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1. Introduction  

1.1 Purpose of this report  
This report provides a summary of the stakeholder engagement and public consultation activity carried out as 
part of the preparation of the Local Transport Strategy (LTS). This report has been continually updated 
following each engagement activity and forms an appendix to the LTS.  

1.2 Approach 
Given the wide range of issues and interests pertinent to the LTS, it was considered stakeholder involvement 
and support would be critical to its successful delivery.  

Appendix B to the LTS provides a Stakeholder Engagement and Collaboration Plan. That was prepared to 
map stakeholders and agree the approach to engagement and consultation.  

Appendix C provides a Stakeholder Engagement Workshops Summary report. That summarises the external 
stakeholder engagement undertaken as part of the development of the LTS, which focused on a series of 
workshop events.  

Public consultation (non-statutory) was undertaken to help seek feedback on a draft plan. The feedback 
received on the draft plan as part of the public consultation was analysed, reviewed and considered, to help 
ensure the LTS took comments into account. This Participation Report summarises the feedback and 
explains how it has been taken into account. 

Other engagement activities have been led by Monmouthshire County Council (MCC) throughout the 
development of the LTS, for example involving their Local Transport Forum, and local members briefings / 
discussions. The focus of those activities has been to help steer the development of the LTS taking into 
account the interests of all those involved in decision making and/or representing the people of 
Monmouthshire. 

  



 

2. Stakeholder Activities  

2.1 Monmouthshire Transport Forum  
Acting as a think tank for transport including issues relating to policy within the MCC region, The 
Monmouthshire Transport Forum is a committee made up of county councillors from all groups and 
representatives of several transport groups active across Monmouthshire. The project team were invited to 
attend the Monmouthshire Transport Forum Committee held on 24 July 2023 via Microsoft Teams.  

The purpose of the meeting was to allow the project team to present to the committee the proposed 
methodology, programme and deliverables of the LTS. There was also the opportunity for Forum members 
to ask questions and provide feedback which was then considered as part of the LTS development.  

2.2 Stakeholder workshops  
Three pre-consultation stakeholder meetings were held by the project team via Microsoft Teams and 
followed a presentation and Question & Answer format. An overview of each workshop is provided below.  

2.2.1 Stakeholder Workshop One 
The first online stakeholder workshop took place on 11 July 2023. The purpose of the workshop was to 
understand the existing problems and present an agree the vision and objectives of the LTS. Within the 
meeting, stakeholders were tasked with identifying the challenges, opportunities, and ideas pertinent to any 
existing or emerging strategy, programmes and projects. Stakeholders attended the meeting representing 
MCC, Transport for Wales, Bus Users UK, Network Rail and Newport Transport.  

During the workshop, themes of equality, behaviour change, modal shift, sustainable transport hierarchy, and 
governance were key topics of discussion. Further detail of the key themes raised during Workshop One can 
be found in Appendix C1 of the LTS.  

2.2.2 Stakeholder Workshop Two 
A second Stakeholder Workshop was held by the project team on 26 July 2023 via Microsoft Teams in a 
similar style to the first. The purpose of the second workshop was to present and seek feedback on the 
emerging draft plan, including a draft delivery programme. Attendees reviewed the baseline evidence, 
suggested and discussed potential interventions. Stakeholders attended the meeting representing Welsh 
Government, Transport for Wales, Bus Users UK, Newport Transport, Cardiff Capital Region, and 
Transition Chepstow.  

During the workshop, key topics of discussion included the objectives for the strategy, funding, delivery, 
feasibility and priorities for investment in different proposals. Further detail of the key themes raised during 
Workshop Two can be found in Appendix C2 of the LTS.  

2.2.3 Stakeholder Workshop Three  
The third and final pre-consultation Stakeholder Workshop took place on 8 August 2023 via Microsoft 
Teams in a similar style to the first and second. The workshop focused on the appraisal process, results and 
categorisation of the proposals. Stakeholders attended the meeting representing MCC, Welsh Government, 
Transport for Wales, Bus Users UK, Newport Transport and Transition Chepstow.  

During the workshop, stakeholders raised concerns about options being “sifted out” on grounds of not 
meeting Welsh Government policy objectives and that they should be acknowledged to involve risks but 
should be subject to further consideration (including consultation feedback). The delivery plan was also 
considered in terms of the time period of the plan and what could be achieved. Further detail of the key 
themes raised during Workshop Three can be found in Appendix C3 of the LTS.  



 

2.3 Non-Statutory Public Consultation  

2.3.1 Online public exhibition 
A dedicated Virtual Engage platform was set up for the consultation period: 
https://mcclocaltransportStrategy .virtual-engage.com. The public consultation and virtual exhibition 
environment aimed to, as far as practicable, replicate the traditional in-person ‘town hall’ setting, and 
allowed interested parties to view to proposals and provide their feedback at any time of day, at their leisure. 
This approach was successfully applied to previous MCC transport consultations, for example Chepstow 
Transport Study, encouraging all groups of people to access information and have their say in a variety of 
ways (as described below).  

The room included copies of the consultation documents, which provided an explanation of the purpose and 
proposals associated with the draft plan. A list of the documents made available to all is provided below. 

• Exhibition banners: A summary of the approach, focus areas including policy ambitions and proposed 
interventions. Contact details were provided with options as to how people could provide feedback. 

• Feedback questionnaire: Designed for respondents to be able to submit their views on the draft plan, 
allowing both qualitative and quantitative responses, making it easier for people to have their say.  

• Draft plan: A more detailed and technical document explaining the purpose, context, evidence base, 
policy ambitions, objectives and assessments undertaken to inform the proposed interventions within 
each focus area. 

• Strategy vision map: Helping visualise some of the proposals.  

Bilingual versions of the exhibition boards and feedback questionnaire were provided, copies of which can 
be found in Annex’s A.1 and A.2. Alternative formats, such as PDF, Word, hard copies and translations (e.g. 
Welsh language) were offered on request.  

As a result of feedback taking into account the Christmas holidays, the public consultation period was 
extended for three weeks. The Virtual Engage environment opened from 9am on 17 November 2023 (the 
consultation launch date) and closed at 11:59pm on 5 January 2024.  

Screenshots of the Virtual Engage environment can be found in Annex A.3.  

In accordance with GDPR compliance and requirements1, the Virtual Engage platform is able to gather data 
on how many people viewed the virtual environment, what proposals were viewed the most and how people 
accessed the online exhibition. A summary of this is provided below.  

• 2,434 different people visited the exhibition. 

• 52.7% of viewers used a desktop computer / laptop to access the Virtual Engage environment, 41.6% 
used a mobile phone and 5.7% used a tablet.  

• The most commonly answered questions were in relation to Behaviour Change, Active Travel, Roads 
Streets and Parking and the Aims and Objectives.  

• Aims and Objectives was the exhibition board (in English) which was the most viewed document.  

  

 
1 https://www.monmouthshire.gov.uk/your-privacy/  

https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/
https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.monmouthshire.gov.uk%2Fyour-privacy%2F&data=05%7C01%7CHeulwen.Hill%40arup.com%7C38fc9607715e49eaef5f08dbbe7dbb31%7C4ae48b41013745998661fc641fe77bea%7C0%7C0%7C638313219454258721%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2BZyCKl%2Ftjbf%2Fmp12VdwJ69VHgL5%2BfqMmVvZg%2FWMIUVA%3D&reserved=0


 

2.3.2 Project email address 
A dedicated project email address, hosted and monitored by Arup, was set up for the project. The email 
address allowed the public and other interested parties to ask specific questions about the proposals and 
submit their feedback during the consultation period. Requests could also be made for further information, 
any technical help needed, or ask for paper / alternative copies of consultation materials.  

The email address was promoted via the consultation documents (see Annex ) and associated publicity (see 
Annex A.4 and A.5).  

Emails received during the consultation period primarily involved requests for hard copies of consultation 
materials. Some emails related to any reinstatement of the Severn Bridge Tolls, which attracted political and 
media attention during the consultation - this is summarised and responded to in section 2.3.9 of this report.  

Email responses also included formal responses to the consultation, these have been summarised and 
responded to in Section 0 of this report.  

2.3.3 Project freephone telephone line 
The project team acknowledges that some groups of people may have difficulty accessing the internet and 
online exhibition or may wish to speak with members of the project team to ask questions or discuss their 
concerns. As a result, a dedicated project freephone telephone line, hosted by Arup, was set up for the 
project. The telephone line was open between 9am-5.30am Monday through Friday, and a voicemail service 
was activated so that messages could be left outside of traditional working hours, allowing call backs.  

The freephone telephone number was promoted across the consultation documents (see Annex A.1) and 
associated publicity (Annex A.4 and A.5).  

Those who contacted the project team via telephone typically requested hard copies of the consultation 
materials or sought clarification on where more information about a particular intervention could be found. No 
formal responses were provided via the freephone telephone line. 

2.3.4 Project freepost address 
To accommodate paper responses to the consultation, a freepost address was established, hosted by Arup’s 
Cardiff Office. This allowed interested parties to provide a response to the consultation at no postage cost to 
them (with the fee covered by the Council). The freepost address was promoted across the consultation 
documents (see Annex A.1) and associated publicity (Annexes A.4and A.5) Stakeholder notifications  

On 29 November 2023, an email of notification was sent to the stakeholders that were engaged with as part of 
the Stakeholder Workshops and Monmouthshire Transport Forum, encouraging their involvement in the public 
consultation. The email contained details of the consultation. On 7 December 2023 a further email was sent to 
these stakeholders notifying them that the consultation had been extended, with the new deadline for 
submitting their feedback being 5 January 2024. A copy of these emails can be found in Annex A.6. 

2.3.5 Website updates 
A total of four website updates were published on Monmouthshire County Council’s web page. They were 
published to announce the launch of consultation, and to encourage responses throughput the consultation 
period. Updates also included notification of the change of the consultation deadline (as extended), provide a 
copy of the draft plan and associated questionnaire. Screenshots of the published website updates can be 
found in Annex A.5.  

2.3.6 Social media 
English and Welsh language social media posts were published throughout the consultation period via 
Monmouthshire County Council’s Facebook and Twitter, to announce the launch of the consultation, and 
encourage participation. Screenshots of the published social media posts can be found in Annex A.4.  

  



 

2.3.7 Press releases  
Monmouthshire County Council liaised with local media publications and issued a press release to announce 
the launch of the public consultation. This was published in the Wales 247 online newspaper and the 
Monmouthshire Beacon online news article. Other media sources also covered the consultation. Screenshots 
can be found in Annex A.7.  

2.3.8 Media regarding the Severn Bridge Tolls and Congestion Zones 
The draft plan made references to the Severn Bridge Tolls and Congestion Zones, which led to comments by 
the local MP and a question in the Senedd during the consultation period. Press coverage on included via the 
Daily Mail, Wales Online and Nation Cymru.  Screenshots can be found in Annex A.7 A Monmouthshire 
County Council statement in response to the political and media coverage was published on the Council 
website, and a screenshot can be found in Annex A.7. 

