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Introduction 
 

1. Monmouthshire County Council has a duty under Section 55(2) of the Local Government Act 1972 

to keep under review the boundaries and electoral arrangements of the communities within 

Monmouthshire. To ensure compliance with the legislation, Monmouthshire County Council 

agreed at its Council meeting on 22nd July 2012 to commence a review of communities and 

electoral arrangements in Monmouthshire and appointed nine councillors to a politically 

balanced working group tasked with responsibility for formulating the draft and final proposals 

for the communities. 

 

1.1. A Terms of Reference was formulated by the working group and the relevant consultation period 

conducted to formulate the proposals contained within it. The Terms of Reference was approved 

by Full Council on 22nd November 2012. Public notice of the intention to commence a review of 

communities was given on the 1st December 2012 alongside publication of the Terms of 

Reference for the review.  

 

1.2. A 12 week consultation commenced inviting initial representations from stakeholders to submit 

their views to the working group which will be considered during the formulation of the draft 

proposals. In addition to this, the working group invited stakeholders to attend five public 

seminars throughout Monmouthshire to ensure a clear understanding of the procedures to be 

followed and any queries regarding the review could be answered.  

 

1.3. Following the close of the initial consultation, the working group have reviewed the communities 

of Monmouthshire and, in line with the Terms of Reference for this review, formulated the draft 

proposals published in this document. 

 

1.4. Following the publication of the draft proposals, the working group commenced a 12 week 

consultation period inviting representations relating to the draft proposals. Additionally, the 

working group held a number of seminars inviting each community/town council to an open 

session where members of that council could openly present their comments to the working 

group as well as allow the working group to gain a detailed understanding of that community.  

 

1.5. Shortly following the publication of the draft proposals, the Williams Commission report was 

published by the Welsh Government into the future of Local Government and proposed local 

authority mergers and consultation into reforming communities throughout Wales. If the 

Williams Commission proposals were to be taken forward by Welsh Government then there 

would be a significant period of instability with new community proposals taking effect in 2017 

plus further changes at the next set of elections in 2021. Additionally, much of the Williams 

Commission proposals would depend on the result of the Welsh Assembly elections in May 2016 

and whether a majority Government was in place to take the proposals forward. If the Council 

was to take forward the proposals for the community review following the result of the Assembly 

elections it would not leave enough time for legislation to be passed before the elections in May 

2017 for the proposals to take effect, nor would it allow sufficient time for the Local Government 

Boundary Commission for Wales to make the required amendments to the County Council 

boundaries as a result of those amendments.  
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1.6. The working group therefore took the decision in May 2015 to postpone the community review 

until after the local elections in May 2017 to save any confusion around which boundaries were 

to be used at that election, allow candidates and political parties to plan for those elections 

effectively and prevent any potential confusion for the electorate.  

 

1.7. Following the election, the Local Government Boundary Commission for Wales has requested 

that final proposals for the community review in Monmouthshire are submited to them no later 

than June 2018 in order for them to consult on the final proposals and pass the relevant 

legislation in time for them to conduct their review of the electoral arrangements at County 

Council level.  

 

1.8. Upon commencement of the review, it was the intention of the Council to re-run the consultation 

on the draft proposals and allow councillors that were elected in May 2017 opportunity to input 

in to the process at that stage. However, as the process for conducting community reviews is set 

in legislation, any deviance from the prescribed process may null and void the previous work 

already conducted and may not allow time for the consequential processes to be completed in 

time for the next local elections. Therefore the working group will utilise the feedback it received 

during its consultation period into the draft proposals as the basis for formulating the final 

proposals for the review. The Local Government Boundary Commission for Wales will conduct 

their own consultation into the final proposals and communities, councillors and stakeholders 

can respond directly to the Commission with their comments on the final proposals. The 

Commission will consider those representations when deciding on the final proposals to put 

forward to the Welsh Government for approval.  

 

1.9. In formulating the final proposals, a working group of County Councillors was reconvened with 

the political balance of the Council disregarded in agreement with party leaders and a 

representative from each political group, including the independent group, appointed with 

responsibility for drafting the final proposals. 

 

1.10. The working group reviewed the draft proposals taking into consideration representations 

received at the draft consultation stage, as well as minutes of the working group that 

formulated the draft proposals and minutes of the open seminars with communities in drafting 

the final proposals.  

 

1.11. The final proposals for the community review must be agreed by Full Council prior to its 

submission to the Local Government Boundary Commission for Wales and were presented to 

Council in May 2018 following an all members seminar to enable Councillors to understand the 

proposals fully before its approval.  

 

1.12. Upon completion of its consultation into the final proposals, the Commission will then forward 

the final proposals, with any amendments they wish to make, to the Welsh Government who 

will review the proposals and if satisfied will make an Order for the changes to take effect. The 

changes will take effect at the next ordinary local elections.  

