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1. Purpose of Report

1.1. The purpose of the report is to update Council on the outcome of the 
consultation on the various schemes that the Working Group were asked 
in November 2015 to re-consider and to make recommendations on the 
Community Governance Review (CGR) for consideration by the Council.

2. Background

2.1. A Community Governance Review is a review of the whole or part of the 
Council’s area to consider one of more of the following:

 Creating, merging, altering or abolishing parishes
 The naming of parishes and styles of new parishes
 The electoral arrangements of parishes (including the number of 

councillors to be elected to the council and parish warding)
 Grouping or de-grouping parishes

2.2.   The Council appointed a Working Group to carry out this Review and to 
make recommendations to the Council. The Working Group comprises a 
representative from each group of the Council (with a substitute permitted 
to attend). Individual members of the Working Group have been mindful of 
their position as local members in some cases, and have received advice 
and guidance in that respect from the Council’s Monitoring Officer. In 
particular, it should be noted that following the consultation members of the 
Working Group withdrew from discussions on the formulation of 
recommendations affecting their respective divisional area. 

2.3.  The Council at its meeting on 24 November 2015 approved a number of 
CGR schemes. The report and minutes of the meeting can be found at this 
link. 

2.4.For some of those schemes there will be a need for amendments to be 
made to the warding arrangements of those Councils and these are the 
subject of further report on the Council agenda.  

2.5.This report deals with those CGR Schemes upon which the Council decided 
required further consultation and the decisions of the Council in relation to 
each of these Schemes is set out within the appropriate section of this 
report.

2.6.Each scheme has therefore been given a number consistent with previous 
considerations to enable progress to be tracked on each scheme. These are 
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as follows and for each scheme there is mapping provided within Appendix 
1 to explain the scheme:

Scheme 2 – Bishopdown Farm, Salisbury
Scheme 3 – Hampton Park, Laverstock and Ford
Scheme 18 – Halfway Close and Brook, Trowbridge 
Scheme 19 – Wyke Road, Trowbridge
Scheme 20 – Wyke Road, Trowbridge
Scheme 21 – Shore Place, Trowbridge
Scheme 22 – Paxcroft Mead, Trowbridge
Scheme 23 – Hulbert Close, Ferris Way and Oxford Gardens, 
Trowbridge
Scheme 24 – Lady Down Farm, Trowbridge
Scheme 25 – Hilperton Gap South, Trowbridge
Scheme 26 – Old Farm, Trowbridge
Scheme 27 – West Ashton Road Employment Land, Trowbridge
Scheme 28 – Ashton Park Urban Extension, Trowbridge
Scheme 29 – White Horse Business Park, Trowbridge
Scheme 100 – Merger of Laverstock and Ford Parish Council with 
Salisbury City Council 
Scheme 102 – Corsham and Box
Scheme 103 – Albert Road, Osborne Road and Victoria Road, 
Trowbridge

3. Main Considerations for the Council

3.1.The Review has to ensure that the community governance arrangements 
within the areas under review reflect the identities and interests of the 
communities concerned and provide effective and convenient governance 
for local people. Further guidance can be found at:  
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-governance-
reviews-guidance

3.2. In carrying out the review, and in formulating its recommendations, the 
Working Group has had regard both to its legal obligations under Part 4 of 
the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 and to the 
statutory guidance issued jointly by the DCLG and the Local Government 
Boundary Commission for England. In reaching a decision on these 
recommendations, the Council must have regard to the same criteria, which 
are therefore summarised below, and which are linked to all of its 
recommendations.

3.3.Section 93 of the 2007 Act requires the Council, when undertaking a review, 
to ensure that community governance within the area under review will:-

 be reflective of the identities and interests of the community in that area, 
and

 facilitate effective and convenient local government.
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3.4.The Guidance gives further advice in relation to the above two main criteria, 
as summarised below:

Identities and Interests of Local Communities

 Communities need to be empowered to respond to challenging 
economic, social and cultural trends and to demographic change;

 Parish Councils can perform a central role in community leadership;
 How people perceive where they live - their neighbourhoods – is 

significant in considering the identities and interests of local 
communities. Neighbourhoods can be defined by the geography of an 
area, the make-up of the local community, a sense of identity and 
whether people live in a rural, suburban or urban area;

 Parishes should reflect distinctive and recognisable communities of 
interest with their own sense of identity;

 The feelings of the local communities and the wishes of local inhabitants 
are the primary considerations in considering this criteria;

 There may be a variety of different communities of interest within a 
Parish and any review should consider communities as offering a sense 
of place and of local identity for all residents.

Efficient and Convenient Local Government

 Effective and convenient government is best understood in the context of 
a local authority’s ability to deliver quality services economically and 
efficiently and give users of services a democratic voice in the decisions 
that affect them;

 Local communities should have access to good quality local services, 
ideally in one place and a parish council may be best placed to do this;

 Parish Councils should be viable in terms of providing at least some 
local services which need to be easy to reach and accessible to local 
people.

 The Guidance also provides that, when considering the two statutory 
criteria set out in paragraph 3.3 above, the Council should take into 
account a number of influential factors, including:

 The impact of community governance arrangements on community 
cohesion and 

 The size, population and boundaries of a local community or parish.

3.5.Further guidance is provided in relation to these two factors:

The impact of community governance arrangements on community cohesion

 Community cohesion is about recognising and responding to changes in 
the make-up of a community to enable different groups of people to 
integrate and get on well together. This includes developing a shared 
sense of belonging and developing positive relationships between people 
from different backgrounds. Cohesion is also about how people perceive 
the composition of their local community and what it represents. 

Page 39



Size, Population and Boundaries

 Size, population and boundaries are relevant considerations in deciding 
whether community governance arrangements are effective and 
convenient. Authorities should be based on natural communities 
reflecting people’s expressed choices. A parish should be based on an 
area which reflects community identity and is of a size which is viable as 
an administrative unit of local government. Boundaries should reflect ’no 
man’s land’ between communities and be (and be likely to remain) easily 
identifiable, such as rivers, roads or railways.

3.6.The Guidance recognises that over time communities may expand with new 
housing development and that this can lead to parish boundaries becoming 
anomalous as new houses are built across boundaries resulting in people 
being in different parishes to their neighbours. The Guidance states that in 
many cases changes to the boundaries of existing parishes, rather than 
creating an entirely parish, will be sufficient to ensure that community 
governance arrangements continue to reflect local identities and facilitate 
effective and convenient local government.  

3.7. In addition to offering the opportunity to put in place strong clearly defined 
boundaries tied to firm ground features and to remove any anomalous parish 
boundaries, community governance reviews also offer the opportunity to 
consider the future of any redundant or moribund parishes where there are 
an insufficient number of local electors within the area willing to serve on a 
parish council. This may be demonstrated in continuing vacancies on the 
parish council or where there has been an absence of elections over a 
period of time due to the lack of people wishing to stand for election. 

3.8.When considering the proposals for changes to the structure or area of 
parish councils, the Working Group has been mindful of proposed 
developments that are likely to take place in those areas. The Guidance 
provides that, when considering the electoral arrangements for an area, the 
Council must also consider any changes to the number or distribution of 
electors that is likely to occur within the next five years. Therefore, where 
planned development is known, this had been taken into account. (See Para 
6 below).