  



 

3. Public Consultation Responses  

Whilst individuals and organisations were encouraged to submit formal responses using the provided 
feedback questionnaire, some provided emailed or postal free form responses.  

The formal questionnaire was divided into sections which mirrored the focus areas of the draft plan.   

A total of 336 responses were received, which includes the acceptance of three late responses (received after 
the close of the consultation, accepted on a discretionary basis). Of those, 224 responses were received 
through the online exhibition platform (virtual engage); and there were 111 email responses and 1 postal 
response. 242 participants responded using the formal feedback questionnaire.  

Appreciating that all responses to the questionnaire may not have interest and/or opinion on all the draft plan 
focus areas, none of the questions were mandatory to respond to. This means that whilst there was a total of 
242 responses to the consultation received in the feedback questionnaire format, this may not be an accurate 
representation of how many responses were received against each of the questions. Therefore, included on 
the analysis of each question is also a numerical value of how many responses were received in relation to 
each question.  

Some responses to the consultation suggested an alternative proposal, design or approach. Where appropriate 
and applicable, these have been summarised and responded to accordingly.  

The following subsections of Chapter 3 of this report provide a summary of the responses against each 
question, where appropriate.  

3.1 Aims and Objectives 

3.1.1 To what extent do you agree with our overarching aim?  
139 participants provided their views on this question. Figure 1 below provides a visual illustration of the 
quantitative results. It shows that 63/139 (45%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 26/139 
(19%) said they were neutral, and 50 (36%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed.  
Figure 1: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our overarching aim?’ 
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3.1.2 To what extent do you agree with our objectives? 
139 participants provided their views on this question. Figure 2 below provides a visual illustration of the 
quantitative results. It shows that 46/139 (37%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 29/139 
(21%) said they were neutral, and 59/139 (42%) selected they either disagreed or strongly disagreed.  
Figure 2: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our objectives?’ 
 

 

3.1.3 Do you have any other comments on our aims or objectives?  

Out of the 336 total responses received, 148 participants provided their views on or in relation to this 
question. Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised within the qualitative comments received in 
response to the aims and objectives proposals. To view a detailed account of the qualitative feedback 
received on the Aims and Objectives focus area, and the project response, please refer to Annex B.2.  
Table 1: Summary of key themes in response to LTS Aims and Objectives. 

Consultation response Project/Design response  

Some participants were in support of the LTS and 
considers it to be ambitious and welcomes the 
interventions. Also agree with the visions and 
objectives of the Strategy and that the LTS outlines 
key issues in Monmouthshire, however, suggests 
more focus and consideration for the aging 
population.  

The Strategy seeks to improve accessibility for all 
groups of people.  

Respondents consider the priority of the objectives 
should be rearranged. Objective 4 should become 
objective 1. It is also considered that none of the 
aims, objectives or policies should disadvantage 
any groups of people.  

In addition, respondents did not agree with the need 
for Objective 3 and the consideration of the Welsh 
language in the proposals. Respondents consider 
Objective 3 should be of lower priority. 

The Objectives are aligned with the Welsh 
Transport Strategy and are all in equal weight and 
equally important. 

The project team note the importance on not 
disadvantaging any groups of people, and therefore 
have updated Objective 1 to reflect the need for 
inclusivity.    

Regarding Welsh Language, MCC is committed to 
protecting and enhancing the Welsh language as 
part of the strategy, considering its other objectives. 
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Consultation response Project/Design response  

Participants consider the LTS to be anti-car and that 
policies focus too much on active travel and 
moving away from the private car. Initiatives are 
considered a waste of money, and more focus 
should be given to roads and congestion issues.   

The Strategy seeks to improve accessibility for all 
groups of people, including those who rely on the 
private car. MCC is committed to decarbonising 
transport and encouraging modal shift where and as 
appropriate.  

Participants suggest that MCC funds should be 
focusing on creating accessible communities which 
do not persecute those that drive as active travel is 
not accessible to all. As part of this, suggest that 
access to hospitals other than the Grange should be 
considered.   

Section 6.6 addresses this "Develop schemes in 
partnership with local people and prioritise safe and 
accessible pathways that cater to individuals of all 
abilities and backgrounds." as well as AT13. 
Access to all healthcare facilities including by 
sustainable modes of travel is important. The 
revised strategy will clarify that position.  

Participants express concern surrounding the ability 
to deliver the strategy, including funding, cost, and 
implementation of proposals. Consider for how 
much the proposals will cost little will be done to 
tackle climate change. Some participants consider 
the LTS to be idealistic and the policies need to be 
revisited as there is general lack of understanding of 
where the local community commute to.   

The strategy aims to be ambitious but deliverable. 
MCC acknowledge that the Strategy s proposals are 
ambitious and will continue to work with partners 
to access funding to enable interventions to be 
implemented. The strategy is underpinned by a 
comprehensive evidence based including original-
destination trip data, and further work will be 
undertaken as part of the SEWCJC to understand 
local and regional movements as part of the 
emerging RTP.  

Participants do not consider the LTS to be practical, 
feasible and there will be resources to provide 
public transport infrastructure and the proposals for 
those that live in rural areas including elderly 
people living there. Considers the Strategy to be 
very town centric. MCC needs to ensure rural areas 
have equal accessibility as those in the major 
towns, such as an emphasis on increasing 
sustainable travel options to tourist areas outside of 
main towns such as Tintern.  

The LTS aims to provide better services to rural 
areas - see BUS6 (Rural bus routes) and section 6.9. 
The strategy aims to be ambitious but deliverable. 
The Delivery Plan sets out how the measures could 
be progressed. The draft Strategy consultation has 
sought feedback on a wide range of options 
including those that aim to improve accessibility for 
those living in towns and rural areas, and all 
comments will be taken into account as MCC 
begins work with the South East Wales Corporate 
Joint Committee on its Regional Transport 
Strategy. MCC is committed to this and please see 
measure ODS 1 - Wye Valley tourism Fflecsi and 
Sherpa services as well as BCI 1 - Wye valley 
tourism walking and bus route maps.  

 

 

 

 

  



 

3.2 Active Travel  

3.2.1 To what extent do you agree with our Active Travel policy ambition? 
Out of 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 143 participants provided their views on this 
question. Figure 3 below provides a visual illustration of the quantitative results. It shows that 69/143 
participants (48%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 32/143 (22%) were neutral, and 42/143 
(30%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the Active Travel policy ambition 
proposals.  

Figure 3: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our Active Travel policy ambition?’ 
 

 

3.2.2 To what extent do you agree with our Active Travel objectives?  
Out of 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 140 participants provided their views on this 
question. Figure 4 below provides a visual illustration of the quantitative results. It shows that 65/140 
participants (46%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 33/143 (24%) were neutral, and 42/143 
(30%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the Active Travel policy objectives.  
Figure 4: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our Active Travel objectives?’ 
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3.2.3 Please select the specific active travel initiatives you most support.  
Of the 242 participants who responded using the formal feedback questionnaire, 137 participants provided a 
response to this question. This question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 202 selections. 
The bullet points below show how many times a participant selected an option. Figure 5 shows the 
proportion each option was selected.  

• 40/137 (29%) of respondents selected none of the proposed options listed. 

• 36/137 (26%) of respondents selected the proposed initial Active travel Network Schemes within Usk, 
Gilwern, Chepstow, Monmouth, Magor and Undy, and Abergavenny and Llanfoist. Abergavenny to 
Llanfoist Active Travel scheme.  

• 31/137 (23%) of respondents selected the proposed Severnside spinal route which includes the 
conversion of the disuse MOD railway to an Active Travel path and links through Caldicot town to the 
railway station.  

• 26/137 (19%) of respondents selected the proposed Abergavenny to Llanfoist Active Travel scheme. 
This involves incorporating a new Active Travel bridge across the River Usk and associated links.  

• 24/137 (18%) of respondents selected the all the proposed options listed. 

• 23/137 (17%) of respondents proposed ‘other’ options to those listed.  

• 22/137 (16%) of respondents selected the proposed Monmouth spinal route which includes a new Active 
Travel bridge across the River Wye with associated links and routes through Kingswood Gate.  

Figure 5: Responses to ‘Please select the specific active travel initiatives you most support’. 
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3.2.4 Please select which factors would increase your likelihood of walking, cycling, or wheeling for 
your daily trips.  

Of the 242 participants who responded using the formal feedback questionnaire, 138 participants provided a 
response to this question. This question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 345 selections. 
The bullet points below show how many times a participant selected an option. Figure 6 shows the 
proportion each option was selected.  

• 53/138 (38%) of respondents supported none of the proposed options listed. 

• 45/138 (33%) of respondents supported the proposed improvement of active travel links to town centres. 

• 39/138 (28%) of respondents supported the proposed improvement of crossings for pedestrians and 
cyclists. 

• 28/138 (20%) of respondents supported the proposed traffic relief and active travel improvements along 
main roads. 

• 26/138 (19%) of respondents supported the proposed provision of secure cycle parking. 

• 25/138 (18%) of respondents supported the proposed improvement to active travel links to neighbouring 
authorities. 

• 23/138 (17%) of respondents supported the proposed removal of barriers to active travel. 

• 21/138 (15%) of respondents proposed ‘other’ options to those listed. 

• 20/138 (14%) of respondents supported the proposed the identification of safe routes to and from school 
for communities. 

• 19/138 (14%) of respondents supported the proposed improved signage and mapping. 

• 13/138 (9%) of respondents supported all of the proposed options listed. 

• 13/138 (9%) of respondents supported cross border links with Newport. 

• 11/138 (8%) of respondents supported the proposed provision of cycle hire.  

• 9/138 (7%) of respondents supported the proposed e-bike charging scheme. 



 

Figure 6: Responses to ‘Please select which factors would increase your likelihood of walking, cycling or wheeling for 
your daily trips.’ 

 

3.2.5 Please explain your choices here or provide any other comments about our active travel policy 
and initiatives- Free text response. 

Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised within the ‘other’ comments received in response to 
the Active Travel proposals. This summary accounts for the responses received through the online virtual 
engage platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view a detailed account of the 
qualitative feedback received on the Active Travel focus area, and the project response, please refer to Annex 
B.3.  

Out of the 336 total responses received, 125 participants provided their views on or in relation to this 
question.  
Table 2: Summary of key themes in response to Active Travel proposals. 

Consultation response Project/Design response  

Participants expressed general opposition to active 
travel proposals as they discriminate against and are 
not accessible for the aging population, disabled or 
those with health issues. Suggest Strategy s should 
consider OAPs and other demographics who have 
limited financial resources and cannot afford to buy 
and run EVs.   

The strategy seeks to improve accessibility for all 
groups of people. The Strategy includes various 
improvements to the bus and rail network to enable 
all groups of people to travel sustainably if active 
travel is not an option; MCC supports e-bike rental 
and cycle hire schemes to lower barriers to 
accessing these (see AT17 and OD7).   