 

Summary of Proposals 
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2. Under the existing arrangements there are currently 33 Community Councils with 119 

Community Wards represented by 356 community councillors.  The proposed arrangements 

contained within these draft proposals would see a change to 30 Community Councils, 120 

community wards and 296 community councillors representing those communities.  

 

Representations Received Prior to Final Proposals 
 

3. Representations were submitted by County Councillors, Community Councillors, Community 

Councils and residents of Monmouthshire in response to the initial proposals consultation and 

draft proposals.  

 

3.1. The working group would like to thank all those who took the opportunity to submit 

representations to us and help inform the decision making process.  

 

3.2. During the consultation period, a number of responses and concerns were raised by communities 

in relation to single member wards. In considering the number of councillors for each community 

and community ward, the Terms of Reference for the review sets out the intended position and 

rationale behind the councillor:elector ratio. All community and town councils and County 

Councillors were consulted on the pre-requisites included in the Terms of Reference and were 

agreed by Full Council prior to any areas being reviewed by the working group. The working group 

have considered all the representations received for each community and put forward electoral 

arrangement proposals that it believes ensures a better parity in representation across the 

authority area than is provided for by the current arrangements. Additionally, the proposals are 

in line with the agreed Terms of Reference for the review and allows a mechanism for future 

reviews to be conducted based on developments within the communities and how future 

representation could be considered.  

 

Responding to the Final Proposals 
 

4. The County Council will not conduct any consultation into its final proposals. Whilst we have 

undertaking consultation at every other stage of the process, once Full Council have approved 

the final proposals, they will be passed to the Local Government Boundary Commission for Wales 

who will conduct their own consultation process on the final proposals.  

 

4.1  Details of the timescales on the Commissions consultation are not yet available as they will need 

to review the proposals in detail before undertaking the consultation process. Further 

information will be sent to all communities once it is available.  
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Community of Abergavenny 

Current Community Format 

1. The current community arrangements in Abergavenny consist of five wards, Cantref, Grofield, 

Castle, Lansdown and Priory. The community has a total electorate of 7990 and is represented by 

15 community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Cantref 1695 3 

Grofield 1413 3 

Castle 1607 3 

Lansdown 1721 3 

Priory 1554 3 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

2. The most prominent natural boundary surrounding the community of Abergavenny is the River 

Usk at the south of the community. The River Usk provides a boundary between Abergavenny 

and Llanfoist with access only available via The Heads of the Valleys road and the Usk Bridge 

adjoining Llanfoist and Abergavenny.  

 

2.1. To the West of Abergavenny, the A465 main road provides a natural boundary between the urban 

area of Abergavenny and the rural areas of Llanover and Llantilio Pertholey.  

Electorate Forecast 

3. Within the current boundary of the community of Abergavenny there are no development plans 

which will increase the electorate within the area.  

 

Representations Received 

4. A number of representations were submitted by various stakeholders which effect the current 

arrangements within Abergavenny. Abergavenny Town Council made representations that the 

current arrangements within Monmouthshire are not fit for purpose and are open to radical 

redesign. Abergavenny Town Council proposed that the area of Abergavenny should expand to 

include the areas of Llanwenarth Citra, Croesonen, Mardy and Llanfoist. The reasons for merging 

a number of communities in to a larger one is summarised as follows:  

 Communities will need to ensure that they have the will and the administrative resources 

to supply services that without the community council would not be otherwise carried out 

locally 

 Whilst some communities may keep its activities and costs low to behave appropriately, 

if the council is not doing anything for its community then it can be argued that its not fit 

for purpose. 

 Financial resources will also ensure that communities are fit for purpose and communities 

that do not have a significant number of properties will be unable to raise the necessary 

precept to deliver services and have access to economies of scale that large communities 

have.  
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 That it should be considered to reflect the public’s perception of the community that they 

are represented by. The council provide examples that electors assume that they are 

represented by the larger town council when they are represented by a different 

community.  

 They also state that they believe that their proposals will assist the community in 

preparing for the powers contained in the Local Government Wales Measure and any 

potential future devolution of services by the County Council.  

 

4.1. Llanfoist Community Council submitted a response to the proposals put forward by Abergavenny 

Town Council objecting to the proposal of including wards within its area in that of Abergavenny. 

In particular Llanfoist objected to the inclusion of Llanwenarth Citra due to the historical links 

that the area has with another Llanfoist Community Council ward, Llanwenarth Ultra, and that 

the Llanwenarth Citra ward is predominantly rural compared to the other wards of Abergavenny. 

Llanfoist also stated that it had developed a relationship with the Brecon Beacons National Park 

through its planning applications which it believes Abergavenny Town Council doesn’t. In terms 

of the Llanfoist ward, Llanfoist council make representation that the ward prides itself on being 

an active, attractive village which is not part of Abergavenny Town Council.  