3.9.Where, as a result of an alteration to parish boundaries, a property moves 
from one parish to another, this may well have an impact on the overall level 
of Council Tax payable by the occupants of that property, as the amount of 
precept levied by different parish councils will vary. However, as can be seen 
from the guidance summarised above, this is not a relevant factor when 
considering whether it is appropriate to change the community governance 
arrangements in a particular area.

Page 40



4. Consultation

4.1. In carrying out the reviews the Council must consult and have regard to 
the views of local people. 

4.2. The Council agreed the terms of reference for the Working Group that 
required it to identify relevant consultees and determine the most 
appropriate and effective methods of communication. The terms of 
reference also provided that any representations received as result of the 
consultation process would be considered by the Working Group and be 
taken into account in the formulation of recommendations to the Council.

4.3. Further the Council decided on 24 November that any properties which 
might be moved from one civil parish to another is written to individually 
alerting them to the consultation and advising how they can make their 
representations to the working group.

4.4. Schemes were consulted upon, by a number of methods including 

4.4.1. By individual letters to the resident. 

4.4.2. An online survey was provided and widely publicised to enable all 
interested parties, not just residents, to respond.

4.4.3. By arranging public meetings to discuss the proposals and meetings 
with parish and town councils. 

4.5. The following actions were taken in publicising the consultation:

 Press release 26 April; 
 Promoted extensively on social media – Twitter and Facebook; 
 Elected Wire and Electric Wire; 
 Parish Newsletter; 
 Published on the WC News Portal – this allows it to also sit on the 

front page of the WC website.
4.6. Feedback was received from a number of sources including:

 Website, including the consultation portal;
 Consultation meetings;
 Hard copy surveys from meetings;
 Hard copy surveys for letters to individual households in some 

areas;
 e-mails;
 Hard copy letters.
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5. Outcome of Consultation

5.1.The outcome of consultation for each of the Schemes is as follows.

5.2.  A summary of public responses to both the online survey and hard copies of 
the survey for each Scheme is attached at  Appendix 2.  The survey also 
provided an open question so that respondents could add their views in 
relation to the proposals in addition to responding to specific questions. 
These responses are also set out at Appendix 2.

5.3.The detailed submissions from the relevant parish and town Councils for 
each of the schemes are attached as appendices as follows:-

A. Schemes 18 to 29 and 103 – Trowbridge Town Council – Appendix 3

Schemes 18, 19, 20, 22, 23. 25 and 103 – Hilperton Parish Council – 
Appendix 4 

B. Schemes 100, 2 and 3 – Laverstock and Ford Parish Council – 
Appendix 5

Salisbury City Council – Appendix 6 

5.4 The notes of public consultation meetings on various schemes and 
meetings with representatives of parish and town councils are set out in 
Appendix 7.

6. Wiltshire Core Strategy Implications

6.1.  This review is concerned with community governance issues, as set out 
above. These are different from the issues that apply to the planning and 
development management processes. However, in considering whether to 
make any changes to the community governance arrangements for a particular 
area, it is appropriate for the Council to consider any changes to the locality 
that are likely to occur in the near future, including those arising from any 
residential or other development that is anticipated to take place. The Working 
Group has therefore taken into account any significant committed development 
including unimplemented planning permissions and any relevant allocations in 
the Wiltshire Core Strategy (adopted January 2016). The Core Strategy also 
defines settlements in the form of ‘settlement boundaries’ to illustrate their 
extent for the purpose of applying planning policies. 

7. Timing of Future Reviews 

7.1.Future Boundary Reviews

The Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 devolves the 
power to take decisions in relation to Community Governance Reviews to 
Principal Councils (eg district, county and unitary councils). The intention was to 
streamline and simplify the process by which the outcomes of such reviews are 
given effect. Local authorities are therefore required to keep under review the 
requirement to undertake such reviews and the statutory guidance is clear that it 
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may be helpful to undertake such a review in circumstances such as where there 
have been changes in population or in reaction to specific or local new issues. 

In terms of the timing of such reviews a principal council is under a duty to carry 
out a review if it receives a valid community governance petition. This duty does 
not apply where the council has carried out such a review of the area within the 
last two years, although it can do so if it so wishes, or where it is currently 
conducting such a review of the whole or a significant part of the area 
concerned.    

Otherwise the 2007 Act provides for a council to conduct a review at any time 
and one may be needed for example to reflect a major change in population or to 
re-draw anomalous boundaries.

The purpose of this paragraph is to reassure the Council and residents that now 
that local councils have the power to undertake community governance reviews, 
the frequency and timing of such reviews is devolved locally and can therefore 
be undertaken with more certainty and frequency.

7.2.Unitary Review

The Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) receives 
data from all councils annually to highlight significant levels of electoral 
inequality. This is defined as: 

 more than 30% of its wards/divisions have an electoral imbalance (ratio of 
electors to members) of more than 10% from the average for the authority;

 and/or it has one ward/division with an electoral imbalance of more than 
30%; and the imbalance is unlikely to be corrected by population change 
within a reasonable period.

The LGBCE have expressed interest in our figures for the last two years, but 
have now confirmed that Wiltshire will not feature in its work programme before 
2017/18. This means that unitary divisions will not be affected by any parish 
alterations before that.

7.3.Parliamentary Review

Under current legislation the reference data for the review of Parliamentary 
boundaries will be the local authority boundaries (external, ward, and polling 
district) as they existed on 7 May 2015, and the Parliamentary electorate figures 
as they exist in the register that was statutorily published on 1 December 2015. 

Whilst the alteration of parish boundaries and parish wards may cause some 
administrative difficulties, this need not derail the present CGR process.

7.4.Elections

It is a generally accepted rule that no major changes should be introduced 
within six months of any main election. The end date for any changes affecting 
parish elections should therefore be no later than the end of October 2016. The 
operative date to give effect to any changes can be shown in the Order(s), e.g. 
1 April 2017, and that would be sufficient to produce registers on new 
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boundaries from 1 December 2016, albeit with many smaller polling districts to 
recognise the boundaries as they existed at 7 May 2015.

7.5.Precepts

Depending on how many changes are approved by Council, there will be 
considerable work involved in reconciling property records to their new parish, 
both in respect of council tax and in many other departments. Further, parish 
councils would need an indication of their tax base for precepting purposes, and 
an introduction date of 1 April 2017 would seem to offer the best compromise.

8. Working Group Recommendations and Reasoning 

8.1 In deciding what recommendations to make, the Working Group has taken 
account of the representations received and the need to ensure that the community 
governance for the areas concerned reflect the statutory criteria ie the identities 
and interests of the community in that area and facilitates effective and convenient 
local government.  In addition, the Working Group had regard to the Core Strategy 
implications for future development for the various sites as reported at para 6 
above.

8.2 Set out below are the recommendations and reasoning for each Scheme 
considered by the Working Group:

A. SALISBURY/LAVERSTOCK AND FORD - SCHEMES 100, 2 AND 3

8.3 The Council at its meeting on 24 November decided as follows:-

“That Council instruct the Working Group to investigate and consult on the 
merger of Laverstock and Ford Parish into Salisbury City Parish; and bring 
the matter back to Full Council for a decision at the earliest opportunity.”

8.4 The first issue addressed by the Working Group was the possible merger of 
Salisbury City Council and Laverstock and Ford Parish Council. It was clear from 
the representations received that opinion was divided with Laverstock and Ford 
residents and the Parish Council being firmly opposed to the merger, whilst the City 
Council was strongly supportive. Both Councils had undertaken their own surveys 
and these are referred to in paragraph 5.3B above.