5%
7%

11%

6%

13%

7%

3%3%

8%

8%

4%
4%

15%

6%

Improved signage and mapping

Removal of barriers to active travel

Improvement of crossings for
pedestrians and cyclists
The identification of safe routes to and
from school for communities
Improving active travel links to town
centres
Improving active travel links to
neighbouring authorities
E-bike charging scheme

Provision of cycle hire

Provision secure cycle parking

 Traffic relief and active travel
improvements along main roads
Cross-border links with Newport

All of the above

None of the above

Other



 

Consultation response Project/Design response  

Participants expressed general opposition to AT 
interventions, consideration that none would be of 
use and should be rethought. Residents do not have 
an interest in cycling and priority should be on 
maintaining roads and public transport. Considers 
the AT proposals apply to those who only work and 
live in Monmouthshire. Concern that the AT 
proposals are expensive, threatening to those that 
use the car and that there are no revenue provisions 
for the schemes.   

The strategies objectives and measures align with 
Welsh Government and local policies to improve 
active travel usage. The Strategy seeks to improve 
accessibility for all groups of people. The 
objectives of the AT interventions is "Focus on 
journeys shorter than 3 miles to education, 
employment, shopping, health destinations, bus and 
rail stations that can reduce everyday car journeys, 
and make walking, cycling and wheeling the easiest 
option.". The LTS equally includes road 
improvement (RSP 9) and improvements to the 
public transport network (section 6.7 & 6.8).  

Participants expressed general support for AT 
proposals, especially cycle parking and safe cycle 
routes. Suggest dedicated cycle/ walking lanes 
alongside major roads. Also suggest improved car 
parking at AT pinch points, where AT is located 
and where there are interchanges between modes.  

MCC is committed to delivering on its 
responsibilities for active travel and will consider 
all suggestions for new routes as part of its ongoing 
Active Travel Network Mapping exercise. The 
strategy seeks to improve accessibility for all 
groups of people. Measures MHI7 and MHI11 
target improved cycle parking at bus stops and 
interchanges to help integrate sustainable modes of 
travel.  

Participants consider proposals are impractical for 
Chepstow due to topography and congested through 
roads make all aspirations unachievable. Further 
concern that there are no new AT routes for 
Chepstow.   

MCC are committed to improving active travel 
conditions and facilitating modal shift to reduce 
congestion and improve travel conditions for all 
groups of people. Measure AT3 includes ATNM 
proposals in Chepstow, and MCC is working with 
partners to secure funding for its active travel 
improvements in Chepstow.  

Overall, a lot of comments that AT proposals will 
not work in rural areas, where buses are too 
infrequent to go both ways. Suggests implementing 
20mph on rural roads currently too dangerous to 
allow safe use by cyclists/ peds etc.  

The strategy acknowledges the rural communities 
and proposes improvements to rural bus services 
and on demand DRT services to link to the 
timetabled network. A speed limit strategy 
including for rural roads is proposed in RSP6.   

Participants express general support with AT 
interventions and infrastructure investments; 
consider they reflect alternative transport options 
which the public will use, especially if these take 
the same amount of time as using the car.   

Focus of AT improvement is journeys of less than 3 
miles = 20-minute cycle  

 

  



 

3.3 Bus  

3.3.1 To what extent do you agree with our bus policy ambition?  
Out of 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 129 participants provided their views on this 
question. Figure 7 below provides a visual illustration of the quantitative results. It shows that 86/129 
participants (66%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 24/129 (19%) were neutral, and 19/129 
(15%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the bus policy ambition proposals.  
 
Figure 7: Response to ‘To what extent do you agree with our bus policy ambition?’ 
 

 

3.3.2 Please select the bus initiatives you most support.  
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 127 participants provided their views on this 
question. This question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 263 selections. The bullet points 
below show how many times a participant selected an option. Figure 8 shows the proportion each option was 
selected.  

• 65/127 (51%) of respondents supported the proposed improved bus links to and from the Grange 
University Hospital.  

• 36/127 (28%) of respondents supported the proposed improved bus frequencies between Monmouth and 
Chepstow.  

• 30/127 (24%) of respondents supported the proposed improvement in quality of bus services between 
Chepstow/ Caldicot and Newport. 

• 29/127 (23%) of respondents supported the proposed improved public transport links between 
Monmouthshire and Avonmouth 

• 24/127 (19%) of respondents supported all the proposed options listed. 

• 24/127 (19%) of respondents supported the proposed improved Monmouth bus and coach stop with 
considerations for tourist coach parking.  

• 20/127 (16%) of respondents supported the proposed improved Abergavenny bus and coach stop with 
considerations for tourist coach parking. 

• 20/127 (16%) of respondents supported none of the proposed options listed.  
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• 10/127 (8%) of respondents supported the proposed bus priority over other road traffic at Severn Tunnel 
Junction Station. 

• 5/127 (4%) of respondents supported the proposed rural bus routes e.g. Abergavenny, Monmouth. 
Figure 8: Responses to 'Please select the bus initiatives you most support.' 

 
 

3.3.3 Please select the which factors are most likely to encourage you to use the bus more frequently 
in Monmouthshire. 

Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 132 participants provided their views on this 
question. This question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 381 selections. The bullet points 
below show how many times a participant selected an option. Figure 9 shows the proportion each option was 
selected.  

• 66/132 (50%) of respondents supported the proposed local bus service upgrades such as improved 
frequency.  

• 65/132 (49%) of respondents supported the proposed improved access to bus services in rural areas. 

• 60/132 (45%) of respondents supported the proposed improved bus information including real time 
information. 

• 50/132 (38%) of respondents supported the proposed integrated ticketing and timetable across all bus 
services. 
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• 50/132 (38%) of respondents supported the proposed improved long distance express bus services 
connecting to the wider region. 

• 23/132 (17%) of respondents supported all the proposed options listed. 

• 23/132 (17%) of respondents supported the proposed bus stop upgrades. 

• 20/132 (15%) of respondents supported none of the proposed options listed. 

• 14/132 (11%) of respondents proposed ‘other’ options to those listed.  

• 10/132 (8%) of respondents supported the proposed bus infrastructure measures along key routes such as 
bus lanes and bus priority at junctions. 

Figure 9: Responses to ‘Please select which factors are most likely to encourage you to use the bus more frequently in 
Monmouthshire.’ 
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3.3.4 Please explain your choices here, or provide any other comments about our bus policy and 
initiatives? Free text response. 

Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised within the ‘other’ comments received in response to 
the Bus proposals. This summary accounts for the responses received through the online virtual engage 
platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view a detailed account of the 
qualitative feedback received on the Bus focus area, and the project response, please refer to Annex B.4.  

Out of the 336 total responses received, 116 participants provided their views on or in relation to this 
question.  
Table 3: Summary of key themes in response to Bus proposals. 

Consultation response Project/Design response  

Participants consider current bus services as 
insufficient. Suggests having bus stops and routes 
near houses. Suggests using school car parks in the 
summer to provide space for extra demand. 

MCC supports bus stops and routes servicing 
residential areas. MCC are working with TfW on 
the roll out of real time digital displays. MCC 
continue to apply for funding for bus shelter 
infrastructure and will undertake improvements as 
funding becomes available. Participants support the provision of increased 

buses and bus services. 

Suggests rural bus services need to be given 
priority. As Rural bus services are unreliable there 
needs to be cheaper and more frequent bus services 
in these areas. Would like the new strategy to 
include a rural bus service from Abergavenny to 
Monmouth which uses the B4233 which connects 
several settlements in North Monmouthshire. 
Supports the improved frequency and numbers of 
buses especially in rural areas. Suggests in the long 
term they would need to increase further than 
hourly between 8am and 6pm as in reality that is 
still a very short timetable for commuters/workers. 
Suggests less focus on bus stations and more focus 
on more bus routes through the rural communities 
as once or twice a day transport will not entice any 
workforce to use rurally. Further, a 20-minute walk 
to the bus stop followed by a 30-minute bus ride vs 
a 25 minute car journey will always be a no-brainer. 
Suggests that due to the rural nature of 
Monmouthshire, we need the ability to park near 
key bus stops, as we are not able to walk/cycle to 
them due to their location. 

On-demand / flexible DRT services are proposed 
for rural areas. On demand services will link rural 
locations to the timetabled bus network (ODS3). 
MCC will consider the bus routes and hours of 
operation with service providers as part of the next 
steps for bus franchising in Wales. We will work 
with neighbouring authorities to improve cross 
border connectivity 

Participants question the deliverability of proposals, 
disagree that bus services will become franchised, 
as the current operators seem to be reducing rather 
than increasing services it can be assumed they see 
no profit. How will these increased services be 
funded? Considers improving bus services for 
Monmouth to an acceptable level is likely to be 
impossible. There is no interest from National 
Express to stop at Monmouth with 8 coaches a day 
that pass. 

We’re supportive of the Welsh Government 
proposals to reshape the way bus services in Wales 
are governed through local franchising. Bus 
operators would provide services under contract, on 
behalf of local authorities. This would give local 
councils greater control over bus timetables, routes 
and fares, making them better meet local needs. 
Please refer to the proposals for One network, one 
timetable, one ticket. 



 

Consultation response Project/Design response  

Participants consider integrating transport will 
increase congestion, as more transport modes on the 
roads 

Suggests physically bring bus and rail services to 
the same place. To have regional and local bus and 
rail service terminals on same site would greatly 
enhance value. Suggests a fully integrated bus/ rail 
service, linking to Cardiff and London. Bus/ rail 
interchange at Abergavenny. Those who have a 
regular commute should be encouraged to develop 
sharing networks. Ride share points could be 
developed.  Drivers should have some vetting. 
Local taxi services need to be protected.  They 
could form part of a flexi pick up scheme around 
towns and villages. 

The aim of the intervention is to facilitate modal 
shift away from the private car by making it easier 
for people to make sustainable travel choices, in 
turn reducing congestion. MCC does monitor 
patronage data and will make evidence-based 
decisions to propose changes. 

MCC supports this suggestion and please refer to 
proposals in section 6.5. MCC support these 
suggestions and seek to improve connectivity with 
on-demand and community services 

Participants suggest cycle storage at bus stops. This is covered in measure MHI7 

 

3.4 Rail 

3.4.1 To what extent do you agree with our rail policy ambition? 
Out of 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 125 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 10 below provides a visual illustration of the quantitative results. It shows that 87/125 participants 
(70%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 20/125 (16%) were neutral, and 18/125 (14%) 
selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the rail policy ambition proposals.  
Figure 10: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our rail policy ambition?’  
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3.4.2 Please select which factors are most likely to encourage you to use rail more frequently. 
Out of 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 128 participants provided their views on this 
question. This question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 357 selections. The bullet points 
below show how many times a participant selected an option. Figure 11 shows the proportion each option 
was selected.  

• 69/128 (54%) of respondents proposed ‘other’ options to those listed.  

• 59/128 (46%) of respondents supported the proposed improved service frequencies which link 
Abergavenny, Caldicot, Chepstow and Severn Tunnel Junction with each other an connect towards 
Cardiff, Bristol and Gloucester. 

• 58/128 (45%) of respondents supported the proposed fairer fares for trains. 

• 49/128 (38%) of respondents supported the proposed provision of faster, more frequent joined up 
services across the region.  

• 33/128 (26%) of respondents supported all of the proposed options listed.  