 

4.2. Llantilio Pertholey Community Council also submitted representations in relation to the wards of 

Abergavenny which adjoin their council area. These include the removal of Heol Hamelin and 

adjoining streets to the Priory ward of Abergavenny Town Council. Other representations 

included a redesign of the arrangements within Llantilio Pertholey Community Council. The 

Council also submitted further representations in response to Abergavenny Town Councils 

recommendations of including a number of its wards in Abergavenny Town Council area and 

strongly objected to that proposal along with a number of negative effects that those changes 

may have.  

Recommendations 

 

External Boundary 

 

5. The working group considered and discussed all the representations it received for the areas of 

Llanfoist, Abergavenny and Llantilio Pertholey. The proposal submitted by Abergavenny Town 

Council proposed radical changes to the existing community arrangements and whilst the group 

understood the points put forward by Abergavenny Town Council it believed that the proposals 

submitted were contrary to the requirements of the Local Government Act 1972, particularly in 

relation to the proposal for the Llanfoist ward, to ensure that boundaries are easily identifiable.  

 

With the River Usk and the A465 surrounding Abergavenny to the south and east of the 

community, the working group believe that these provide natural, easily identifiable boundaries 

between Abergavenny and its surrounding communities. Therefore, the working group did not 

agree with the representation submitted by Abergavenny Town Council to merge the community 

of Abergavenny with that of Llanfoist.  

 

However, the community of Llanwenarth Citra of Llanfoist Community Council is situated on the 

opposite side of the river Usk to the other wards of Llanfoist Community Council. Whilst there is 
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bridge access to Llanwenarth Citra crossing the river, this is situated in the Gilwern ward of 

Llanelly and requires residents to cross the local authority boundary into Powys before returning 

to Monmouthshire. All other access to the Llanwenarth Citra ward requires electors to pass 

through the community of Abergavenny before returning to the community of Llanfoist. This 

means there is no physical or geographical link between Llanwenarth Citra and the rest of the 

community of Llanfoist. For these reasons and that of the river being the natural boundary, the 

working group propose that the Llanwenarth Citra ward of Llanfoist be moved into the 

community of Abergavenny.  

 

The working group however note from the submission of Llanfoist Community Council that the 

Llanwenarth Citra ward is unique and is of a rural nature compared to the other wards of the 

community of Abergavenny. Whilst the number of electors within the Llanwenarth Citra ward is 

slightly less than 150 electors per councillor ratio and significantly less than the proposal for the 

rest of the Abergavenny wards, given the unique nature of the ward the working group propose 

to retain Llanwenarth Citra as its own ward, with its own representation of one councillor, within 

the community of Abergavenny.  

 

5.1. The working group also considered representations received by Abergavenny Town Council and 

Llantilio Pertholey Community Council in relation to the proposal by Abergavenny to merge some 

of the Llantilio Pertholey wards into its area. The working group conclude that whilst there is very 

little geographic separation between the communities of Abergavenny and Llantilio Pertholey, in 

particular the wards of Croesonen East and West, there are differences between the two 

communities that require the need to maintain a separation between the two areas, particularly 

in relation to Sgyrrid East and West and Pantygelli where there is little link with these wards with 

the community of Abergavenny. In their representation, Llantilio Pertholey Community Council 

provided the working group with a comprehensive submission of the work that the council in its 

current format provides to its residents. The working group do not believe that a large community 

consisting of Llantilio Pertholey and Abergavenny would be able to continue to provide the 

services unique to the individual areas as they currently do in isolation.  It is therefore proposed 

that the current boundary between the communities of Abergavenny and Llantilio Pertholey 

remain with small alterations to the existing boundary to ensure there is a clear definition 

between the two communities and that the proposals are in line with the Terms of Reference for 

the review.  

 

The group accepted a number of points in the Abergavenny submission, particularly in relation 

to the economies of scale and advantages that a large community can deliver to its community. 

However, the representation submitted by Llantilio Pertholey Community Council highlighted a 

number of key services that the community council deliver unique to the area of Llantilio 

Pertholey,that may not necessarily be delivered by a community covering a large geographic area. 

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

5.2. The working group considered the current arrangements within the community of Abergavenny 

and identified anomalies that could be amended to ensure clear lines of responsibility and 

accountability whilst ensuring boundaries are easily identifiable. These include a number of 

instances where boundaries follow a main road, predominately Brecon Road, Park Crescent and 
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Llwynu Lane. The area of housing including Heol Hamelin and Clos Bury Capel being divided by a 

boundary through the housing and the town centre area being covered by three separate wards.  