8.5 The Working Group took into consideration the detailed submission from 
Salisbury City Council in which the Council stated that it was firmly of the view that 
the merger would lead to a better reflection of the identity and interests of the 
community of that area and would be more effective and convenient in terms of 
governance than the current arrangement. The merger would reflect the current 
physical realities of the area and strengthen democratic participation and 
accountability. The City Council have questioned the viability of the Parish Council 
and its capacity to deliver services in the future, highlighting frequent vacancies and 
uncontested elections.

8.6 Laverstock and Ford Parish Council in their submission argued that there was a 
strong sense of civic pride within their community with a particular focus on their 
rural heritage. There was a strong sense of place and distinctiveness with a strong 
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and inclusive community and voluntary sector. Engagement with the community 
was effective. 

8.7 In discussing this proposal, the Working Group considered whether the merger 
would lead to more effective and convenient local government and/or increased 
community identity. In particular, the Working Group considered whether the 
proposal would lead to increased community cohesion and community 
engagement. The Working Group were of the view that the Laverstock and Ford 
Parish Council was a viable and active Council and there was no suggestion that it 
wasn’t effective in delivering services. Judging by the responses received from 
Laverstock and Ford residents it was clear that there was effective democratic 
engagement at the community level. 

8.8 The merger proposal as it stood would in effect lead to the abolition of the 
Laverstock and Ford Parish Council and its integration within Salisbury City. The 
Guidance was clear that the abolition of a parish council should not be undertaken 
unless clearly justified and any decision to do so should not be taken lightly. 
Evidence would be required to justify the abolition and the views of local electors 
and parish councillors would need to be considered. Whilst it is accepted that this 
Guidance is aimed primarily at areas where the proposal is to take away without 
replacement, which is not the case with the merger, the Working Group remained 
of the view that a merger of councils should only be undertaken where both 
councils and the community supported such a move.  In this case both the 
residents of Laverstock and Ford and the Parish Council were clearly opposed to 
such a merger and therefore the Working Group felt that there was no justification 
locally to support the proposal.

8.9 The Working Group considered that the existing arrangements provided 
effective and convenient local government, with both of the parish councils working 
effectively to provide services to their respective parish communities and a strong 
sense of community identity and interest in respect of residents of Laverstock and 
Ford as evidenced by the consultation responses received. The Working Group 
therefore did not consider that there was sufficient justification for a merger of the 
two parishes.

RECOMMENDATION – That the proposal to merge the Laverstock and Ford 
Parish into Salisbury City Parish be not approved.

8.10 Following on from this decision the Working Group then considered two 
alternative proposals to re-align the boundary between the two councils by either 
moving properties at Bishopdown Farm, currently within Salisbury City Council, to 
Laverstock and Ford Parish Council or by moving properties at Hampton Park, 
currently within Laverstock and Ford Parish Council, to Salisbury City Council. 

8.11 Originally the Council at its meeting on 24 November had decided as follows:-

“To defer consideration of proposals affecting the Properties within Hampton 
Park (ref 2 and 3), and that these be referred back to the Working Group.”

8.12 When the Working Group had originally considered this proposal in 2015 it 
had come to the view that it would be logical for all of these properties to be located 
in one parish or the other, not as currently, split between the two parishes, and if 
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there was a preference for either option the Working Group had recommended that 
the properties should all be contained within Laverstock and Ford. 

8.13 The Working Group has again confirmed the view that the areas in question 
were clearly one housing development and a re-alignment of the boundary was 
more logical, and on that basis the community identity for the area would be 
improved by agreeing to the inclusion of all properties within one parish. 

8.14 The City Council felt that the three new housing developments, planned and 
functioning as a single neighbourhood, are closely connected to and reliant upon 
the City with the remainder of Laverstock and Ford separated from it by a river 
and/or railway line. For this reason, it would support the transfer of the Hampton 
Park area into the City Council.

8.15 In terms of the re-alignment of the boundary in the Hampton Park area, the 
Parish Council wholeheartedly supported the inclusion of the whole area set aside 
for the country park within Laverstock and Ford and would welcome the residents 
of Bishopdown Farm if that was their wish.  

8.16 The outcome of the consultation was clearly in favour of including the 
properties within Laverstock and Ford and strengthened the previous views of the 
Working Group that the Bishopdown Farm area should be located within 
Laverstock and Ford. The Working Group did however recognise that a larger 
number of Laverstock residents had been consulted. Neither the Parish nor the City 
Council in its surveys had addressed the specific issue of the re-alignment of the 
boundary. 

8.17 The Working Group were mindful that the Hampton Park area was designated 
as part of the urban extension of Salisbury within the Core Strategy but understood 
that there were no further allocations within the Parish of Laverstock and Ford 
Council.

8.18 The Working Group has concluded on balance that a re-alignment of the 
boundary between the two councils would lead to a more logical boundary and that 
the community identity of the area would be enhanced by the area’s inclusion within 
Laverstock and Ford Parish Council.

RECOMMENDATION – That the proposal to move properties at Bishopdown 
Farm from Salisbury City Council to Laverstock and Ford Parish Council, as 
described in Scheme 2, is approved.

(NB. As Scheme 3 was a direct alternative to Scheme 2, the approval of the latter 
scheme means that Scheme 3 is not approved.)  
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B. CORSHAM AND BOX - SCHEME 102

8.19 At its meeting on 24 November the Council had decided as follows:-

1. That the proposal for the area of land at Rudloe in the parish of Box, 
shown edged green on Map Scheme 40 and 41 - Area A8 - Corsham and 
Box Area Map 2 to become part of the parish of Corsham, be not 
supported;

2. That the area of land in the parish of Corsham shown hatched and edged 
in green on Scheme 40 and 41 - Area A8 - Corsham and Box Area Map 3 
being land at Rudloe, becomes part of the parish of Box;

3. That the working group is asked to consider the proposal that the area of 
land in the parish of Box to the south-east of the B3109 Bradford Road 
shown hatched on Map Scheme 40-41 Area 8 Corsham and Box Map 2 
should become part of Corsham Parish and report back to council; and

4. That the working group is asked to consider that in addition the use of the 
B3109 Bradford Road as the eastern boundary for the parish of Box puts 
in place a clear boundary tied to firm ground detail and removes an 
anomalous and outdated parish boundary and report back to council.

8.20 The Working Group considered the outcome of consultation in respect of the 
proposal to transfer an area of land which contained 79 properties from Box Parish 
to Corsham Town. The majority of responses received disagreed with the proposal 
although the Working group noted that a significant proportion of responses were 
not from the area affected. The views of the respective Councils on Scheme 102 
differed greatly, Corsham Town Council being in favour and Box Parish Council 
being opposed. 

8.21 The Working Group expressed some concern that the existing boundary was 
anomalous and does not follow a clearly defined boundary. However, the proposed 
new boundary is not ideal either and had not attracted clear support.

8.22 Members of the Working Group met with representatives of both Box and 
Corsham Councils on 15 June 2016 to gain a better understanding of their 
respective views. This was a very helpful meeting in which it became clear that a 
compromise solution might be possible.

8.23 Councillor Whalley attended the meeting of the Working Group on 20 June 
and spoke in support of the proposed Scheme 102. The Scheme would replace the 
outdated anomalous boundary that dissected crucially important sites with a clear 
linear boundary and would place nationally important industrial sites within one 
council area, Corsham Town, which would be better placed to support and develop 
the economic vibrancy and cohesion of the area. It was clear, however, that 
Councillor Whalley would also support a compromise solution that achieved these 
aims and had the support of both Councils. 

