the recen
should where possible be used as building blo
splitting a parish seemingly as a necessity base
of Britford parish being included with ano

d that parishes
jsion unnecessarily
alysis of the suitability

The Council’s proposal, by contrast
communities in the same manner
almost by definition more sui

Lambrok division, and is therefore
on s proposal which assumes it

the strongest possible terms to the Commission’s
tates its proposals for a Salisbury and Milford
r 2019 for the reasoning set out in the that

as emerged. The concerns of Firsdown parish of not being included
with Winte are acknowledged, but the scale of the parish simply does not allow for
its inclusion Winterslow and adjustments of any other parishes significantly impacts
other proposals.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Downton and Whiteparish

The Commission accepted the Council’s proposal without variation. The Council is notes,
however, that given the concerns of the Commission regarding Odstock, it could
reasonably be included given its closeness to Downton, while keeping the division at
acceptable electoral equality. However, the Council is minded to retain the division as
proposed as Odstock could fit elsewhere. It is noteworthy that Downton and Whiteparish
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combine in a division well, being of very similar scale and nature, despite the lack of
direct road connection.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Redlynch and Landford

The Commission accepted the Council’s proposal without variation. The electoral quality
is acceptable and the two parishes are very closely linked through the shared National
Forest connection. For the avoidance of doubt, the Council continues to state that it does
not believe a two-member division would be appropriate in any circumstances.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed divisi Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Fovant and Chalke Valley
The Commission broadly accepted the Council’s proposal
Britford and excluded Compton Chamberlayne and Toll
Britford aligns to no statutory criteria as it is under no defi
the Chalke valley and shares no community cohesi ith t
the housing in the parish is far closer to the city, Ods
theoretically could be accepted as not too neg
was necessary for electoral equality.

parishes along that main roa
in the absence of local co
inclusion with Nadder a

pton is sandwiched between the city of Salisbury

Furthermore, the pari
S | ivision for purposed of electoral equality. With the

and Wilton, and

1 nobincluded with Salisbury Harnham East be included with Wilton.
yports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Nadder and East Knoye

The Commission broadly accepted the Council’s proposal but amended which parishes

should be included or excluded. As detailed under the Till division the Council has some
concerns between the linkage between Wylye and Steeple Langford and the parishes to
the south, but raised no objection due to the lack of community concerns raised locally.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Wilton
The Commission accepted the Council’s proposal without variation. The size of the parish
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made inclusion of other parishes impossible and the two which are included are
inextricably linked. There are therefore no grounds to object on any statutory criteria.
However, as a result of Commission proposals to include Odstock with Fovant and
Chalke Valley, which the Council is accepting, the electoral equality of that division allows
the section of Netherhampton parish not combined with the Salsibury Harnham West
division, to be included with Wilton instead. The parish is isolated from the rest of the
Fovant division and was included for reasons of electoral equality, and it has gar greater
community connection with Wilton.

The Council therefore makes objects to this proposed division and requests that
the section of Netherhampton parish not include with Salisbury Harnham West be
included within it. The Council supports the name [insert name h for this
division.

Mere
The Commission accepted the Council’s proposal without variatior.
geographically isolated, a close-knit community which loo

area is

Yarnfield, the parish has for some time developed
the council’s administrative arrangements with the

The Council therefore makes no objection to
supports the name [insert name here] i

Tisbury
The Commission accepted the Co

etter to Tisbury and there are no
opposing reasons why the ain in the Fovant division, subject to any

The Council therefore jection to this proposed division. The Council
! ] for this division.

mended by the Council. Having assessed the proposals, the

pt the proposals as on balance adhering to the statutory criteria,
orti to south a clear barrier for the divisions, recognising the difficulty
ber and location of any military electors within the parish. The
Ludgershall is both historic and still appropriate given the similarity

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Tidworth North and West

As noted above the Commission proposed an east west dividing line rather than a north
south dividing line for Tidworth as recommended by the Council. Having assessed the
proposals, the Council accepts the proposals as being reasonable on both community
and governance grounds.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
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supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Ludgershall North and Rural

The Commission accepted the Council’s proposal without variation. Some combination of
towns and parishes was necessary in this area due to electoral equality, and it continues
to be considered the rural parishes in the area have their closest connections with the
northern part of Ludgershall.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Hilperton
The Commission accepted the Council’s proposal without variation. As

composed of a single, highly distinct parish, the proposal makes for an
across all the statutory criteria.

division

The Council therefore makes no objection to this propgsed divisiongThe @ouncil

Trowbridge Adcroft
The Commission accepted the Council’s propo
as much similar housing and communities as p
suitable against all statutory criteria.