 

Cantref 

 

5.3. The current Cantref ward remains largely unchanged. However, a small number of amendments 

have been made to its boundaries to ensure they are easily identifiable. The current boundary 

between Cantref and Grofield follows the A40 Brecon Road to Brecon Road Car Sales garage where 

it leaves the A40 at the fork in the road.  

 

The working group believe that the natural boundary should follow the A40 up to the boundary 

of Llanwenarth Citra, with all properties south of the A40 included in the Llanwenarth Citra ward 

following the changes as stated above. Additionally, as mentioned above, the boundary between 

Cantref and Grofield will follow the rear of the properties of Brecon Road to ensure that the whole 

street is contained within a single ward.  

 

Grofield 

 

5.4. In considering the existing arrangements for the Grofield ward, the working group consider that 

the town centre area should be wholly contained within a single ward to ensure clear 

administrative processes and local responsibility. Currently the town centre area is divided in to 

three community wards, Grofield, Castle and Priory which ensure that the current ward 

boundaries are not easily identifiable and do not lead to clear lines of accountability for the area.  

 

It is therefore proposed that the whole town centre area is contained within the Grofield ward 

with the new boundary running along Park Road at the southern edge of Bailey Park where it will 

join the proposed Pen-Y-Fal boundary at Lower Monk Street.   

 

The working group also identified the boundary between Cantref and Grofield that follows Brecon 

Road which splits the properties along this street between the two wards which is contrary to the 

criteria of the Terms of Reference for this review. The working group therefore propose that all 

properties of Brecon Road are included in the Grofield ward.  

 

The working group also consider that Nevill Hall Hospital is a key feature of the ward that acts as 

a natural boundary between the wards of Grofield and Llanwenarth Citra. The group propose, 

taking into consideration the alteration to the boundary already made in respect of Brecon Road, 

that the western boundary of the Grofield ward should follow the edge of Nevill Hall Hospital and 

adjoin the external community boundary in the River Usk.  

 

Castle 

 

5.5. It was brought to the group’s attention in the representations received of the anomaly with the 

boundary between the community of Abergavenny and Llantilio Pertholey in the Heol Hamelin 

area that intersects the estate. The group believe that this group of properties would be better 

suited to the Priory ward as it is accessed via Grosvenor Road and Hereford Road. It is therefore 
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proposed that the northern boundary of the Castle ward will be amended to follow the rear of 

the properties at Maple Avenue.  

 

The eastern boundary of Pen-Y-Fal will follow the external boundary of the community of 

Abergavenny along the A465 road. This will result in the property Green Acres Farm no longer 

situated within the community of Abergavenny and moving to the community of Llanover.  

 

The group considered the arrangements for the Castle ward and consider the River Gavenny which 

runs north/south at the western edge of the ward should be the natural boundary between this 

ward and the adjoining Priory & Grofield wards. The group believe that this easily identifiable 

natural feature, will improve the current arrangements that follow the rear of properties on 

Ostringen and Holywell Close. The exception to this is to retain the properties on Lower Monk 

Street east of the river, that are currently in the Priory ward, within the Priory ward rather than 

include these in the Castle ward. This is in line with the Terms of Reference for the review that 

where possible, whole streets will be contained within a single ward.  

 

Under this proposal the boundary of the ward will follow the River Gavenny south to the River Usk 

thereby no longer including the Castle within the Castle ward. It is therefore proposed that the 

Castle ward be renamed to Pen-Y-Fal ward as it contains the original site within its ward. The 

working group however welcome suitable alternative names for this ward. 

 

Lansdown 

 

5.6. The working group propose a number of small amendments to the boundary of the Lansdown 

ward to ensure that boundaries are clear and easily identifiable.  

 

The first being an amendment to the southern boundary of the ward which currently follows Park 

Crescent, splitting the properties of this street between the Lansdown and Priory wards. The 

group propose that the whole of Park Crescent is included in the Priory ward with the new 

boundary following the rear of properties of this road.  

 

Similarly, Llwynu Lane is divided between the Lansdown Ward of the Abergavenny community 

and Croesonen West of the Llantilio Pertholey community. All properties of Llwynu Lane and 

streets accessible off it including Vale View are to be included in the Lansdown ward.  

  

Priory 

 

5.7. As stated above, the town centre shopping area of the Abergavenny community is currently 

divided between three wards, Grofield, Castle and Priory. To ensure boundaries are easily 

identifiable and clear areas of responsibility exist, the Council consider that the town centre 

should be contained within a single ward. The group believe that Park Road adjacent to Bailey 

Park is perceived as a natural boundary which ensures all of the town centre is contained in a 

single ward. Therefore any area of the town centre south of Park Road currently situated in the 

Priory ward will be included in the Grofield ward.  
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As stated in 5.7 above, the group also propose an amendment to the boundary between Lansdown 

and Priory moving the boundary from Park Crescent to the rear of the properties along that road.  