8.24 At a subsequent meeting the Chairman of the Working Group met with 
representatives of the two Councils who following discussions, were able to agree a 
new boundary line by way of a compromise. This is subject to confirmation by both 
Councils – Box Parish Council will meet on 30 June and Corsham Town Council on 
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6 July. Subject to ratification by the two Councils, the Working Group will 
recommend that the Council accepts the proposed compromise. 

8.25 Council will be updated at the meeting.

C. TROWBRIDGE AREA 

8.26 When the Council originally considered the proposals for Trowbridge and the 
surrounding area at its meeting on 24 November it decided as follows:-

“That decisions on the proposals numbered 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 26 for 
changes to the areas of Trowbridge and surrounding parishes be deferred for 
further consideration and consultation by the Working Group and that there 
also be consultation on proposal 24 (Lady Down Farm), proposal 25 
(Hilperton Gap South), proposal 27 (West Ashton Road Employment Land) 
proposal 28 (Ashton Park Urban Extension) and proposal 29 (White Horse 
Business Park).”

8.27 The Working Group gave detailed consideration to the submission by 
Trowbridge Town Council which covered all of the schemes listed below. The Town 
Council were of the view that as it provided a range of services and facilities for a 
wide community, in order to continue to provide effective and efficient local 
government on behalf of the whole town they required one town council for all of 
the town and that this should include all areas of current and planned development 
where they are detached from neighbouring villages and, where development is 
contiguous with neighbouring villages, appropriate natural boundaries, such as 
main roads should be used. 

8.28 In addition, the Working Group considered the representations submitted in 
relation to individual schemes. 

SCHEMES 26 (OLD FARM), 27 (WEST ASHTON EMPLOYMENT LAND), 28 
(ASHTON PARK URBAN EXTENSION) AND 29 (WHITE HORSE BUSINESS 
PARK) - TROWBRIDGE 

8.29 The Working Group considered all four schemes together in a general 
discussion on the urban extension of Trowbridge into the surrounding parishes and 
in particular considered the detailed submission from Trowbridge Town Council.

8.30 The Working Group recognised that all four areas were a mixture of areas 
where development had already been built out, areas that had allocations in the 
Core Strategy for mixed housing and employment uses and areas currently utilised 
for local employment. Schemes 27 and 28 were natural progressions of the urban 
extension of Trowbridge from Scheme 26 where the housing had already been 
built. In that sense the Working Group recognised that if Scheme 26 was not 
agreed then it would follow that Schemes 27 and 28 could not be agreed as the 
parish boundaries would not be contiguous.  

In relation to Scheme 29, Councillors noted that the site was split by the railway 
line, east of which formed part of the allocated site within the Core Strategy and 
west of which comprised the White Horse Business Park.     
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8.31 Councillors were of the view that there would be no logical improvement in the 
boundaries arising from the implementation of Schemes 26, 27, 28 and 29. Arising 
from the consultation there was no compelling evidence to suggest that the 
community identity would be improved by implementing any of the schemes nor 
was there any suggestion that the existing Parish Councils were unviable or 
inactive. On that basis the Working Group agreed that against the statutory criteria, 
there was insufficient reason to approve any of the Schemes and therefore 
community identity and efficient and effective local government was best served by 
maintaining the status quo at this time.

RECOMMENDED – That no action is taken in respect of Schemes 26, 27, 28 
and 29.

D. SCHEME 21 – SHORE PLACE, TROWBRIDGE

8.32 The Working Group noted that the response to consultation showed the 
majority of respondents disagreed with the proposal to transfer the properties into 
Trowbridge Town Council from Wingfield Parish Council. However, Councillors 
noted that the only access to this area was from Trowbridge and that the existing 
boundary was out of date and anomalous.  The houses were clearly part of the 
existing housing estate and were to all intents and purpose part of Trowbridge. On 
this basis the Working Group agreed that community identity would be enhanced 
by including this area within Trowbridge Town Council.

RECOMMENDED – That the proposal to move properties within Shore Place 
from Wingfield Parish Council to Trowbridge Town Council, as described 
within Scheme 21, is approved.

E. SCHEME 24 – LADY DOWN FARM, TROWBRIDGE

8.33 The Working Group noted that access to this area of land was only possible 
via Trowbridge and that the proposed revised boundary by using the canal would 
be an improvement. However, the response to consultation was mixed and no 
compelling case had been made for the change. No subsequent development was 
planned for the site.

8.34 On that basis the Working Group agreed that the proposal would not lead to 
enhanced community identity as the current residents associated themselves with 
Holt Parish Council and were satisfied with their engagement with that Council. 
Therefore, community identity and efficient and effective local government was best 
served by maintaining the status quo.

RECOMMENDED -  That no action is taken in respect of Scheme 24.   

F. SCHEMES 18 (HALFWAY CLOSE AND BROOK) AND 22 (PAXCROFT MEAD 
SOUTH OF HILPERTON DRIVE) – TROWBRIDGE

8.35 The Working Group considered the two alternative proposals from Trowbridge 
Town Council and Hilperton Parish Council to re-align the boundary between the 
two councils and to move properties between the councils. The proposal from 
Hilperton (Scheme 18) represented a tidying up of the boundary to reflect house 
building within the area so that the boundary would follow easily recognisable 
landmarks. The Trowbridge Town Council proposal (scheme 22) represented a 
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more fundamental movement of the boundary albeit to an even more recognisable 
boundary. 

8.36 The outcome of the consultation indicated that there was little local support for 
Scheme 22 and a mixed response but with marginal support for Scheme 18. 

8.37 The Parish Council pointed out the area in question contained several 
community facilities such as the main shopping area for houses in the parish, a 
public house, the Paxcroft Mead Community Centre and one of the two primary 
schools in the parish and the most recently constructed affordable housing 
development. It therefore supported Scheme18 and opposed Scheme 22.

8.38 The Working Group agreed that there would be benefit in revising the 
boundary to reflect building on the ground and that whilst Scheme 22 reflected a 
more easily identifiable boundary there was little local support for this. In addition, 
there was quite clear community engagement with an active and viable local parish 
council. On that basis the Working Group felt that Scheme 18 reflected a more 
equitable solution that had local support and that better reflected local community 
identity and cohesion. 

RECOMMENDED – That the proposal to re-align the boundary between 
Hilperton Parish Council and Trowbridge Town Council, as described within 
Scheme 18, is approved.

(NB. As Scheme 22 was a direct alternative to Scheme 18, the approval of the 
latter scheme means that Scheme 22 is not approved.)  

G. SCHEME 23 – HULBERT CLOSE, TROWBRIDGE

8.39 The Working Group considered the proposal to re-align the boundary between 
Trowbridge Town Council and Hilperton Parish Council to move the land and 
properties in Hulbert Close, Ferris Way and Oxford Gardens from Trowbridge Town 
Council to Hilperton Parish Council.

8.40 The outcome of the consultation was strongly in favour of the proposal. The 
Parish Council however appeared not to be convinced. The Working Group 
therefore felt that there was no compelling evidence for change and therefore felt 
that community identity and effective and efficient local government was best 
served by maintaining the status quo.  

RECOMMENDED -  That no action is taken in respect of Scheme 23. 