. proposal aligns
al equality and is

Trowbridge Central
The Commission accepted
the broad centre of the t

d the Council’s proposal without variation. The division
munities within the town with suitable connections and good

supports tf ame [insert name here] for this division.

Trowbridge Paxcroft

The Commission accepted the Council’s proposal without variation. The proposal
includes areas transferred into the town parish in the recent governance review and
includes the large defined estate of Paxcroft as its core.

The Council therefore makes no objection to this proposed division. The Council
supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Southwick
The Commission accepted the Council’s proposal with minor variation. The Council’s
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argument was centred on retaining the rural nature of the division whilst achieving

electoral equality, and therefore provide the most effective local governance by including
planned new development with the urban areas of the town. Other proposals would have
necessitated the whole of other parishes be combined with the town, or parts of parishes
which make less community sense to be combined than the incoming new development.

The Council had included the area of the business park in its proposal, and the
Commission has instead suggested following the route of the main road to also
encompass the new development to the east of the business park. The Council accepts
this revised boundary makes sense from a governance perspective, although it is aware
of representations that do not include the new development east of the business
park.(There are considerations that the line should go around the back ouses rather
than down the Woodmarsh and Westbury Road)

The Council therefore makes no objection/objects to this pro
Council supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Trowbridge Drynham

Commission. The reasoning to include areas of urbamex ol N r to preserve the
rurality of the parishes in the wider area contin ‘ are considerations

Westbury Road)

The Council therefore makes no

o this proposed division. The
Council supports the name [ins iSi

is division.

Trowbridge Grove
The Commission accep
The Council has no o

d the Council’s proposal without variation. The reasoning to
ansion in order to preserve the rurality of the parishes in the

supports tf ame [insert name here] for this division.

Warminster Rural

The Commission did not accept the Council’s proposals for some level of merger for most
of the divisions between urban and rural, reasoning which the Commission have adhered
to everywhere but Melksham and Westbury.

The Council accepts the broad arguments of the Commission in respect of the proposed
Rural Division, but felt the split of parishes between it and Wylye Valley was unbalanced,
and that the Rural division was still dominated by the urban area which was not
appropriate or cohesive from a community perspective.

Page 28



It is proposed that the parishes of Horningsham and Maiden Bradley with Yarnfield be
included with the proposed Warminster Rural division. Horningsham has close road links
with Corsley and no other reasons it should not be included with it as is the case with
some other areas (such as Britford with Laverstock), which in turn link with Maiden
Bradley with Yarnfield, which is relatively isolated from any other Wiltshire parishes.

The Deverell Valley is a distinctive geographic feature so splitting the above parishes
from the rest of the proposed Wylye Valley division is appropriate in community terms
and reduces the physical scale of the division. This would also create a better balance of
urban and rural in the Warminster Rural division.

This alone would still be an acceptable sized division for electoral equality, however the
Council does also recommend changes to the area around The Weir & Walk. Both
these areas are accessed from the Warminster West and Warmi = ions as
proposed by the Commission respectively, and moving them to th [
improve the equality of Rural without exceeding it elsewhere and ma
sense given the access is from other divisions

Warminster Broadway
The Commission made major changes to tf
the division closer to its current copmpesiti

The Council therefore m
supports the name [in

erefore objects to the proposed division and recommends that the
area around Ash Walk be included as detailed in the supplementary evidence pack.
The Council supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Warminster West

The Commission made major changes to the Council’s proposals, but as detailed above
the Council accepts the Commission’s arguments in relation to combinations of the otwn
with rural parishes. The inclusion of the area around The Weir which was accessed from
West as detailed under the Rural response made more sense than the Commission’s
proposal, and the division should still be within acceptable electoral equality. Minor
changes around the boundary with Broadway could resolve any minor concerns over
equality.
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The Council therefore objects to the proposed division and recommends that the
area around The Weir be included as detailed in the supplementary evidence pack.
The Council supports the name [insert name here] for this division.