 

Also, as stated in 5.6 above, it is proposed that the whole of the Heol Hamelin and Clos Bury Capel 

housing area is included in a single ward rather than split between Castle and Croesonen East. 

With access to the area via Grosvenor Road and Hereford Road of Priory ward the group consider 

that this area would be best represented by the Priory ward.  

 

The existing name of ‘Priory’ ward emanates from the remnants of the Priory of St Benedict being 

situated within the ward. Under the new proposal, the Priory is no longer situated within the ward 

and therefore a new name is required. The Council propose the name of ‘Park’ for the new ward 

with Bailey Park being a focal point of the ward. The Council welcome views and alternative name 

suggestions for the new ward. 

 

Llanwenarth Citra 

 

5.8. The Llanwenarth Citra ward will remain largely unchanged other than amendments to its 

boundary between Cantref and Grofield as stated in 5.1 and 5.2 above.   

 

The Llanwenarth Citra ward will have an electorate of 139 and be represented by one councillor. 

Whilst the Council acknowledge that the electorate is significantly below the average of the rest 

of the community of Abergavenny, the Council believe that the unique nature and positioning of 

the ward as well as the different characteristics of the area compared to the rest of Abergavenny 

community require the ward to have its own representation with the community.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The working group propose no name change to the existing community of Abergavenny. As stated 

above a number of changes are proposed to ward names due to alterations in the boundaries.  

The six new wards will be Cantref, Grofield, Pen-Y-Fal, Lansdown, Park and Llanwenarth Citra. The 

group welcome proposals for suitable alternative names for these wards.  

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

7. The working group consider the Abergavenny community to fall within the Urban category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 500 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Cantref 1578 3 

Grofield 1861 4 

Pen Y Fal 1532 3 

Lansdown 1747 3 

Park 1528 3 

Llanwenarth Citra 139 1 
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Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Abergavenny.  

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Abergavenny Town Council made no further representations in relation to the draft proposals 

and were happy with the proposals put forward by the working group.  

 

9.1. The County Councillor for Grofield at the time welcomed the addition of Llanwenarth Citra ward 

into Abergavenny and felt that the increase in councillors from 15 to 17 would be manageable.  

 

Final Proposal 
 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons contained in the 

draft proposals.   
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Proposed Boundary Map of Abergavenny 
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Community of Caerwent 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Caerwent consist of five wards, Caerwent, Dinham, St 

Brides Netherwent, Crick and Llanvair Discoed. The community has a total electorate of 1510 and 

is represented by 10 community councillors. A breakdown of the electorate and number of 

councillors per ward is as follows: 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Caerwent 599 4 

Dinham 262 1 

Crick 166 1 

Llanvair Discoed 252 2 

St Brides Netherwent 231 2 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. As Caerwent borders the local authority boundary the western boundary of the community 

cannot be altered as part of this review. The group considered the M48, A48 and the army camp 

to provide natural boundaries for the Caerwent community.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. The electorate in the Dinham ward is proposed to increase from 262 electors to 526 electors 

based on the property:elector ratio of 1:2.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Representation was received from Caerwent Community Council requesting an additional 

councillor for the Dinham ward due to the additional development within the ward.  

 

Recommendations 

 

External Boundaries 

 

5. Due to the proposed change of the northern boundary of Magor with Undy to follow the M4 

motorway, all the properties contained in the Salisbury ward north of the motorway will be 

incorporated into the St Brides Netherwent ward of Caerwent. This will include all properties on 

St Brides Road and Bowdens Lane.  

 

5.1. The working group also considered the arrangements to the East of the community up to the 

Parkwall roundabout. Whilst the group understood the that the current boundary between 

Caerwent, Mathern and Portskewett utilised the easily identifiable boundary of the M48, they 
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felt that splitting the properties east of Caerwent along the A48 between Mathern and 

Portskewett did not lead to effective and convenient local government as it appeared that those 

properties were more closely associated with the Crick area of Caerwent than the communities 

that they are currently situated. The working group therefore propose to extend the eastern 

boundary of Caerwent up to, and including the properties on Parkwall Roundabout incorporating 

all properties adjacent to the A48 into the Caerwent area. The boundary will then follow the A48 

up to the flyover of the M48 and return west along the M48. From there the boundary will follow 

the drain northwards just south of Lavender Well Farm, where it will join and follow the edge of 

St Pierre Wood. All properties within this area including Runston Farm, Broadwell and Green 

Meadow Farm will be included in the Crick ward of Caerwent.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

Caerwent 

 

5.2. The working group considered the boundary of the Caerwent ward and propose a change to the 

boundary in the Caerwent Road area. The current boundary follows Caerwent Road to the 

boundary of Caldicot and divides properties along this road between the Caerwent ward and St 

Brides Netherwent ward which does not lead to effective and convenient local government. It is 

proposed that the new boundary continues down Dewstow Road and follows the edge of the 

quarry to join with the external boundary.  