 H. SCHEME 25 - HILPERTON GAP SOUTH, TROWBRIDGE

8.41 The Working Group considered the proposal from Trowbridge Town Council to 
re-align the boundary with Hilperton Parish Council which would move the 
boundary out to the new Hilperton Relief Road. 

8.42 The response to the consultation process was minimal but this reflected the 
fact that the majority of land in question is not built upon.

8.43 The Parish Council opposed the Scheme, not least because the land consists 
of open fields which are not allocated for housing in the 2026 Core Strategy
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8.44 Again as there was no compelling evidence for change the Working Group 
agreed to maintain the status quo.

RECOMMENDED -  That no action is taken in respect of Scheme 25.   

I. SCHEMES 19 (WYKE ROAD) AND 20 (WYKE ROAD) – TROWBRIDGE

8.45 The Working Group considered the two alternative proposals from Trowbridge 
Town Council and Hilperton Parish Council to re-align the boundary between the 
two councils and to move properties between the councils. 

8.46 The outcome of the consultation was considered although the origin of the 
majority of responses came from outside of the area and were therefore less 
influential.

8.47 The Parish Council supported Scheme 19 as it would assist the aim of better 
local governance for the residents by combining them with their near neighbours 
who were already in Hilperton Parish.

8.48 As there was no compelling evidence for change the Working Group felt that 
community identity and effective and efficient local government was best served by 
maintaining the status quo.  

RECOMMENDED -  That no action is taken in respect of either Scheme 19 or 
20.   

J. SCHEME 103 – ALBERT ROAD, OSBORNE ROAD, VICTORIA ROAD AND 
WYKE ROAD, TROWBRIDGE

8.49 The Working Group considered the proposal to re-align the boundary between 
Trowbridge Town Council and Hilperton Parish Council to move the land and 
properties in Albert Road, Osborne Road, Victoria Road and Wyke Road from 
Trowbridge Town Council to Hilperton Parish Council.

8.50 The outcome of the consultation was in favour of the proposal. However, the 
Working Group felt that there was no compelling evidence for change. The Working 
Group therefore concluded that community identity and effective and efficient local 
government was best served by maintaining the status quo.  

RECOMMENDED -  That no action is taken in respect of Scheme 103.

9. Next steps

Any changes to community governance arrangements that have been approved 
by the Council are brought into effect by means of a formal Order. However, 
before any order is made, it would also be necessary to consider whether there 
are any consequential changes that need to be made. For instance, where a 
boundary alteration results in a change in the number of electors in a parish, or 
the distribution of those electors within the parish, it may be appropriate to 
consider whether there needs to be changes to the warding arrangements within 
the parish, or to the number of councillors. If a parish is to be abolished, there 
would need to be consideration as to what is to happen to any assets held by 
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that council. This would be considered as a separate exercise, following the 
decisions made at this meeting. 

10.Safeguarding Implications

There are no safeguarding impacts arising from this report.

11.Equalities Impact of the Proposal

There are no equalities impacts arising from this report.

12.Risk Assessment

There are no significant risks arising from this report, although the situation with 
regard to boundaries and seats must be in place by no later than the end of 
October 2016 to meet the required timescale for the Unitary and Parish elections in 
May 2017. It will be necessary to ensure that sufficient resources are available to 
complete this work within the required timescale.

13.Financial Implications

There are no financial implications arising directly from this report.

14.Legal Implications

This Review is being carried out by the Council in accordance with Part 4 of the 
Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 and the Guidance on 
Community Governance Reviews published by the DCLG as referred to earlier in 
this report.

15.Public Health Impact of the Proposals

There are no public health impacts arising from this report.

16.Environmental Impact of the Proposals

There are no environmental impacts arising from this report.

17.Recommendations

17.1. That Council approves the Working Group recommendations set 
out in Paragraph 8 to this report.

17.2    That, where changes to parishes boundaries are approved, the 
Working Group gives consideration to any consequential changes 
that need to be made to the electoral arrangements for those parish 
councils, including any changes to warding and brings these back 
to Council for final approval.

Ian Gibbons, Associate Director, Legal and Governance, and Monitoring 
Officer
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Report Authors: Ian Gibbons , Associate Director Legal and Governance, John 
Watling, Head of Electoral Services and Paul Taylor, Senior Solicitor.

4 July 2016.
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Appendix 

Appendix  – FAQ sheet

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

What is a Community Governance Review (CGR)?

These reviews were previously called Parish Reviews and they are usually 
undertaken every 10-15 years to make sure that the boundaries and electoral 
arrangements of parishes within an area are working well.

A CGR must:

• Reflect the identities and interests of the communities in that area; and
• be effective and convenient.

Consequently, a CGR must take into account::

• the impact of community governance arrangements on community cohesion; 
and
• the size, population and boundaries of a local community or parish.
Therefore any changes made by a CGR must improve communities and local 
democracy in the parish or parishes concerned.

Why is the Council doing this now?

The Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 transferred 
responsibility for these reviews to principal councils. A number of parishes and 
towns within the county have asked the council to review their boundaries.

Some information on this Review refers to parish or town wards – what are 
these?

Some large parishes are divided into smaller sections, called wards, and these 
can reflect the character of a parish. For instance, if a parish contains two 
villages, with quite separate identities, then the parish might be split into two 
separate wards, with separate parish councillors for each ward.

How many councillors can a Parish Council have?

There must not be fewer than five councillors on a parish council but there is no 
maximum number given.  Ideally, the number of members on a parish council 
should reflect the size of the parish overall.

Will my post code change?

No, Royal Mail has a separate process for setting postcodes, which do not 
correlate with parish boundaries.
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Does changing a parish boundary make any difference to the likelihood of 
development occurring on the edge of settlements?

No.  The criteria, and the legislation that sits behind it, for determining whether or 
not parish boundaries should change bears no relation to the legislation that 
guides the determination of planning applications.  In simple terms, if a proposal 
for development comes forward the parish within which that development sits 
has no direct relevance to the decision whether to grant planning permission or 
not.

Will this affect my council tax bill?

Possibly.  Most parish councils levy what is known as a precept to cover their 
costs. Typically the contribution toward your parish council is around 5% of the 
council tax you pay. There are variations between parish precepts so it is likely 
that this element of your council could change if your property moves into a 
different parish.

The 2014/15 and 2015/16 Council Tax band D charge and precept for all parishes 
can be seen at: 

http://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/counciltaxhousingandbenefits/counciltax/ctaxhowmuch/
counciltaxbanddandpreceptallparishes.htm

It is not possible to say what the 2016/17 charges will be, and nor is it possible to 
predict the effect of the Community Governance proposals on these parish 
precepts.

Will I have to get official documents like my driving licence changed if my 
property moves from one parish to another?

No.  The key elements of your address for official purposes are your house 
name/number, street and postcode.  There are many examples already of where 
a postal address records a property in a different town/parish than the one in 
which it is actually situated.

If my property moves from one parish to another, do I need to change my 
passport details?

No.  Your passport does not contain your address, therefore there is no 
requirement to update the details.

What sort of factors might be taken into account when looking at community 
identity?

There is no set list of factors; the following offers a few suggestions:

 Where do you tell your friends you live?
 Where are your key services, e.g. shops, doctors, pub, sports club, social 

club?
 Where do you think the boundary with the next parish is?
 Do you know which parish you live in?
 Are there any natural physical boundaries such as a river, road, hill 
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nearby?
 Are there any Community groups or associations in the area which help to 

indicate where communities begin and end?
Where can I read more about Community Governance Reviews and how they 
operate?