• 31/128 (24%) of respondents supported the proposed new or reopened station locations. 

• 24/128 (19%) of respondents supported the proposed improved accessibility for all at railway stations to 
address issues faced by disabled passengers and passengers facing mobility restraints (such as heaving 
luggage or pushchairs). 

• 15/128 (12%) of respondents supported none of the proposed options listed. 

• 10/128 (8%) of respondents supported the proposed delivery of Magor and Undy walkway station to 
advance accessibility and interchange improvements. 

• 9/128 (7%) of respondents supported the proposed provision of an overbridge at Chepstow railway 
station.  



 

Figure 11: Responses to ‘Please select which factors are most likely to encourage you to use rail travel more 
frequently’.  

 
 

3.4.3 Please explain your choices here or provide any other comments about our rail 4.3 policy and 
initiatives. Free text response 

Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised within the ‘other’ comments received in response to 
the Rail proposals. This summary accounts for the responses received through the online virtual engage 
platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view a detailed account of the 
qualitative feedback received on the Rail focus area, and the project response, please refer to Annex B.5.  

Out of the 336 total responses received, 103 participants provided their views on or in relation to this 
question.  
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Table 4: Summary of key themes in response to Rail proposals. 

Consultation response Project/Design response  

Participants consider there are accessibility issues at 
Chepstow station. Suggest lift at Chepstow station 
and improve underpass to meet mobility impaired 
needs. Wider agreement for general improvement at 
all rail stations for bike/wheelchair/ mobility 
scooter access.   

The strategy supports access for all at all stations 
(R1) and MCC will work with station owners and 
leases to help ensure access for all. MCC is 
currently progressing Strategy s for the Chepstow 
Transport Hub.   

Participants express overall concern with the cost of 
rail travel. Currently it is cheaper travel from Ebbw 
Vale than Abergavenny & no fee to park in car 
parks.  

MCC supports fairer fares for rail journeys (R5); 
LTS proposes better bus links to stations to reduce 
pressure on parking. MCC is working on proposals 
to improve both walking, cycling and bus access to 
Abergavenny station, which should reduce demand 
for parking, as well as improved P+R at the station  Responder express support for fairer fares and 

states the train service needs to be cost-effective, 
reliable and on time.  

Participants express support for increased 
frequency and capacity will increase rail use. 
Supports more frequent train services are required 
on the Newport to Abergavenny route to provide 
alternatives to road journeys. Supports 
improvements to make the area more accessible for 
business and easier to work from. Agree that more 
trains should stop at STJ. Agrees that more night 
services between Cardiff and Abergavenny are 
needed. Supports improved services which link 
Bristol, Bath and London direct from Chepstow. 
Arees reliability of these services and alternatives 
are vital in encouraging adoption.  

MCC support service improvements and extensions 
and will engage with TfW and other providers to 
help make improvements. Additionally, the T7 bus 
service (see intervention BUS13) covers the route 
Chepstow - Bristol. MCC supports fairer fares for 
rail journeys (R5). LTS proposes better bus links to 
stations to reduce pressure on parking. MCC is 
working on proposals to improve bus access to and 
P+R at Abergavenny station.   

Participants express support for integrated transport 
modes as considers improved rail services are 
pointless without the support at either end of the 
journey in terms of public transport.  

This is covered in measures MHI2, MHI8, MHI9. 
MCC supports half-hourly service on all 
Monmouthshire routes, and better early morning, 
late evening and Sunday services. MCC has 
previously asked for a experimental direct peak 
service from Chepstow to Bristol Temple Mead as 
well as better connections at STJ. MCC are 
currently progressing Strategy s at Chepstow 
further to recent studies into improving public 
transport and active travel in the area  

Participants expressed opposition to moving 
Chepstow bus station to the train station and 
consider a stop at the train station would be 
sufficient. States people to be in the centre of 
Chepstow visiting shops and hospitality outlets. 
Suggest connections at STJ for Chepstow and 
Bristol are too long and bus connections need to be 
direct to stations.  

Participants state most things proposed in the LTS 
in relation to Rail are out of MCC control, however, 
suggest increased parking at rail stations, and 
sufficient car parks and access for the disabled and 
elderly.  

The Strategy  proposes improved connectivity at 
stations to reduce pressure on parking and MCC 
will review parking provision at stations; MCC 
supports fairer fares for rail journeys (R5).  

 



 

3.5 Community and on-demand services 

3.5.1 To what extent do you agree with our community and on demand services policy ambition? 
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 116 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 12 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding community and on demand services 
policy ambition. It shows that 60/116 participants (52%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 
33/116 (28%) were neutral, and 23/116 (20%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with 
the community and on demand services policy ambition proposals.  
Figure 12: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our community and on-demand services policy ambition?’ 
 

 

3.5.2 Would you be more likely to travel using on demand services if the interventions were 
implemented? 

Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 112 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 13 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding community and on demand services 
implementation. It shows that 18/112 participants (16%) selected that they would be more likely, 24/112 
(21%) said travel would change somewhat, 28/112 (25%) were neutral and 42/112 (38%) selected that they 
would not use on demand services if they were implemented.  
  

25%

27%
28%

5%

15%
Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly disagree



 

Figure 13: Responses to ‘Would you be more likely to travel using on demand services if the interventions were 
implemented?’ 
 

 
 

3.5.3 If yes, which on demand services are you more likely to use? 
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 85 participants provided their views on this 
question. This question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 103 selections. The bullet points 
below show how many times a participant selected an option. Figure 14 shows the proportion each option 
was selected.   

• 45/85 (53%) of respondents supported none of the proposed options listed.  

• 20/85 (24%) of respondents supported the proposed car lift and share schemes.  

• 19/85 (22%) of respondents supported the proposed community/village car clubs. 

• 10/85 (12%) of respondents supported the proposed Wye Valley Fflecsi and Sherpa services. 

• 9/85 (11%) of respondents supported all of the proposed options listed. 
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Figure 14: Responses to ‘If yes, which on-demand services are you more likely to use?’ 
 

 

3.5.4 To what extent do you agree with expanding flexible bus services geographically and 
temporally?  

Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 112 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 15 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding community and on demand services 
expansion. It shows that 68/112 participants (61%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 29/112 
(26%) were neutral, and 15/112 (13%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
community and on demand services policy expansion.  
Figure 15: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with expanding flexible bus services geographically and 
temporally?’  
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3.5.5 To what extent do you agree with the proposal to explore rural transport options to stations?  
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 109 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 16 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding community and on demand services 
serving stations. It shows that 74/109 participants (68%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 
21/109 (19%) were neutral, and 14/109 (13%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with 
the community and on demand services serving stations.  
Figure 16: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with the proposals to explore rural transport options to 
stations?’ 

 

3.5.6 Do you have any other comments on our community & on demand service policy and 
initiatives? Free text response. 

Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised within the ‘other’ comments received in response to 
the Community and on-demand service proposals. This summary accounts for the responses received 
through the online virtual engage platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view 
a detailed account of the qualitative feedback received on the Community and on-demand service proposals 
focus area, and the project response, please refer to Annex B.6.  

Out of the 336 total responses received, 57 participants provided their views on or in relation to this question.  
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Table 5: Summary of key themes in response to Community and On-Demand Services proposals. 

Consultation response Project/Design response  

Participants express support for Community On 
demand services which offer a solution to those in 
communities who do not or are no longer able to 
drive requires a different solution which could be 
provided by private minibus services. Suggest an 
accessible minibus should be considered   

Please refer to measure ODS3  

Participants express support for proposals. Good to 
see solutions to community car sharing. Especially 
important for older/vulnerable people. Agree with 
exploration - but concerns about cost. F65B 
believes that there is significant for these services to 
fill in the extensive gaps in public bus coverage 
However, can fulfil a limited range of passenger 
needs, compared to a scheduled service  

Community and on-demand services are considered 
to be part of the existing and future network to 
provide people with choices. Please refer to our 
Delivery Plan which seeks to set out a Strategy to 
progress any preferred options in the future. On-
demand services seek to help offer people choices 
and connect rural areas to the timetabled network. 
MCC are only considering electric cars and light 
commercial vehicles. We are exploring the 
potential for hydrogen for HGV's and larger 
passenger transport vehicles. River simple has been 
running a trial for hydrogen powered cars in the 
Abergavenny area.  

Participants expressed opposition to proposals and 
consider them unworkable and undeliverable.   

Participants expressed opposition to the cost of the 
proposals and suggest payment for the service by 
those who cannot afford it should be ruled out.   

Community and on-demand services are part of the 
existing and future network to provide people with 
choices.  MCC will work with operators to help 
ensure value for money.  

Responder express opposition to proposals, do not 
see them as feasible in the area. Considers the 
proposals to be unreliable in rural areas to be 
practical solution if you need to attend something of 
a specific time. The state of many rural roads makes 
them unsuitable for small buses. Considers the 
county has too many remote rural areas for which 
this is simply implausible.  

Community and on-demand services are part of the 
existing and future network to provide people with 
choices. Services can utilise smaller vehicles that 
can access rural roads.  

Participants question that the demand does not exist 
for these services and so suggest this is not 
something which warrants any time or money being 
spent on it. Considered e-bikes schemes is clearly 
inappropriate as can be seen from the failure of the 
Cardiff scheme.  

MCC intends to learn lessons from other 
experiences to help inform future decision making 
on the available options  

 

  



 

3.6 Mobility Hubs and Interchanges  

3.6.1 To what extent do you agree with our mobility hubs and interchanges policy ambition?  
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 112 participants provided their views on this 
question. 

Figure 17 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding mobility hubs and interchanges 
policy ambition. It shows that 77/112 participants (69%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 
22/112 (20%) were neutral, and 13/112 (11%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with 
the mobility hubs and interchanges policy ambition. 
Figure 17: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our mobility hubs and interchange policy ambition?’  
 

 

3.6.2 Please select the mobility hubs and interchange initiatives you most support. 
Out of 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 112 participants provided their views on this 
question. The question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 163 selections. The bullet points 
below show how many times a participant selected an option. Figure 18 shows the proportion each option 
was selected.  

• 34/112 (30%) of respondents supported the proposed sustainable travel improvements at Abergavenny 
Railway Station. 

• 31/112 (28%) of respondents supported the proposed transport interchange improvements at Severn 
Tunnel Junction. 

• 28/112 (25%) of respondents supported the proposed provision of a Chepstow Transport Hub.  

• 25/112 (22%) of respondents supported the proposed bus and active travel integration with the Welsh 
Marches Line. 

• 23/112 (21%) of respondents supported none of the proposed options listed.  

• 22/112 (20%) of respondents supported all the proposed options listed. 
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Figure 18: Responses to ‘Please select the mobility hubs and interchange initiatives you most support.’ 
 

 

3.6.3 Please select which factors are most likely to help you use sustainable modes of transport.  
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 113 participants provided their views on this 
question. This question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 3238 selections. The bullet points 
below show how many times a participant selected an option. Figure 19 shows the proportion each option 
was selected.  