 

Dinham 

 

5.3. The working group considered the boundary of the Dinham ward and felt that the army camp 

would be better associated with the Dinham ward rather than the Crick ward which it currently 

lies within. The working group believe that given the large residential developments within the 

Dinham ward and the close proximity of the two areas, that any proposals for the army camp 

would have a greater effect on those properties than it would the properties in the Crick ward 

and that the those electors should have adequate representation for those proposals. It is 

therefore proposed that the north eastern boundary of Dinham ward will follow the perimeter 

of the army camp where it will join the external Caerwent community boundary in the north of 

the area. The boundary for the Caerwent ward which follows the A48 will be removed and the 

eastern boundary that follows the railway line will be extended to join the proposed ward 

boundary. This will result in the property New House Farm being moved from the Crick ward to 

the Caerwent ward.  

 

The working group also propose a change in name for the Dinham ward to Merton Green as this 

covers the majority of the populated area of the ward as it is commonly known.  
 

Crick 
 

5.4. As noted above see paragraphs 5.1 and 5.3 for proposed changes to Crick ward.  

 

Llanvair Discoed 
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5.5. The group considered the current boundary for the Llanvair Discoed ward and consider that the 

properties ‘Trewen’ and Five Lanes Cottages are more closely associated with the other wards of 

Caerwent due to their close proximity to the A48 than they are to their current ward of Llanvair 

Discoed. Whilst the group understood that the A48 acted as a natural boundary between Llanvair 

Discoed and other wards, the group considered that the main channels of communication for 

these properties are across the A48 and to the other wards of Caerwent. The working group 

therefore propose that the southern boundary for the Llanvair Discoed ward is amended to follow 

the road behind Five Lanes Cottages up to the junction south of Blackpool Hall. The boundary will 

then head South and follow a field boundary East to join the brook which will continue south to 

join the existing ward boundary on the A40. This would result in the properties at Trewen and 

Five Lanes Cottages being included in the St Brides Netherwent ward.  

 

St Brides Netherwent 

 

5.6. As noted see Paragraph 5, 5.2 and 5.5 for proposed changes to St Brides Netherwent ward.  

 

Proposed community and community ward names 
 

6. The working group propose a change in name for the Dinham ward to Merton Green as stated in 

5.3 above. The group welcome representations as to suitable alternative names for the 

community and community wards.  

  

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Caerwent community to fall within the mixed category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 250 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Caerwent 617 3 

Merton Green 534 2 

Crick 192 1 

Llanvair Discoed 211 1 

St Brides Netherwent 279 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Caerwent.  

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 
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9. No representatives from the Caerwent Community attended the open seminar to give feedback 

on the proposals to the working group. Subsequent representation was received from Caerwent 

Community Council requesting that the ward name for Merton Green be retained as Dinham as 

that was the original hamlet that was situated within the ward.  

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals.   The 

working group however are content that the proposals to rename the proposed Merton Green 

ward as Dinham is in line with the Terms of Reference for the review and propose that change as 

the final proposal.  

 
Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Caerwent 617 3 

Dinham 534 2 

Crick 192 1 

Llanvair Discoed 211 1 

St Brides Netherwent 279 1 
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Proposed Boundary of Caerwent 
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Community of Caldicot 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Caldicot consist of five wards, Caldicot Castle, Dewstow, 

Green Lane, Severn and West End. The community has a total electorate of 7704 and is 

represented by 17 town councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as 

follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Caldicot Castle 1676 3 

Dewstow 1517 4 

Green Lane 1539 4 

Severn 1385 3 

West End 1587 3 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. To the west of Caldicot, a railway line and connecting bridge between the communities of Caldicot 

and Portskewett appear to be a natural boundary between the two areas.  

 

2.1. To the north of Caldicot the M48 acts as a natural boundary between the community of Caldicot 

and communities to the north of the road.  

 

2.2. The neutral space between the communities of Rogiet and Caldicot appear to provide a natural 

boundary between the two communities.  

 

2.3. Within the community of Caldicot there are two main roads that insect the community, Sandy 

Lane and Newport Road.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. The electorate within the Caldicot Castle ward is set to increase by 330 electors from 1676 to 

2006 due to development at Church Road.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Caldicot Town Council submitted representation that the area of Castle Lea be moved from the 

Green Lane ward to the Severn ward. 