The Department for Communities and Local Government and the Local 
Government Boundary Commission have produced guidance on how to conduct 
reviews and what they should cover.

This can be seen at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-
governance-reviews-guidance
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 Community Governance Review   

Scheme 102 -  Corsham and Box 
 April 2016 
 These reviews were previously called Parish Reviews 

and they are usually undertaken every 10-15 years to 
make sure that the boundaries and electoral 

arrangements of parishes within an area are working 
well. 

 
 
 In carrying out a review the council must ensure that community 
governance arrangements reflect the identities and interests of the 

community in that area; and are effective and convenient. 
 

Consequently, a review must take into account factors including the 
impact of community governance arrangements on community 

cohesion; and the size, population and boundaries of a local 
community or parish. These are reflected in Section 6 below. 

 About you 
 
1. Are you answering this survey as?  
   23 (59.0%) A resident of the area affected by the proposal 
   0 (0.0%) A business or commercial concern in the area affected by the proposal 
   3 (7.7%) A representative of a Parish or Town or City council affected by the proposal 
   13 (33.3%) An interested party not necessarily from the area affected 
 
2. What is your name? 
   39 (100.0%) 
 
3. What is your postcode? In capitals with a space please e.g. SN13 9DN 
   39 (100.0%) 
 
4. If you represent an organisation,  business, parish or group can you say which? 
   9 (100.0%) 
 The proposal - Scheme 102 
 
 Corsham and Box Rudloe Manor area 

See Map No 102 
 
5. Having studied the proposal for your area do you agree or disagree that the 

properties shown on the map move from Box Parish Council to Corsham Town 
Council? 

   6 (15.4%) Agree with the proposal 
   33 (84.6%) Disagree with the proposal 
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6. How far do you agree or disagree that the proposed changes to the parish 
boundaries outlined above will improve the following  factors? 

  Strongly 
agree 

Agree Neither 
agree not 
disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

 

 A sense of civic pride and 
civic values 

  5 (12.8%)   2 (5.1%)   3 (7.7%)   4 (10.3%)   25 
(64.1%) 

 

 A strong inclusive 
community and voluntary 
sector 

  4 (10.5%)   2 (5.3%)   4 (10.5%)   4 (10.5%)   24 
(63.2%) 

 

 A strong sense of place and 
local distinctiveness 

  4 (10.3%)   3 (7.7%)   2 (5.1%)   4 (10.3%)   26 
(66.7%) 

 

 Effective engagement with 
the local community 

  5 (13.2%)   1 (2.6%)   3 (7.9%)   4 (10.5%)   25 
(65.8%) 

 

 Provide strong local 
leadership 

  4 (10.8%)   1 (2.7%)   2 (5.4%)   5 (13.5%)   25 
(67.6%) 

 

 Enable local authorities to 
deliver quality services 

  3 (7.9%)   2 (5.3%)   5 (13.2%)   4 (10.5%)   24 
(63.2%) 

 

 Create a parish of the right 
size 

  5 (13.2%)   2 (5.3%)   1 (2.6%)   2 (5.3%)   28 
(73.7%) 

 

 
7. Finally do you have any views about this review that you feel should be taken into 

account especially around the impact of community governance arrangements on 
community cohesion; and the size, population and boundaries of a local community 
or parish and effective and convenient governance. 
 

   30 (100.0%) 
 Thank you for taking part in this survey 

 
 
  An overview of all responses received in connection with this consultation exercise 

will be considered by Wiltshire Council later in the year before the final decision is 
made. 

 
 If you need any further information about the survey you can contact the Electoral 

Services Team on Phone: 0300 456 0112 
 

Email: cgr@wiltshire.gov.uk  
It is our usual policy on Community Governance type surveys to treat all results as 

non-confidential 
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1 SCHEME 102 COMMENTS PAGE - Box and Corsham (Box to Corsham)

2

3 Box Parish Council objects to this proposal.  It does not consider the present boundary to be either outdated or anomalous.  The resolution made under 

Scheme 41 to transfer part of Rudloe to Box united the housing under one parish i.e. Box.  Planning permission has been granted for new housing on the 

B3109 (Hannick Homes) and there is an application pending for housing at the top of Westwells Road (Rudloe No 2 site).  There is currently housing on The 

Links at the Junction of the B3109 and Westwells Road.  If this proposal were to be granted it would mean an even BIGGER split of the housing population at 

Rudloe with one side of the road in Box and the other in Corsham.  As Box Parish is within the green belt these two proposed development areas are the 

ONLY way in which new housing could be built within Box.  As proved by the granting of scheme 41, Box Parish Council is able to provide effective 

governance.

4 The current boundary is anomalous, running through the middle of development, so a more natural boundary such as the suggestion would improve all the 

appropriate criteria.

5 I disagree with Corsham encroaching on Box parish land. I think they should concentrate on looking after what they have already. The town centre is almost 

derelict with few shops or restaurants and to take more on when what they have is so poorly managed. Box parish has a much greater sense of community 

and take great pride in the historic parish of Box. Corsham is only interested in this land for the financial benefit especially when the new 100 houses are 

built. This is not an acceptable justification for this change. In the consultation I sent a written letter of disapproval and my opinion has not changed since in 

spite of further debates.

6

7 ALONG WITH THE PARISH COUNCIL I STRONGLY OPPOSE ANY TRANSFER OF LAND AND HOUSES TO THE CORSHAM TOWN COUNCIL AREA IT IS NOT IN 

KEEPING WITH COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE  OR COMMUNITY COHESION.

8 This proposal does not enhance community cohesion and does not comply with community governance.

9

10 We, as Box Parish residents, owners of property in Box Parish, and as citizens of Box Parish find this approach to be totally unacceptable. We have 

participated in Box Parish meetings on this issue of excising Rudloe from Box Parish to Corsham Parish and note that Box Parish participants overwhelmingly 

disapprove of this.   We do not understand the rationale for changing Box Parish boundaries, but, we do understand that we have not been consulted in ANY 

manor, whether by post, by phone, by email or other means by Wiltshire Council on this matter. We know that should this proposal be pushed through that 

it will raise our council taxes and represent an undemocratic approach to local government governance.   As residents, property owners, and as council tax 

payers we object in the strongest manner to the approach taken by Corsham Council, both at the onset of this proposal, and in the last-minute submission of 

a revised proposal. However, we can und erstand that Corsham Council wants to expand to gain more property tax from development, but, what we cannot 

understand is how and why Wiltshire Council could allow this to happen.   Representative democracy starts at the local parish level in this country. 

Consultation should be robust and all-inclusive. This proposal is neither democratic, nor is it inclusive or representative of an inclusive approach. We strongly 

object to this and are strongly against this proposal.
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11 This is a rural area. Box was praised at the previous review and for sticking to the rules of the review and its justification for staying as is. The legality of this 

proposal was questioned at the Full Council Meeting and I fully support Box Parish Council and the large group of parishioners that attended the first review 

meeting with their wish to keep the boundary as it was. The proposal appears to be nothing more than to ensure that any future development land is part of 

Corsham! This is not one of the guidance considerations listed above! Apart from the financial aspect which we all know is also not for discussion any 

decision MUST be on the above points!