Wylye Valley
The Commission made major changes to the Council’s proposals. While it was accepted
that there are divisions with a comparable number of parishes, the Council believes that
the Deverill Valley is itself a distinct geographic feature and that minor tracks between it
and the western parishes is not high, certainly not as compared to the links of Corsley
with the parishes to the south. For reasons of governance, community and electoral
equality the Council therefore proposes that the division be accepted s ct to the
exclusion of Horningsham and Maiden Bradley with Yarnfield.

The Council therefore objects to the proposed division and r
parishes of Horningsham and Maiden Bradley with Yarnfield.Th
the name [insert name here] for this division.

ouncil sfipports

Ethandune
The Commission made major changes to the Coun
the town of Westbury to combine it with the rur
Marsh.

is included dividing
excision of Dilton

This appears to have been suggested on the Laverstock proposals
which overemphasise the vitality of road lin of any other factors of
community, identity and governan ing to’ a nearby town, which all
small parishes do, is itself proof na ection is possible between outlying
areas. Were this the case there wo 4 ng as wider community as not all

areas will be so connected iS i gguirement given contiguousness is the only
requirement, which wou d under the Council’s proposals.

The Council continue ' t the inclusion of areas of north Westbury, including
substantial new [

all share interests and are better represented together even if
e Council did however support the inclusion of Heywood in one

refore objects in the strongest possible terms to the Commission’s
proposals is division, and restates its proposals as submitted on 5 November
2019 for the reasoning set out in the that submission, above and in the
supplementary evidence pack. The Council supports the name [insert name here]
for this division with the boundaries it proposed.

Westbury East

The Commission made major changes to the Council’s proposals. This has been
necessitated because of its decision relating to Dilton Marsh and has virtually no
explanation for why the town has been divided in such a way, and even includes a
Westbury North division which does not contain the northern part of Westbury.

The Council’s proposal included the historic parts of Westbury following the area abutting
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Leighton.
Insert section on what is wrong with commission’s proposal and why council’s better here

The Council therefore objects in the strongest possible terms to the Commission’s
proposals for this division, and restates its proposals for a Salisbury and Milford
Division as submitted on 5 November 2019 for the reasoning set out in the that
submission, above and in the supplementary evidence pack. The Council supports
the name [insert name here] for this division with the boundaries it proposed.

Westbury West
The Commission made major changes to the Council’s proposals. This h
necessitated as noted above because of its decision relating to Dilton Sh, Leigh and
Leigh Park, despite their names, have separate community centr S
contained in separate divisions as the Council originally proposed
as much as possible the newer estates from the more historic are

Insert further section on what is wrong with commission’gl
better here

proposals for this division, and restates its
Division as submitted on 5 November 2019 f

with the other response above the Council’s
ry criteria, given the Commission’s reasoning for
olesale revision of the town is based on

proposals align better
Dilton Marsh whi

ivision, and restates its proposals for a Salisbury and Milford
Division'e itted on 5 November 2019 for the reasoning set out in the that
submissio pove and in the supplementary evidence pack. The Council supports
the name [insert name here] for this division with the boundaries it proposed.
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Proposed Division Names

LGBCE Proposal

Council Recommendation

Alderbury and Winterslow

Alderbury and Winterslow

Amesbury South Amesbury South
Amesbury West Amesbury West
Avon Valley Avon Valley