 

4.1. Pauline Watts, County Councillor for the Caldicot Castle ward, submitted representation wishing 

to retain the title of Caldicot Castle for her ward and identified an anomaly with the boundary 

between Caldicot Castle and Green Lane wards in relation to the properties in Castle Lea.  
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Recommendations 

 

External Boundary 

 

5. When considering the current boundaries of the community of Caldicot, the group consider there 

to be a few anomalies with the current boundary. Firstly, the group consider that splitting the 

Severnside industrial estate between the communities of Caldicot and Portskewett does not lead 

to effective and convenient Local Government and does not provide easily identifiable 

boundaries within the area. The group therefore propose that the boundary between Caldicot 

and Portskewett follows the railway line which provides a natural, easily identifiable boundary 

between the two communities.  

 

The group acknowledge that as a result of this amendment the community boundary will differ 

from that of the UK Parliamentary and Welsh Assembly Constituency boundaries and may lead 

to confusion amongst electors as to the area that they are situated. The Council does not have 

authority to alter the boundaries for Welsh Assembly and UK Parliamentary Constituencies as this 

responsibility lies with the Parliamentary Boundary Commission for Wales. However, there is 

currently no legislation in place that allows for either of the Assembly or Parliamentary 

Constituency boundaries to be amended. The Council will meet with the Boundary Commission 

prior to the publication of the final proposals for this review to discuss the options available to 

ensure boundaries at all levels of Government are clear and easily identifiable for the electorate.  

 

5.1. Similarly, the boundary between the communities of Caldicot and Rogiet are unclear. Under the 

current arrangements, a number of rear gardens to properties on Kirllach Close are in the 

community of Rogiet whilst the property itself is in the community of Caldicot. Also, the divide 

between the communities of Caldicot and Rogiet follow the boundary of some, but not all 

properties on Longcroft Road. The Council therefore propose to amend the existing boundary 

between the communities of Caldicot and Rogiet to follow the rear gardens of the properties on 

Kirllach Close and Longfellow Road.   

 

5.2. The Council consider the M48 to the north of Caldicot to be a natural boundary between the 

community of Caldicot and the communities to the north of that road.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

Caldicot Castle 

5.3. The additional development within the Caldicot Castle ward will increase the electorate within 

the ward to 2006 electors. The lowest electorate in the community of Caldicot is the Severn ward 

which is 1385. This would mean a difference of 621 electors between the most and least 

populated wards within the community. If there were to remain five wards within the community 

of Caldicot then the average electorate per ward would be 1607 electors. The Council therefore 

consider that the current arrangements for the Caldicot Castle ward require amendment to 

ensure the electorate is evenly distributed between the wards within the community.  
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 When considering the current boundary of Caldicot Castle, all properties within the ward are 

accessed either off Church Road or Sandy Lane. The Council considered the relationship between 

the properties accessed from Sandy Lane and the properties accessed from Church Road and 

whilst there are footpaths that link the properties via a playground, there is no road access 

between the properties. It was also considered that the properties accessed from Sandy Lane 

have a closer relationship with the other properties accessed from Sandy Lane, which are in 

different community wards, than it does with rest of the Caldicot Castle ward. Examples include 

Willow Close, Ash Close and Cas Troggy.  

 

The working group therefore propose that the boundary for the Caldicot Castle ward be amended 

to follow the footpath and edge of the play area between the properties accessible from Sandy 

Lane (Castle Gardens, Budden Crescent etc) and those accessible from Church Road (Elan Way). 

The Caldicot Castle ward will retain Castle Park School within its boundary. The boundary will 

cross Church Road and follow the boundaries of Castle Inn and the rear of all properties 

associated with Castle Lea (Jolyons Court, Castle Lea & Castle Lodge Crescent). The boundary will 

then follow the Caldicot By-pass and join the existing ward boundary with Red House and Red 

House Lodge being removed from the Caldicot Castle ward and included in the new Severn ward. 

 

Dewstow & Green Lane 

5.4. The working group considered the arrangements for the Dewstow and Green Lane ward and 

considered that the current boundaries for both wards are not easily identifiable. Examples of 

this include the boundary between Green Lane and Dewstow around the former Green Lane 

School which splits streets and causes confusion for electors as to which ward they reside in and 

the inclusion of Castle Lea in the Green Lane ward when it appears to have a close affiliation with 

the properties of Castle Lodge Crescent, Propsect Close and the remaining properties on 

Chepstow Road.  

 

The working group considered the area of these two wards, taking account of the amendments 

made to the boundary of the Caldicot Castle ward, and concluded that footpath between 

Newport Road and Cae Mawr Grove/Longcroft Road would act as a more suitable natural 

boundary.  

 

To that end it is proposed that the boundary for the Dewstow ward is extended to follow the 

footpath between Newport Road and Longcroft Road, to follow behind the playing fields and 

Caldicot AFC. All properties north of the footpath, including amongst others, properties on Green 

Lane, Cae Mawr Road and Longcroft Road will be included in the Dewstow ward.  