• 62/113 (55%) of respondents supported the proposed coordination of rails and bus timetables and routes. 

• 38/113 (34%) of respondents supported the proposed security and welfare provision for passengers at 
interchange locations.  

• 36/113 (32%) of respondents supported the proposed interchanges between timetabled bus services and 
on demand services.  

• 23/113 (20%) of respondents supported none of the proposed options listed.  

• 23/113 (20%) of respondents supported the proposed cycle storage at interchanges. 

• 19/113 (17%) of respondents supported all of the proposed options listed. 

• 14/113 (12%) of respondents supported the proposed active station network plan for all stations.  

• 12/113 (11%) of respondents proposed ‘other’ suggestions to those listed.  

• 11/113 (10%) of respondents supported the proposed cycle parking at bus stops.  
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Figure 19: Responses to ‘Please select which factors are most likely to help you use sustainable modes of transport.’ 

 

3.6.4 Please explain your choices here or provide any other comments about mobility hubs and 
interchanges policy and initiatives. Free text response 

Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised within the ‘other’ comments received in response to 
the Mobility Hubs and Interchanges proposals. This summary accounts for the responses received through 
the online virtual engage platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view a 
detailed account of the qualitative feedback received on the Mobility Hubs and Interchanges proposals focus 
area, and the project response, please refer to Annex B.7.  

Out of the 336 total responses received, 79 participants provided their views on or in relation to this question.  
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Table 6: Summary of key themes in response to Mobility Hubs and Interchanges proposals. 

Consultation response Project/Design response  

Respondents raise concerns about moving 
Chepstow bus station impacting local shops/ 
businesses and increase traffic on the A48. Moving 
the National Express could work although traffic is 
likely to affect timetabling. removing the bus 
station from the town centre would need a regular 
shuttle bus so the elderly can still access shops/ 
services. 

There are no proposals to move the bus station in 
Chepstow, rather as part of the Transport Hub 
project there are Strategy s that would allow buses 
to service the train station.  

Respondents oppose removing parking at the hubs/ 
stations/ bus stops. Suggests improved parking at 
stations. States without increased parking the 
proposals will be useless to a great many of the 
residents. Suggests larger, free car parks.  

MCC will carefully consider the provision of 
sufficient car parking as part of its Strategy s. The 
Strategy  proposes better bus and active travel links 
to stations to reduce pressure on parking. MCC will 
work with partners to review parking at key stations 
but there are currently no Strategy s to increase free 
car parking  

Respondents consider there is no need for Mobility 
Hubs, Considers the proposals will never work. 
Concerned Public transport is unreliable and 
inconvenient. Probably a good idea for town 
dwellers, however, consideration should be had for 
those who can't get to the hubs in the first place.    

The Strategy  recognises improvements need to be 
made to make it easier for people to get around 
across the county by more sustainable modes, and 
in particular proposes improved bus services 
(Section 6.7), timetable coordination (MHI8) and 
dedicated rail-bus link services (MHI9) to aid 
access to rail stations and hubs. MCC recognise that 
cars will continue to be a key element of the 
transport network in Monmouthshire due to the 
limited nature of the existing public transport 
network. MCC are however proposing to improve 
the network and provide opportunities for onward 
travel from rail and bus stations by working with 
TfW and partners to increase train frequency and 
bus services so that part of the journey can be 
undertaken without the need for a car.  

Respondents express support for proposals. States 
secure covered cycle parking at bus stops and 
coordination of bus and rail times is important. 
Provision of space for taxis. Car share schemes 
with special parking for those involved. The current 
provision at Monmouth is very poor and needs 
significant improvement to make it a place where 
passengers feel comfortable, and the town can feel 
proud of as a point of welcome 

Respondents support a better interchange between 
bus and rail to achieve greater modal shift, will 
improve journeys into town. 

MCC will not be able to provide 24/7 on demand 
public transport services, this is not financially 
viable. Taxi services can provide a 24/7 service and 
we are not proposing to compete or replicate this.  

 

3.7 Roads, Streets and Parking  

3.7.1 To what extent do you agree with our roads, streets and parking policy ambition?  
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 139 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 20 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding roads, streets, and parking policy 
ambition. It shows that 59/139 participants (42%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 24/139 
(17%) were neutral, and 56/139 (41%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
roads, streets and parking policy ambition. 



 

Figure 20: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our roads, streets and parking policy ambition?’ 

 

3.7.2 Please select which roads, streets, and parking initiatives you most support. 
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 141 participants provided their views on this question. 
This question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 316 selections. The bullet points below show how 
many times a participant selected an option.  
Figure 21 shows the proportion each option was selected.  

• 64/141 (45%) of respondents supported the proposed tackling of pavement parking and street clutter so 
that streets are safer for all.  

• 47/141 (33%) of respondents supported the proposed integrated strategy for HGV parking and driving 
welfare.  

• 31/141 (22%) of respondents supported the proposed road safety schemes to enhance overall safety 
infrastructure.  

• 31/141 (22%) of respondents supported none of the proposed options listed.  

• 30/141 (21%) of respondents supported the proposed reallocation of road space, particularly within the 
four market towns, prioritising pedestrians, cyclists and public transport, creating safer and more 
accessible environments.  

• 26/141 (18%) of respondents supported the proposed speed limit strategy that incorporates reduced speed 
limits on rural roads and a safer environment for walking, cycling and riding.  

• 24/141 (17%) of respondents supported the proposed optimise kerbside usage considering sustainable 
modes and spaces for pedestrians while accommodating disabled parking needs. 

• 22/141 (16%) of respondents supported the proposed strategy for congestion and emission zones that 
promote cleaner air.   

• 21/141 (15%) of respondents supported all proposed options listed.  

• 20/141 (14%) of respondents supported the proposed Magor walkway station parking strategy to prevent 
commuter parking on nearby streets.  
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Figure 21: Responses to ‘Please select which roads, streets, ad parking initiatives you most support.’ 
 

 

3.7.3 Any other comments? Free text response. 
Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised within the ‘other’ comments received in response to 
the Roads, Streets and Parking proposals. This summary accounts for the responses received through the 
online virtual engage platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view a detailed 
account of the qualitative feedback received on the Roads, Streets and Parking proposals focus area, and the 
project response, please refer to Annex B.8.  

Out of the 336 total responses received, 235 participants provided their views on or in relation to this 
question. Most of these respondents who provided their views in relation to this question and focus area, 
provided comments on the specific initiatives of either reintroducing the Severn bridge tolls or the 
introduction of a congestion charge only. A response to these concerns raised is also outlined in the summary 
table below.  

Table 7: Summary of key themes in response to Roads, Streets and Parking proposals. 

Consultation response Project/Design response  

Many respondents disagree with the reintroduction 
of the tolls on the Severn Bridge Tolls. 

The remit to reintroduce tolls on the Severn Bridges 
sits with the UK Government, not Monmouthshire 
County Council.  MCC is not lobbying the UK 
Government for reintroduction and has no plans to 
do so. 
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Consultation response Project/Design response  

The Council invited feedback on its plan. The 
purpose of the consultation is to align proposals 
with national policies that encourage sustainable 
transport choices and support modal shift. The draft 
proposals have been developed following 
stakeholder consultation. The feedback from the 
consultation will be used to develop the final 
proposals to be considered by the Council in the 
new year.   

The draft plan listed a long list of options that could 
hold significance for Monmouthshire's transport 
network and people. This long list was developed 
comprehensively to consider all potential changes 
to the transport network and included contributions 
from local stakeholders and transport industry 
professionals during workshops. Several options 
included in the long list of schemes - including the 
option to reinstate tolls on the Severn bridges - do 
not meet one or more of the appraisal criteria for 
inclusion in the shortlisted interventions for 
delivery. These are documented for completeness 
but will not be taken forward as part of the strategy. 

Many respondents do not agree with the 
implementation of a congestion charge and state 
they do not support congestion and emission zones 
as target less well-off road users. 

There is no intention to progress low emissions 
zones at this stage but there is a commitment to 
reduce transport emissions through the Strategy and 
working as part of the South East Wales Corporate 
Joint Committee. 

Other key themes raised in relation to Road, Streets and Parking.  

Suggests to fully promote walking focus needs to 
be had on the quality of the road such as pavements 
and removal of potholes. Respondents consider the 
current road maintenance programme is not good. 

The strategy confirms we strive to keep the roads 
including pavements / footways in good condition, 
and we will continue our road maintenance 
programme for essential repair and road works to 
be carried out in a way that meets our statutory 
obligations 

Respondents suggest providing space outside shops 
to park for electric cars, more out of town parking 
with the opportunity to walk into town, there should 
be enough space to park outside shops to improve 
footfall in towns.  

There is an urgent need for significant modal shift 
and transition to low / zero emission vehicles to 
decarbonise our transport system and the Strategy 
seeks to improve accessibility for all. 

Some respondents support the priority of 
pedestrians in town situations. Particularly 
concerned about enforcement of pavement parking 
and double yellow line parking. 

The Welsh Government is currently considering 
how to tackle pavement parking with potential 
legislative changes, please see: 
https://www.gov.wales/written-statement-
pavement-parking-proposed-legislation-
unnecessary-obstruction-road 



 

 

3.8 EV Charging Infrastructure  

3.8.1 To what extent do you agree with our EV charging infrastructure policy ambition? 
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 112 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 22 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding EV charging infrastructure policy 
ambition. It shows that 59/112 participants (53%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 31/112 
(28%) were neutral, and 22/112 (19%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the EV 
charging infrastructure policy ambition. 
Figure 22: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our EV charging infrastructure policy ambition?’ 
 

 

3.8.2 Please select the following factors which may impact or alter you view on electric vehicle 
ownership. 

Out of 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 105 participants provided their views on this 
question. This question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 235 selections. The bullet points 
below show how many times a participant selected an option. Figure 23 shows the proportion each option 
was selected.  

• 54/105 (51%) of respondents selected that they intend to retain a petrol/ diesel vehicle.   

• 35/105 (33%) of respondents supported the proposed increase in EV charging within car parks. 

• 28/105 (27%) of respondents supported the proposed increase in EV charging for tourism at public sector 
sites. 

• 28/105 (27%) of respondents supported all of the proposed options listed. 

• 25/105 (24%) of respondents supported the proposed increase in EV charging in residential areas. 

• 25/105 (24%) of respondents supported the proposed increase in EV charging at public sector 
workplaces. 

• 22/105 (21%) of respondents supported the proposed provision of fast charging stations at rail station car 
parks. 

• 14/105 (13%) of respondents selected that they already own an electric vehicle, but additional charging 
facilities are important.  
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• 3/105 (3%) of respondents selected that they already have an electric vehicle, but additional charging 
would not be of interest to them.  

• 1/105 (1%) of respondents selected that they do not own/use an electric vehicle and do not intend to 
own/use one in the future.  

Figure 23: Responses to ‘Please select the following factors which may impact or alter your view on Electric Vehicle 
ownership.’ 

 

3.8.3 Please explain your choices here or provide any other comments about our EV charging and 
infrastructure policy and initiatives- Free Text response. 

Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised within the ‘other’ comments received in response to 
the EV Charging Infrastructure proposals. This summary accounts for the responses received through the 
online virtual engage platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view a detailed 
account of the qualitative feedback received on the EV Charging Infrastructure focus area, and the project 
response, please refer to Annex B.9.  

Out of the 336 total responses received, 99 participants provided their views on or in relation to this question.  

Table 8: Summary of key themes in response to EV Charging Infrastructure proposals. 
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Consultation response Project/Design response  

Many participants concerned that EV are too 
expensive to buy and maintain the battery, concern 
electric bikes are too expensive, states electric 
vehicles are aimed at a certain class in society. Also 
concern around the cost of charging EV cars.  

The LTS proposes improvements to EV charging 
infrastructure, including supporting the Welsh EV 
Charging Strategy. MCC recognises access to low 
or zero emission vehicles requires more affordable 
options, and the Strategy seeks to make sustainable 
travel options more accessible to all groups of 
people. Reference that we are in the process of 
developing an electric vehicle charging strategy and 
proposing to pilot on street charging solutions later 
this year. 

Participants consider there is not enough space in 
housing estates for off street EV charging, in 
addition considered the proposals are not 
achievable and states a need to get the infrastructure 
right for modal shift over 5-10 years 

There is an urgent need for significant modal shift 
to decarbonise our transport system and the 
Strategy seeks to improve accessibility for all. The 
LTS proposes improvements to EV charging 
infrastructure, including supporting the Welsh EV 
Charging Strategy. MCC recognises access to low 
or zero emission vehicles requires public and 
private charging options, and the Strategy seeks to 
make sustainable travel options more accessible to 
all groups of people. 
MCC are in the process of developing an electric 
vehicle charging strategy and proposing to pilot on 
street charging solutions later this year. 

Participants state charging infrastructure needs to 
be improved first before promoting the use of EVs 

Respondents support the provision of EV 
infrastructure, as considers this would increase EV 
ownership.  Agrees with a strategy / Strategy to 
enable on street charging outside houses without a 
driveway. Supports an increase in EV charging 
locations. Support limited roll out of chargers for 
those with EVs, but it is not a sustainable future 

Respondents state that EVs are contradictory to the 
LTS as LTS focuses on reduced car travel, but EV 
promoted car use. Respondents do not support the 
transition to EVs as does not consider them 
suitable, they are costly, does not accommodate for 
on street parking, not enough charging points, and 
they have a short life span. 

There is an urgent need for significant modal shift 
and an uptake of low or zero emissions vehicles to 
decarbonise our transport system and the Strategy 
seeks to improve accessibility for all. 
MCC recognise that for many living in 
Monmouthshire the car may currently be the only 
viable means of transport. Transitioning to electric 
cars reduces carbon emissions and helps us to 
improve the air quality of for those living in 
congested areas. 
MCC do not agree as not all households in 
Monmouthshire have off street parking and are 
therefore reliant on public infrastructure or the 
ability to access on street charging 

Participants suggest EVs could have tourism or 
economic productivity and workplace benefits, but 
it is not for locals 

Suggests there should have been a national move to 
hybrid cars first due to the lack of charging 
infrastructure. 

Participants do not support providing fast charging 
at railway stations or places of work as vehicles are 
often parked for longer periods of time. Shopping 
and in town parking needs fast chargers. 

The LTS proposes improvements to EV charging 
infrastructure, including supporting the Welsh EV 
Charging Strategy. MCC will work with developers 
and partners to help ensure sufficient provision 
across the county. Destination charging will form 
part of the wider charging infrastructure. Participants agree that it is a good way of future 

proofing although the usage of EV Charging at 
MCC car parks seems small. Funding of workplace 
charging would be good although unsure of 
benefits. Agrees that fast charging is needed, just 
not at rail stations. 



 

Many participants concerned about the 
environmental impact of EVs. Concerned that 
lithium battery powered vehicles are unsustainable 
and environmentally damaging fuel source. State 
there are huge co2 emissions to make EVs. There is 
also inadequate battery recycling facilities and 
concern about how to dispose of an EV when 
finished with 

There is an urgent need for significant modal shift 
and an uptake of low or zero emissions vehicles to 
decarbonise our transport system and MCC will 
continue to consider emerging technologies and 
help deliver national policy on achieving net zero. 

Participants consider EVs are not practical for work 
purposes, range is too limiting, charging takes too 
long. 

There is an urgent need for significant modal shift 
and an uptake of low or zero emissions vehicles to 
decarbonise our transport system and the Strategy 
seeks to improve accessibility for all. 
Individual circumstances will vary; however, the 
range of new vehicles continues to increase and 
there are a variety of charging speeds available to 
facilitate longer journeys. 

Participants consider EVs are dangerous and 
unsuitable for a county like Monmouthshire, they 
are a fire risk and have low range. Concerned a risk 
assessment for EVs is not proposed 

The LTS proposes improvements to EV charging 
infrastructure, including supporting the Welsh EV 
Charging Strategy. MCC will work with developers 
and partners to help ensure sufficient and safe 
provision across the county. 

 

3.9 Behaviour Change and Information 

3.9.1 To what extent do you agree with our Behaviour Change and Information policy ambition?  
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 151 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 24 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding Behaviour Change and Information 
policy ambition. It shows that 38/151 participants (25%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 
27/151 (18%) were neutral, and 86/112 (57%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with 
Behaviour Change and Information policy ambition. 



 

Figure 24: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our Behaviour Change and Information policy ambition.  

 

3.9.2 To what extent do you agree that our behaviour change and information initiatives will 
encourage a shift to sustainable transport? 

Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 147 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 25 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding Behaviour Change and Information 
influencing modal shift. It shows that 20/147 participants (14%) selected that they either agreed or strongly 
agreed, 27/147 (17%) were neutral, and 102/147 (69%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with Behaviour Change and Information influencing modal shift. 
Figure 25: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree that our Behaviour Change and Information initiatives will 
encourage a shift to sustainable transport?’ 

 

3.9.3 What factors do you consider most important when encouraging you or others to shift to more 
sustainable modes of transport?  

Of 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 144 participants provided their views on this 
question. This question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 357 selections. The bullet points 
below shows how many times a participant selected an option. Figure 26 shows the proportion each option 
was selected.   

• 56/144 (39%) of respondents supported none of the proposed options listed.  

• 51/144 (35%) of respondents supported the proposed provision of walking and bus route maps. 

• 45/144 (31%) of respondents supported the proposed provision of a transport service app. 
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• 44/144 (31%) of respondents supported the proposed unified transport branding and integrated ticketing 
system.  

• 39/144 (27%) of respondents supported the proposed provision of travel Strategy planning for residents 
and workplaces. 

• 35/144 (24%) of respondents supported the proposed provision of travel planning for tourism. 

• 31/144 (22%) of respondents supported the proposed awareness campaigns. 

• 25/144 (17%) of respondents supported the proposed improved road safety education. 

• 15/144 (10%) of respondents supported the proposed variable parking charges. 

• 7/144 (5%) of respondents supported all of the proposed options listed.  

• 6/144 (4%) of respondents supported the proposed workplace parking levy. 

• 3/144 (2%) of respondents supported the proposed promotion of a ‘No Car Day’. 

 
Figure 26: Responses to ‘What factors do you consider most important when encouraging you or others to shift to 
more sustainable modes of transport. 
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3.9.4 Please explain your choices here or provide any other comments about our Behaviour Change 
and Information policy and initiatives – Free Text Response.  

Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised with the ‘other’ comments received in response to the 
Behaviour Change and Information proposals. The summary accounts for the responses received through the 
online virtual engage platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view a detailed 
account of the qualitative feedback received in the Behaviour Change and Information focus area, and the 
project response, please refer to Annex B.10.  

Out of the 336 total responses received, 154 participants provided their view on or in relation to this 
question.  
Table 9: Summary of key themes in response to Behaviour Change and Information proposals. 

Consultation Responses  Project/ Design Responses 

Many respondents disagree with workplace parking 
levy. Considers most people do not live where they 
work, and therefore it is unfair to charge motorists 
to park, it also acts as a disincentive to large 
employers to come into Monmouthshire.   
Concern that workplace parking levy will be seen 
as a tax on businesses who are able to offer parking 
to their employees. 
Concern there will be a large negative economic 
impact 

The draft Strategy consultation has sought feedback 
on a wide range of options including a workplace 
parking levy, and all comments will be taken into 
account as MCC begins work with the South East 
Wales Corporate Joint Committee on its Regional 
Transport Strategy.  
As a result of the consultation feedback, MCC will 
not be taking this proposal forward. 

Respondent agrees with workplace parking charges 
however states it is politically difficult and costly to 
manage 

Many consider the LTS is anti-car and considers 
ideas which reduce car travel negatively impact the 
poorest of society, and those who require their car 
for work such as district nurses 

There is an urgent need for significant modal shift 
to decarbonise our transport system and the 
Strategy seeks to improve accessibility for all. 
Please refer to measures for roads, streets and 
parking for measures alongside other proposals. A 
well-being impact assessment has been undertaken 
at this stage of Strategy preparation to help inform 
considerations of matters such as equality. 
The LTS seeks to encourage modal shift by making 
it easier to use public transport or active travel to 
undertake daily journeys. We also recognise that 
for some journeys, the car will be the only means of 
travel. We are not targeting car users, but instead 
trying to provide sustainable transport options to 
encourage modal shift. 

Respondents disagree with variable parking charges, 
stating that those who drive to work are on lower 
paid jobs – such a charge is unfair. 

 

The draft consultation Strategy has sought feedback 
on a wide range of options - including the 
workplace parking levy – and all comments will be 
considered as MCC begins work with the SEWCJC 
on its Regional Transport Strategy. 

Respondent supports parking charges with additional 
reward system for car share scheme at workplaces – 
also considers the possibility of influencing 
supermarkets to provide better walking/cycling 
infrastructure. 



 

Consultation Responses  Project/ Design Responses 

Respondent holds concern that the council is trying 
to impose their views on the people, and believes 
that the behaviour change proposals will be of low 
impact with no revenue coming in. 

 

The draft consultation Strategy has sought feedback 
on a wide range of options - including the workplace 
parking levy – and all comments will be considered 
as MCC begins work with the SEWCJC on its 
Regional Transport Strategy. 
MCC disagrees with the statement as they are 
attempting to improve public transport - integrated 
timetabling/hubs would not encourage wider public 
transport use. MCC proposals are not designed to 
generate revenue, but to reduce emissions and offer 
sustainable transport choices to those who wish to 
use them. 

 

Respondents deem the proposals inappropriate for a 
rural area such as Monmouthshire – strategies are 
more befitting for an urban setting and would 
negatively impact communities outside large towns. 
Rural dwellers still require the use of a car. 