12 This is obviously an avaricious power play by Corsham Council to seize a large extra area containing a mixture of housing and industrial units, with an option 

of more development land, in order to increase the income of Corsham Council, (and perhaps pay for their new Campus?). This proposal has nothing to do 

with the welfare and care of the affected parishioners, and ceases to provide the required breathing space between parishes. An observation by a Planning 

Officer recently that this area has been over developed has fallen on deaf ears, & why no public meeting on this subject? Perhaps the justification required 

would stick in the throat! I would submit that a better route for the boundary would be south from the Rudloe Estate/B3190 on Skynet Drive to Park Lane, 

east on Park Lane To Hudswell Lane, down Hudswell Lane to Puckets Way, then south following the MOD boundary to Spring Lane. Then south on Spring 

Lane to Westwells Road, south down Green n Hill to Moor Green, east along Moor Green to Church Rise, south down Church Rise to Wadswick Lane, and 

then west on Wadswick Lane to meet up with the B3109 at Chapel Plaister. This route meets the requirements of permanent markers, supplies a clear area 

for most of the way between parishes, is fairly close to the present route so is easy to understand the reasoning, and is easy to follow on the map. It does 

NOT include much of the income producing areas that Corsham Council desire. It should be noted by any doubters that this Boundary Proposal was initiated 13 In recent dealings with both parish councils it is only Box Parish Council that have stood up for and seriously listened to the views and wishes of local 

residents. I do not want a very viable and effective Parish Council (Box) to be undermined in its financing by the larger neighbour. No arguments of any note 

from Corsham PC have been offered to counter this.

14 This proposal is about future financial potential of the proposed transfer area; it has absolutely nothing to do with any of the headings above.  It is 

detrimental to the Box/Rudloe parish in that the potential development areas, and the amenities such as the Westwells Post office, are proposed to be 

arbitrarily transferred to Corsham; this is merely a 'land grab' for future financial benefit of Corsham, and therefore to the detriment of Box.  The proposal 

should be firmly rejected.

15 This Land 'grab' by Corsham includes a small housing estate and industrial estate (the Links), and our local Post Office and shop then the rest is derelict land 

now up for housing development and a proposed new housing estate.  Corsham has remained totally disinterested in this land up until now. They can only be 

interested the potential financial gain of additional housing and therefore Council Tax revenue.  As moving Parish boundaries purely for financial gain is 

against you own criteria this submission must be rejected. As a move to Corsham will mean an increase in Council Tax it is not in the interest of the existing 

population or the potential one.  Leave things as they are. Such a move is totally against the wishes of the people in Box and to their detriment and is 

therefore undemocratic. Leave Box alone.

16 As a resident of Box Parish and I strongly want this area to remain in the parish of Box. We are concerned that the people of Box and the people living in the 

affected area want to stay in Box. Box parish need this area of the community for it's rates and we are happy with our own decision making (in the future) as 

to the development within. It is our firm view that Corsham residents are not interested and Box residents are. This was illustrated by the non-existent 

Corsham representation, held in Corsham, recently.
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17 The proposal includes the whole of the Wadswick Green community existing and planned in a single local authority, Corsham, where most of it is already. It 

ensures all the planned new communities to be linked to those which already exist and with whom they will have most common interest. The new 

communities will have no historic affiliation with Box which is a small, largely rural authority. The Corsham Framework Study shows the need to have clear 

definable boundaries so that West Corsham has a sense of identity and is part of the wider Corsham community.

18 This review needs to come out strongly in support of this measure because it reflects the basic purpose of creating coherent communities and clear 

boundaries (following a road rather than a field boundary). It makes no sense to divide the Wadswick Green retirement village between two councils, and it 

complements the move to keep Rudloe as a whole for planning purposes.

19 I strongly oppose this land grab by Corsham Town Council. This land belongs to Box Parish Council and it is essential that it remains so. I have lived in Ashley, 

Box for nearly twenty years and feel strongly that Box Parish must remain untouched. Box has a very strong sense of community cohesion and is a thriving 

and successful village. Box Parish serves the community extremely well. Nothing should be done to damage this community through reducing its size, 

population or boundaries. I feel that the views of the residents of Box should be paramount in deciding this issue.

20 Corsham are being greedy and selfish. They do nothing for the Rudloe people but they still want the council tax money. This is all about building yet more 

houses so they can get even more money. Corsham has already got is quota of houses, why do they need even more. Why don't they give the Corsham 

people a supermarket, doctors, schools, etc.

21 Is it just a coincidence, that CPC is proposing to take over land, that may have housing built on it in the not-too-distant future and that the said housing will 

generate further tax revenue from the community charge applied to each house? Otherwise, I cannot see any real reason for CPC wishing to take over the 

area proposed. Also, I do not think that the questions asked at Q6 above have any real relevance?

22 The area concerned is part of historic Box, mentioned in the 1626 map of Box and Haselbury (not Corsham) and it was the location of homeless Hungarian 

Refugees which Box was proud to take into its community in 1956. I have heard no rationale for the proposed change, which I assume is for the financial or 

development support of Corsham. Why should Corsham's short-term financial and development issues be allowed at the expense of the destruction of Box's 

community cohesion, which has taken generations of people and hundreds of years to establish?

23 There is no rationale or justification for such a radical proposal by Corsham Town Council other than, as mentioned by the Corsham Town Council Chairman 

at the Wiltshire Council meeting on 24th November three "anomalies" viz part of the MoD Car Park; part of Wadswick Green and the Data Storage Centre at 

Spring Park being in Box - which could easily be corrected by minor adjustments.  This extreme proposal to take a huge swathe of Box Parish would create 

even greater anomalies by splitting the future population at Rudloe and Westwells in half and even cutting one farmer's land in two.    It would appear that 

the overwhelming objections of the parishioners of Box Parish do not appear to have been taken into account.  Where is the support for any of Corsham 

Town Council's proposals from it's parishioners?

24

25 This is just about more houses and more council tax for Corsham. They don't look after their existing Rudloe residents who I visit during the normal course of 

my work so why do they want to build even more houses for people they will ignore!

26

27 I strongly disagree as this will make Box Parish smaller which will increase the precept, hence penalizing the poor. All these proposals are costing us money in 

what I believe is solely a political move.
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28 The removal of the Links would adversely reduce the Box Parish income, A more natural boundary would be to the south of Park Lane. Currently our sense  of 

community is reflected in Box not Corsham

29 I feel part of the Box Parish and community.  Corsham's population has grown considerably since I have lived here and this is made us even more on the edge 

of the Corsham community. The facilities I use on a daily basis are within the Box Parish and will continue to be so with the revised proposal and my income 

should not be taken away from the Box Parish.

30

31

32 As residents of Ashley and the wider area of Box and Rudloe and its hamlets we object most strongly to this counter proposal in the continuing saga of the 

Box/Corsham Boundary Change review. There appears to be no rationale why this area should be transferred to the parish of Corsham and in our view there 

is no logical basis for this proposed course of action other than a blatant land grab by Corsham to the detriment of Box.  The B3109 is not a suitable boundary 

between the two parishes and in effect would split us in two and we strongly oppose any transfer of land and houses in the area suggested to Corsham Town 

Council.  Box and Rudloe have an independence and identity of their own even though we are a large and scattered parish. We do not wish to be an 

extension to Corsham or to have part of our parish swallowed up by Corsham which is becoming more urban as Box is rural but nevertheless well able to care 

and pay for a well kept cemetery, an incredibly well used Rec reation Ground with numerous sports facilities and our now renowned Box Rock Circus and also 

the 11 acres of Box Hill Common which is managed by the Parish Council for the recreational use of all from inside and out of our Parish and the area is 

question for suggested transfer to Corsham is historically an ancient part of Box parish.  It would be a total injustice if this amended plan is accepted by 33 As the first review was against the proposal of Corsham expansion are we to assume that you will continue to put out surveys until you get the answer you 

require. The cost for the parishioners in Box would fall on the poor with an increase in council tax that we can not afford. This review is motivated on a 

political basis and is not in the interest of the community.