Box Box and Colerne

Bradford-on-Avon North

Bradford-on-Avon North

Bradford-on-Avon South

Bradford-on-Avon South

Brinkworth

Brinkworth

Bromham, Rowde and Roundway

Bromham, Rowde and Roundway

Bulford and Amesbury East

Amesbury East and Bulford

Bybrook

Bybrook

Calne Central

Calne Central

Calne Chilvester and Abberd

Calne Chilvester and Abberd

Calne North Calne North
Calne Rural Calne Rural
Calne South Calne South

Chippenham Cepen Park and Derriads

Chippenham Cepen Park and Derriads

Chippenham Cepen Park and Hunters Moon

Chippenham Cepen Park and Hunters
Moon

Chippenham Hardenhuish

Chippenham Hardenhuish

Chippenham Hardens and Central

Chippenham Hardens and Central

Chippenham Lowden and Rowden

Chippenham Lowden and Rowden

Chippenham Monkton

Chippenham Monkton

Chippenham Pewsham

Chippenham Pewsham

Corsham Pickwick

Corsham Pickwick

Corsham Town

Corsham Town

Corsham Without

Corsham Without

Cricklade

Cricklade

Devizes East

Devizes East

Devizes North

Devizes North

Devizes South

Devizes South

Downton and Whiteparish

Downton and Whiteparish

Durrington Durrington
East Tidworth and South Ludgershall Tidworth East and South Ludgershall
Ethandune Ethandune
Fovant and Chalke Valley Fovant and Chalke Valley
Hilperton Hilperton
Holt Holt
Kington Kington
Ludgershall North and Rural Ludgershall North and Rural
Lyneham Lyneham
Malmesbury Malmesbury
Marlborough East Marlborough East
Marlborough West Marlborough West

Melksham Berryfield and Rural

Melksham Berryfield and Rural

Melksham Bowerhill

Melksham Bowerhill

Melksham East

Melksham East

Melksham Forest

Melksham Forest

Melksham North

Melksham North
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Melksham South

Melksham South

Mere

Mere

Minety

Minety

Nadder and East Knoyle

Nadder and East Knoyle

Old Sarum and Laverstock North

Old Sarum/Laverstock and Ford East

Pewsey

Pewsey

Pewsey Vale East

Pewsey Vale East

Pewsey Vale West

Pewsey Vale West

Purton

Purton

Ramsbury

Ramsbury

Redlynch and Landford

Redlynch and Landford

Royal Wootton Bassett East

Royal Wootton Bassett East

Royal Wootton Bassett North

Royal Wootton Bassett North

Royal Wootton Bassett South and West

Royal Wootton Bassett South and West

Salisbury Bemerton Heath

Salisbury Bemerton Heath

Salisbury Fisherton and Bemerton

Salisbury Fisherton and Bemerton

Salisbury Harnham East

Salisbury Harnham East

Salisbury Harnham West

Salisbury Harnham West

Salisbury Milford and Laverstock South

Laverstock and Ford West/Laverstock

Salisbury St Edmund

Salisbury St Edmund’s

Salisbury St Francis and Stratford

Salisbury St Francis and Stratford

Salisbury St Marks and Bishopdown

Salisbury Milford

Salisbury St Paul’'s

Salisbury St Paul’s

Seend, Potterne and Poulshot

Seend, Potterne and Poulshot

Sherston

Sherston

Southwick

Southwick

The Lavingtons

The Lavingtons

Tidworth North and West

Tidworth North and West

Till Till
Tisbury Tisbury
Trowbridge Adcroft Trowbridge Adcroft

Trowbridge Central

Trowbridge Central

Trowbridge Drynham

Trowbridge Drynham

Trowbridge Grove

Trowbridge Grove

Trowbridge Lambrok

Trowbridge Lambrok

Trowbridge Park

Trowbridge Park

Trowbridge Paxcroft

Trowbridge Paxcroft

Urchfont and Bishops Cannings

Urchfont and Bishops Cannings

Warminster Broadway

Warminster Broadway

Warminster East

Warminster East

Warminster Rural

Warminster Rural

Warminster West

Warminster West

Westbury East

Westbury East

Westbury North

Westbury North

Westbury West

Westbury West

Wilton

Wilton

Winsley and Westwood

Winsley and Westwood

Winterbourne

Winterbourne

Winterbourne

Winterbourne

Wylye Valley

Wylye Valley
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