The draft Strategy consultation has sought feedback 
on a wide range of options including those that aim 
to improve accessibility for all modes and for those 
living in towns and rural areas, for example on-
demand and community services, and BUS6 (Rural 
bus routes) and for more information see section 
6.9. 
MCC recognise that due to the rural nature of the 
County there will continue to be a requirement to 
use cars where sustainable transport options are not 
yet available.  We do however need to implement 
measures to support modal shift and decarbonise 
the transport system 

 

3.10 Home to School Transport 

3.10.1 To what extent do you agree with our Home to School policy ambition?  
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 101 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 27 below provides a visual summary of the responses received regarding home to school policy 
ambition. It shows that 56/101 participants (55%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 26/101 
(26%) were neutral, and 19/147 (19%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
home to school policy ambition. 



 

Figure 27: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our Home to School policy ambition?’ 

 

3.10.2 To what extent do you agree that our Home to School transport initiatives will encourage 
sustainable travel to school? 

Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 96 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 28 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding home to school transport initiatives 
and sustainability. It shows that 38/96 participants (39%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 
28/96 (29%) were neutral, and 30/96 (32%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
home to school policy ambition. 
Figure 28: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree that our home to school transport initiatives will encourage 
sustainable travel to school? 

 

3.10.3 What factors do you consider the most important to reducing vehicle traffic around schools and 
creating a safer environment?  

Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 102 participants provided their views on this 
question. This question allowed multiple choices to be made and attracted 173 selections. The bullet points 
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below show how many times a participant selected an option. Figure 29 shows the proportion each option 
was selected.  

• 28/102 (27%) of respondents supported the proposed identification of safe active travel routes to schools 
and enhance these.  

• 26/102 (25%) of respondents supported the proposed delivery of school streets across the county to 
create safe active travel spaces in the vicinity of schools.  

• 26/102 (25%) of respondents supported all of the proposed options presented.  

• 25/102 (25%) of respondents supported the proposed idea to work with operators to ensure suitable 
access to the education facilities.  

• 25/102 (25%) of respondents supported the proposed idea to work with schools to develop travel 
Strategy s and set mode share targets. 

• 22/102 (22%) of respondents supported none of the proposed options listed.  

• 21/102 (21%) of respondents supported the proposed Active Travel campaign and staggered timings for 
school buses.  

Figure 29: Responses to ‘What factors do you consider the most important to reducing vehicle traffic around schools 
and creating a safer environment?’ 

 

 

3.10.4 Please explain your choices here or provide any other comments about our Home to School 
Travel policy and initiative – Free Text response.  

Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised with the ‘other’ comments received in response to the 
Home to School Travel proposals. The summary accounts for the responses received through the online 
virtual engage platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view a detailed account 
of the qualitative feedback received in the Home to School Travel focus area, and the project response, 
please refer to Annex B.11 

Out of the 336 total responses received, 74 participants provided their views on or in relation to this question.  
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Table 10: Summary of key themes in response to Home to School Travel proposals. 

Consultation Response  Project/ Design Response 

Responder suggests the use of staggered bus 
timings to allow for starting lessons for different 
year groups. 

School hours are a matter for the education service 
providers – the Strategy seeks to improve 
accessibility to schools and education facilities. 

Responder disagrees with proposal as this requires 
changing school hours. 

Responder believes Strategy fails to account for 
those who cannot use active travel modes to get to 
school due to distance - disagrees with proposals as 
maintenance costs, particularly along A48 
Pwllmeyric-Chepstow route, would become 
sustainable. 

The Strategy seeks to help encourage sustainable 
modes of travel through a range of measures 
including behaviour change initiatives, in addition 
to those aimed at improving active travel and public 
transport (see sections 6.6, 6.7 and 6.8). 

Responder suggests school could encourage 
walking for older pupils within close proximity to 
the school site and when the route is safe. 

Responder states the proposals are not feasible for 
pupils living a significant distance from school.    
Participants state that rural areas provide few 
walking options that are not dangerous – distances 
are too far, necessitating car use. 

The Strategy seeks to improve accessibility for all 
across a range of modes. Safety is a key criterion for 
the design of any considered active travel routes. The 
LTS aims to provide better services to rural areas – 
see BUS6 (rural bus routes) and section 6.9. Public 
transport, community and on-demand services are a 
part of the existing and future network to provide 
people with better choices. 

Respondents do not consider the proposals to me 
deliverable and question the source(s) of funding. 

The Strategy aims to be ambitious but deliverable. 
The Delivery Plan sets out how the measures could 
be progressed. 

Participants concerned about the safety of a child 
walking to school – concern as many parents take 
children to school by car, making journeys by bike 
or on foot riskier – refers to A48 Pwllmeyric-
Chepstow route. 

MCC is committed to delivering on its 
responsibilities for active travel network 
improvements. Annual budgets are set accordingly. 
The Strategy measure reference AT27 addresses the 
A48 active travel route. MCC supports measures in 
helping school transport become safer and more 
sustainable – will consider such comments as part of 
its school transport Strategy ning. More information 
can be found at: 
https://www.monmouthshire.gov.uk/school-
transport/  

Responder supports initiatives increasing safety of 
cycling for children and believes the proposals will 
improve the safety of the school drop-off and pick-up. 

 

  

https://www.monmouthshire.gov.uk/school-transport/
https://www.monmouthshire.gov.uk/school-transport/


 

3.11 Land Use Planning  

3.11.1 To what extent do you agree with our land use planning policy ambition?  
Out of 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 112 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

 Figure 30 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding the land use planning policy 
ambition.  It shows that 42/112 participants (37%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 29/112 
(26%) were neutral, and 41/112 (37%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
home to school policy ambition. 
Figure 30: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our Land Use Planning policy ambition?’ 
 

 

 

3.11.2 To what extent do you agree that out interventions will improve the interaction between land use 
planning and transport?  

Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 101 participants provided their views on this 
question. 

Figure 31 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding interaction between land use planning 
and transport.  It shows that 42/112 participants (37%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 
29/112 (26%) were neutral, and 41/112 (37%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with 
the interaction between land use planning and transport. 
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Figure 31: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree that out interventions will improve the interaction between land 
use planning and transport?’ 
 

 

3.11.3 Please explain your choices here or provide any other comments about our Land Use Planning 
Travel policy and initiative – Free Text response.  

Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised with the ‘other’ comments received in response to the 
Land Use Planning proposals. The summary accounts for the responses received through the online virtual 
engage platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view a detailed account of the 
qualitative feedback received in the Land Use Planning focus area, and the project response, please refer to 
Annex B.12. 

Out of the 336 total responses received, 87 participants provided their views on or in relation to this question.  
Table 11: Summary of key themes in response to Land Use Planning proposals. 

Consultation Response Project/ Design Response 

It was suggested planning permissions for 
developments apart from infill should always firstly 
opt for brownfield sites where possible, but 
considers the policy seems to be towards going 
towards greenfield sites. Suggests it is the role of 
planning to achieve proposals. New homes need to 
be zero carbon as standard and developers not 
adding eco-premium prices. Retrofitting is still too 
costly and lacks the resources to be completed in 
time. AT infrastructure needs to be in place in 
tandem with development. The homes with 4 adults 
and 4 cars need to be discouraged.  

Suggestions related solely to the Planning of 
development will be considered as part of the 
forthcoming Replacement Local Development 
Strategy rather than this Local Transport Strategy. 
As stated in section 6.2, development proposals must 
promote modes which reduce the need to travel by 
car and increase provision for walking and cycling.  

Participants do not agree with the reduction of 
parking standards for new developments.  

 

The Strategy aims to provide sustainable links to 
RLDP sites (AT15). Intervention RSPI considers 
tackling pavement parking. There is an urgent need 
for significant modal shift to decarbonise our 
transport system and the Strategy seeks to improve 
accessibility for all. The Welsh Government 
response to MCC’s RLDP explicitly requires a 
reduction in parking standards.  
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Consultation Response Project/ Design Response 

Participants consider the proposals to ignore the fact 
that people may wish to travel to destinations well 
away from Monmouthshire. If they are denied the 
use of a car due to parking unavailability, what are 
they supposed to do.  

The Strategy seeks to improve accessibility for all 
through a range of measures across all modes. 
MCC recognises that due to the rural nature of the 
County there will continue to be a requirement to 
use cars where sustainable transport options are not 
yet available. MCC do however need to implement 
measure to support modal shift and decarbonise the 
transport system.  

Participants are concerned about the proposals to 
reduce car use in rural areas, as many people living 
in rural areas are dependent on car travel.  

 

The LTS aims to provide better services to rural 
areas – see BUS6 (Rural bus route) and section 6.9. 
The Strategy aims to be ambitious but deliverable. 
The Delivery Plan sets out how the measures could 
be progressed. The draft Strategy consultation has 
sought feedback on a wide range of options 
including those that aim to improve accessibility 
for those living in towns and rural areas, and all 
comments will be taken into account as MCC 
begins work with the South East Wales Corporate 
Joint Committee on it Regional Transport Strategy.  

 

3.12 Digital Connectivity  

3.12.1 To what extent do you agree with our digital connectivity policy ambition?  
Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 110 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 32 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding the digital connectivity policy 
ambition. It shows that 66/110 participants (60%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 19/110 
(17%) were neutral, and 25/110 (23%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
digital connectivity policy ambition. 



 

Figure 32: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our digital connectivity policy ambition?’  

 

3.12.2 If broadband speeds and connectivity across the county would this impact the amount you travel, 
e.g. working from home or local working hubs, shopping online, access the healthcare?  

Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 111 participants provided their views on this 
question. 

Figure 33 below provides a visual summary of the responses regarding the how broadband speeds would 
affect travel.  It shows that 13/111 participants (12%) selected yes, that travel would decrease, 17/111 (15%) 
said travel would decrease somewhat, and 81/111 (73%) selected that travel patterns would not change if 
broadband speeds and connectivity were improved.  
Figure 33: Responses to ‘If broadband speeds and connectivity across the county would this impact the amount you 
travel, e.g. working from home or local working hubs, shopping online, access the healthcare?’ 
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3.12.3 Please explain your choices here or provide any other comments about our Digital Connectivity 
policy and initiative – Free Text response.  

Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised with the ‘other’ comments received in response to the 
Digital Connectivity proposals. The summary accounts for the responses received through the online virtual 
engage platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view a detailed account of the 
qualitative feedback received in the Digital Connectivity focus area, and the project response, please refer to 
Annex B.13 

Out of the 336 total responses received, 86 participants provided their views on or in relation to this question.  
Table 12: Summary of key themes in response to Digital Connectivity proposals. 

Consultation Response Project/ Design Response  

Participants expressed concern around an over-
emphasis the LTS places on WfH – states that it 
discourages socialising, lowers productivity and is 
low in inclusivity as not everyone can do it – fails 
to address certain sectors such as healthcare or 
manual work. 

MCC acknowledges within the Strategy that remote 
working will not be feasible for everyone and is 
highly dependent on personal circumstances. 
Intervention (DC1) will promote agile working 
hubs to provide SIMULTANEOUS opportunities 
for socialisation and remote working. The Welsh 
Government has set targets of 30% of the Welsh 
workforce to work from or near to home on a 
regular basis – not a requirement for businesses but 
many have already eased changes into working 
practices. 

Participants acknowledge that faster internet makes 
WfH a more viable option and agrees that providing 
those residing in rural areas with better broadband 
and technology presents more avenues to work 
remotely. 