34 SCHEME 102 PROPOSAL IS NOTHING SHORT OF A LAND GRAB BY CORSHAM COUNCIL TO AUGMENT IT'S INCOME/REVENUE/JURISDICTION IN ANTICIPATION 

OF FUTURE HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS BETWEEN BRADFORD ROAD & RUDLOE. IT IS ENTIRELY UNNECESSARY AND PURELY SERVES THE EXPANSION PURPOSES 

OF CORSHAM COUNCIL ONLY. FURTHERMORE IT IS IN CONFLICT WITH HUNDREDS OF OBJECTORS AS DEMONSTRATED BY THE TURNOUT AT CONSULTATION 

MEETING IN SPRINGFIELD CAMPUS ON 14-OCT-2016. THE COUNTER PROPOSAL BY BOX PARISH COUNCIL TO INCLUDE ALL OF RUDLOE IN THE BOX PARISH IS 

BY CONTRAST MOST CONSTRUCTIVE AND WILL BEST SERVE RUDLOE, STRENGTHENING THE VERY LONG-STANDING BOX PARISH COMMUNITY AND COHESION.

35

36

37

38 This is nothing more than a land grab by Corsham CP for no other reason than financial gain with absolutely no benefit to the affected residents

39 I strongly object to the transfer of ANY of the Box parish into Corsham. I do not see any justification for this at all and it would be the grave detriment of Box 

parish.

40 The reduction in size of Box Parish will adversely affect the performance of the Parish Council. It will lose all the income from this area.  Box Parish has a 

strong sense of community because it is a village. Corsham is a town and does not have the same sense of community because of its size. My husband and I 

fully support Box Parish Council in its objection to this boundary change.
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41 As a resident in the Parish of Box for the last 39 years, I find the proposal (Scheme 102) not at all good for the area. Leave Box Parish as it is. The latest 

proposal looks as though it is designed to make our parish poorer in the long run.
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Notes of the CGR meeting with Parish Representatives, Corsham Fire Station, 15 June 
2016 10:45 – 12:00

Present
Cllr Ernie Clark (Acting as Chairman, CGR Working Group and HPC) and Cllr Ian West 
(Substitute for Cllr Glenis Ansell - CGR Working Group Member)

Also Present
Mr Ian Gibbons, Miss Jessica Croman, Stewart Barnes (BPC), Pauline Lyons (BPC), 
Margaret Carey (BPC), Cllr Sheila Parker, Ruth Hopkinson (CTC) and David Martin (CTC)

BPC – Box Parish Council

CTC – Corsham Town Council

The Chairman opened the meeting, explaining that both councils had been invited to discuss 
the proposals that would be considered by Wiltshire Council in July 2016 and that the 
Working Group would be making recommendations to full council, not making the decisions 
themselves. 

BPC was first to present their views on the proposal which included:

 BPC did not welcome a change to the parish boundary;
 Residents of BPC supported the views of the Parish Council and did not want a 

change;
 The proposal had been driven by CTC and not supported by Corsham residents;
 The proposal was a land grab;
 If CTC only wanted to tidy up the boundary then what was the need to include all of 

the land and why was that not the original proposal;
 The proposal included 30% of BPC and included all of the development land for Box;
 All of Box residents feel affected by the proposal not just those in the affected area;
 The proposal would contradict official guidance because it would break up 

communities and be counter-productive;
 The November Council decision was for Rudloe to become part of BPC, agreeing the 

CTC proposal would change that decision;
 The proposal had been developed without communicating with BPC;
 The proposal had been tabled after public speaking during the WC full council 

meeting in November, which meant that BPC could not comment on the proposal at 
the time and residents watching had become very concerned;

 Residents prefer rural life and do not want to be part of Corsham;
 There seemed to be a common theme in the CGR schemes where towns want to 

take over villages.

CTC responded to some of the points raised by BPC which included:

 CTC had no intention of land grabbing. As part of the CGR review, CTC recently 
agreed to a proposal for part of its land to transfer into Chippenham. That decision 
was based on logic and following logical boundaries;
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 The residents views were based on the previous proposal prior to November full 
council, as such were irrelevant to the current proposal;

 Corsham residents did not attend the previous public consultation meeting because 
they were not affected by the proposal;

 CTC did not intent to take over rural villages and recognised that BPC had its own 
identity;

CTC presented their views on the proposal which included:

 The proposal corrected anomalies;
 The proposal came from Cllr Whalley and not CTC itself, although they did support 

the proposal;
 The proposal followed rational boundaries and would enable CTC to plan 

development in the town;
 The area was fundamental to the future of Corsham and recognised as an area of 

national economic importance to the digital future;
 An area of the proposal included land for digital Corsham and recognised by the 

SWLEP;
 CTC is better suited to support businesses and creat jobs
 CTC had put their own resources into the environmental wellbeing of the area and 

local train station which would benefit other areas;
 Both BPC and CTC would benefit from the CTC neighbourhood town plan but only if 

the land was included in the plan. Currently the land is not in Corsham which means 
it cannot be included in the neighbourhood plan;

 The current boundaries were no longer relevant and needed to be updated for the 
sustainability of the area;

 The 3 main land owners have given support to the proposal;
 Developments in Wadswick were being advertised as being in Corsham;
 Arc Data part of the digital enterprise and digital Corsham supported the proposal;
 The MOD’s car park was currently split between CTC and BPC and the proposal 

would fix that, the MOD informally supported the proposal;
 BPC would remain economically viable due to Rudloe joining them;

Cllr Sheila Parker presented her arguments against the proposal which included:

 The proposal would take away part of Box’s identify;
 Whether the employment land was in Box or Corsham, both residents would still 

find employment there;
 The proposal would take away the only development land that Box had;
 The November full council meeting stated that they wanted to keep communities 

together;
 Residents are concerned that CTC will continue to take land and ultimately take 

over Box.
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The Chairman asked technical questions on whether the WG had the flexibility to approve 
part of a proposal. It was noted that the WG was allowed to make recommendations which 
had a different view of correcting anomalies or suggested alternative boundaries, although if 
the recommendation included an area which had not been consulted, further consultation 
would need to be carried out. 

The Chairman asked if there were any other suitable boundaries and CTC indicated the 
public footpaths could be used although they with not clearly definable or fixed.

CTC indicated that they were more concerned with the Wadswick Green, Digital centre and 
MOD land than actually taking over all of the rural land. Box welcomed that view and it was 
suggested by the Chairman that both CTC and BPC worked together with an independent 
party chairing the meeting, to produce an alternative proposal that was a better compromise 
between them. 

Both councils were informed that Wiltshire Council could review boundaries more regularly. 

The time scale for the decision to be made was discussed and it was noted that a decision 
affecting the change of boundaries should not be rushed, although both councils were keen 
to not let the review drag on.

BPC agreed to have informal discussions which could be reported to their full council at the 
end of the month.

The Chairman thanked both BPC and CTC for their attendance. 
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