 

Responder states that better connectivity reduces 
the need to travel but does not replace it – considers 
faster connections does not equate to higher 
reliability, with more ambitious intervention 
required. 

The MCC LTS aims to be ambitious but deliverable 
and seeks to provide improved access for everyone 
and help them make sustainable choices where 
possible. 

Participants argue that proposals fail to address the 
key personal aspects of healthcare and how the 
well-being of patients may be diminished if these 
aspects are not addressed. 

While this is a matter for healthcare services, MCC 
is seeking to help provide better access to 
healthcare services across the county. 

Participants agree that improved connectivity is a 
priority in rural areas for farmers and those who 
WfH. Support is needed to help them catch up to 
rural areas across the country after many broken 
promises surrounding network changes. 

MCC acknowledges this with Strategy s to focus on 
improving broadband connectivity and speeds 
(DC2). 

Responder fails to see the benefit in the provision 
of dedicated working hubs as local facilities can 
provide these facilities, e.g., extending the use of 
facilities in local pubs and cafes. 

The Strategy seeks to improve both digital and 
public transport access for everyone. Comments and 
ongoing engagement will be considered for next 
steps of the proposed mobility hubs. MCC claims 
that they are rolling out real-time information at bus 
stations and will be updating timetables in April. 

MCC will work closely with partners to improve 
connectivity across the county, as outlined in the 
Delivery Plan. 

Responder supports the working hub proposal as 
locations where improved efficiency and 
effectiveness will help boost the economy. 

 



 

3.13 Freight and Logistics  

3.13.1 To what extent do you agree with our freight and logistics policy ambition?  
Out of 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 110 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 34 below provides a visual summary of the responses received regarding the freight and logistics 
policy ambition.  It shows that 37/110 participants (34%) selected that they either agreed or strongly agreed, 
33/110 (30%) were neutral, and 40/110 (36%) selected that they either disagreed or strongly disagreed with 
the freight and logistics policy ambition. 
Figure 34: Responses to ‘To what extent do you agree with our freight and logistics policy ambition?’ 

 

3.13.2 If located at transport interchanges, public transport hubs and at other suitable locations, how 
likely are you to use parcel lockers, which offer 24/7 access? 

Of the 242 responses to the feedback questionnaire, a total of 110 participants provided their views on this 
question.  

Figure 35  below provides a visual summary of the responses received regarding use of parcel lockers at 
suitable, connected locations. It shows that 0/110 participants (0%) selected that they would always use 
parcel lockers, 16/110 (15%) selected that they would use parcel lockers often, 26/110 (24%) selected 
sometimes and 23/110 (21%) selected rarely to using parcel lockers and 45/110 (41%) selected that they 
would never use parcel lockers even if they were placed at suitable, connected locations. 
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Figure 35: Responses to ‘If located at transport interchanges, public transport hubs and at other suitable locations, 
how likely are you to use parcel lockers, which offer 24/7 access?’ 

 

3.13.3 Please explain your choices here or provide any other comments about our Freight and logistics 
policy and initiatives- Free text response. 

 

Outlined below is a summary of the key themes raised within the ‘other’ comments received in response to 
the Freight and Logistics proposals. This summary accounts for the responses received through the online 
virtual engage platform and received via email in relation to the given focus area. To view a detailed account 
of the qualitative feedback received on the Freight and Logistics focus area, and the project response, please 
refer to Annex B.14.  

Out of the 336 total responses received, 82 participants provided their views on or in relation to this question.  
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Table 13: Summary of key themes in response to Freight and Logistics proposals. 

Consultation response Project/Design response  

Participants oppose the proposal for parcel lockers 
in the region given that Amazon have begun 
trialling drone deliveries, with the aim of reducing 
home delivery demand and rendering the need for 
lockers as unnecessary. Parcel lockers, for the 
responder, are inconvenient for the public, too 
small for most parcels, inefficient for delivery 
firms, and necessitates more journeys.  

The parcel locker interventions look to encourage 
people to use existing journeys to collect parcels, 
reducing both personal and freight journeys at once. 
Section 6.4 addresses this issue, stating “We will 
look at available data and consult with local 
communities around possible good locations that 
will enable them to pick-up and drop-off on their 
way to work, school, at public transport 
interchanges/mobility hubs or other daily trips”. 
MCC recognises that home deliveries will need to 
continue in some capacity for members of the 
community who are unable to travel due to mobility 
or health reasons. Where people can travel, 
proposed interventions will aim to support people 
in using existing trips to collect parcels.   

Participants support the parcel locker proposal as 
they already exist and are used regularly by the 
public – a good step forward would be to locate 
locker facilities in suitable locations  

Participants agree with the parcel locker proposal to 
be compatible with rural areas if residents have the 
option of reviewing collection options. This would 
require individual commitments and changes. 

MCC will work with partners to help increase 
sustainable options for travel. 

Many respondents’ states pensioners require home 
deliveries and cannot travel, and it is confusing for 
elderly people 

We recognise that home deliveries will continue to 
be a required service for those members of our 
community who are unable to travel due to health 
or mobility reasons. Where people are able to travel 
the proposed interventions aim to support people to 
use existing trips to collect parcels, removing 
freight journeys and not adding further personal 
journeys. 

Many residents consider the juggling of many 
parcels and large parcels would make active travel 
unsuitable 

The interventions aim to encourage people to use 
their existing trips to pick up parcels, removing 
freight journeys and not adding further personal 
journeys. Section 6.4 states "We will look at 
available data and consult with local communities 
around possible good locations. 

for parcel lockers that will enable them to pick-up 
and drop-on on their way to work, school, at public 
transport interchanges/mobility hubs or other daily 
trips 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Annexes  

A.1 Consultation Booklet English and Welsh 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

A.2 Consultation Questionnaire English and Welsh  

 

 

 



 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 

 
 



 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 



 

 
 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 



 

A.3 Virtual Engage Environment  

 
 

 

 

 



 

A.4 Social Media Posts 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

  

Channel Date Enlish Text Welsh Text Image 
Facebook 
/ 
X(Twitte
r) 

17 
Nov, 
2023 

Monmouthshire County Council has today launched a 
public consultation on our draft Local Transport 
Strategy , which will shape our vision and ambition for 
transport in and around our County 
 
https://www.monmouthshire.gov.uk/2023/11/consult
ation-on-the-monmouthshire-local-transport-
Strategy / 

Mae Cyngor Sir Fynwy wedi lansio ymgynghoriad 
cyhoeddus heddiw ar ein Cynllun Trafnidiaeth Lleol, a 
fydd yn llywio ein gweledigaeth ac uchelgais ar gyfer 
trafnidiaeth ar draws Sir Fynwy 
 
https://www.monmouthshire.gov.uk/cy/2023/11/ymgyn
ghoriad-ar-gynllun-trafnidiaeth-lleol-sir-fynwy/ 

Link image from 
constultation 

Facebook 
/ 
X(Twitte
r) 

18 
Nov, 
2023 
 

Yesterday we launched our consultation on the Local 
Transport Strategy ! Open until 11:59pm on 15 
December 2023, please visit our virtual exhibition 
room and provide your feedback on our proposals 
https://mcclocaltransportStrategy .virtual-
engage.com/  

Ddoe, fe wnaethom lansio ein hymgynghoriad ar y 
Cynllun Trafnidiaeth Lleol! Agored tan 11:59yh ar 15 
Rhagfyr 2023, ewch i'n ystafell arddangosfa rithiol a 
rhannwch eich barn ar ein 
cynigion https://mcclocaltransportStrategy .virtual-
engage.com/ 

 

Facebook 
/ 
X(Twitte
r) 

24 
Nov, 
2023 

 It's time to have your say! 
 
We're seeking your view on our proposals for 
Monmouthshire's Local Transport Strategy . 
 

 Visit the virtual exhibition room here: 
mcclocaltransportStrategy .virtual-engage.com. 
 
The deadline for responses is 23:59pm on 15 
December 2023. 

Mae'n amser i chi ddweud eich dweud! 
 
Rydym am glywed ganddo'ch ar ein cynigion ar gyfer 
Cynllun Trafnidiaeth Lleol Sir Fynwy. 
 

https://www.monmouthshire.gov.uk/2023/11/consultation-on-the-monmouthshire-local-transport-plan/
https://www.monmouthshire.gov.uk/2023/11/consultation-on-the-monmouthshire-local-transport-plan/
https://www.monmouthshire.gov.uk/2023/11/consultation-on-the-monmouthshire-local-transport-plan/
https://www.monmouthshire.gov.uk/cy/2023/11/ymgynghoriad-ar-gynllun-trafnidiaeth-lleol-sir-fynwy/
https://www.monmouthshire.gov.uk/cy/2023/11/ymgynghoriad-ar-gynllun-trafnidiaeth-lleol-sir-fynwy/
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/?fbclid=IwAR3CGn3xXqgCeDHSP5tph_Mr-Bk1tjbf77FMZyYMln3SZ806gfnZEwdUykA
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/


 

 

Facebook / X(Twitter) 30 Nov, 2023  It's time to have your say! 
 
We're seeking your view on our 
proposals for Monmouthshire's 
Local Transport Strategy . 
 

 Visit the virtual exhibition room 
here: 
mcclocaltransportStrategy .virtual-
engage.com. 
 
The deadline for responses is 23:59 
on 15 December 2023. 

Mae'n amser i chi ddweud eich 
dweud! 
 
Rydym am glywed ganddo'ch ar ein 
cynigion ar gyfer Cynllun 
Trafnidiaeth Lleol Sir Fynwy. 
 

https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/?fbclid=IwAR2eOs7mr6ZY2L9OneYbIi-1jw7qYqCQNv3ekawowGTmjwlOlt_VyHb0b2I
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/?fbclid=IwAR2eOs7mr6ZY2L9OneYbIi-1jw7qYqCQNv3ekawowGTmjwlOlt_VyHb0b2I
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/?fbclid=IwAR15F1AQY_nWBhKZl2sD5rqwe7diAQ8dneHZBwuGDiHhpq088ME1iMqz9fQ
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/?fbclid=IwAR15F1AQY_nWBhKZl2sD5rqwe7diAQ8dneHZBwuGDiHhpq088ME1iMqz9fQ
javascript:;
javascript:;


 

 

Facebook / X(Twitter) 8 Dec, 2023  Have your say! 
 
We've extended the period for the 
Local Transport Strategy  public 
consultation! 
 
The consultation is still open and 
will now close at 23:59 on Friday 5 
January 2024. 
 

 Visit the virtual exhibition room 
here: 
mcclocaltransportStrategy .virtual-
engage.com 

https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/?fbclid=IwAR0K5InYUvHHCc_BS-OdgY-ZMedm3VF7qpUUqP4g05BCAuXj1nnXkOZi4dY
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/?fbclid=IwAR0K5InYUvHHCc_BS-OdgY-ZMedm3VF7qpUUqP4g05BCAuXj1nnXkOZi4dY
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/
https://mcclocaltransportplan.virtual-engage.com/
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A.7 Press Release Evidence from MCC 
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