 

The above amendments to the Dewstow ward would significantly increase the electorate of the 

ward well above the average electorate for the community of Caldicot. In accordance with the 

criteria included in the Terms of Reference, the group considered that Sandy Lane and Chepstow 

Road, and where possible properties adjoining those roads, should each be wholly contained 

within a single ward where practicable to ensure that properties with common links and similar 

channels of communication are represented within the same ward.  
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Given the amendments to the Dewstow and Caldicot Castle wards as stated above, and the 

criteria included in the Terms of Reference for the review, the group propose a new ward, 

Caldicot Cross, which incorporates all properties of Sandy Lane and Chepstow Road, and all 

properties directly accessible from these roads. The area will run from the northern boundary of 

the community of Caldicot to the southern boundary of Chepstow Road that adjoins the B4245.  

 

The working group consider Sandy Lane and Chepstow Road to be the main channels of 

communication between the north and southern area of the community of Caldicot, which 

therefore provides a common link to all properties accessible from these two roads. The group 

also consider that these proposals improve upon the current arrangements, particularly in the 

Green Lane ward, by ensuring properties with a common link are contained within a single ward. 

An example of this includes the Castle Lea area of the Green Lane ward which doesn’t appear to 

the working group to have any link with the remainder of the ward.  

 

The group propose that the new ward is named Caldicot Cross but welcome suggestions for 

suitable alternative names for the ward.  

 

Severn 

 

5.5. The group considered the current arrangements for the Severn ward, in addition to the proposed 

amendments to the external boundaries for the community of Caldicot incorporating all of the 

Severnside Industrial Estate.  

 

Given the above amendments to the Green Lane community ward, the working group propose 

that the area south of the new Dewstow ward and to the east of Newport Road/B4245 be 

incorporated into the Severn ward. This ensures that the area between the natural boundaries of 

Sandy Lane and Chepstow Road and Newport Road and the B4245 are contained within a single 

ward.  

 

However, the Severn ward currently covers an area both sides of the B4245 Caldicot By-Pass 

which the working group have identified as being a natural boundary within the area. 

Additionally, with the proposed amendments to the external boundary, under the current 

arrangements the community ward would be responsible for the town centre area as well as the 

whole of the Severnside Industrial Estate. This proposal would result in a relatively high electorate 

in comparison to other wards within the community as well as the additional workload that 

comes with having an industrial area contained within a ward.  

 

The group therefore propose to create a new community ward known as Caldicot Town. It is 

proposed that the new ward incorporates the area south of the new Dewstow ward between 

Sandy Lane and Newport road, with the B4245 acting as the southern boundary between this 

area and the remainder of the Severn ward. Whilst the group acknowledge that this proposal 

results in a relatively low electorate for the ward, the new boundaries propose an area within 

natural, easily identifiable boundaries that will have an additional workload on top of the 

electorate due to the town centre area. In addition the group considered a similar arrangement 
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in the community of Monmouth where a “town” ward, with a relatively low electorate, has 

existed successfully since the previous review of communities. 

 

An amendment to the existing ward boundary will see Alianore Road and Stafford Road, and any 

properties included on Cobb Crescent, that are currently included in the West End ward will be 

moved into the Caldicot Town ward.  

 

The remainder of the Severn ward, including the whole of the Severnside Industrial Estate will 

incorporate everything to the south and east of the B4245, other than for Red House and Red 

House Lodge. Additional amendments to the existing boundary will incorporate Kestrel Close into 

the Severn ward from the West End ward.  

 

West End 

 

5.6. The West End ward will remain in its current format with a number of small amendments to its 

existing boundary as follows:  

 Amendments to western boundary with Kestrel Close included in new Severn ward and 

Alianore Road, Stafford Road and all properties of Cobb Crescent included in new Town 

ward.  

 Amendments to eastern boundary to follow rear of properties on Longfellow Road and 

Kirllach Close as stated in 5.1 

 Amendment to boundary following Newport Road to incorporate all properties of that road 

within the West End ward.  

 Amendment to northern boundary of the West End ward to include within the ward all 

properties accessible off Dewstow Road including Kirllach Close, Fairfield Close, Dewstow 

Close & Dewstow Gardens as all properties accessible from Newport Road and meet western 

boundary of community of Caldicot.  

 

Proposed community and community ward names 

 

6. The group propose no change to the community name of Caldicot. As stated above, it is proposed 

to divide the community into six wards, Caldicot Castle, Caldicot Cross, Dewstow, Caldicot Town, 

Severn and West End.  

 

The working group welcome representations being made for suitable alternative names of the 

community or community wards.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Caldicot community to fall within the urban category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 500 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 
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Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Caldicot Castle 1566 3 

Dewstow 1545 3 

Caldicot Cross 1639 3 

Caldicot Town 1082 2 

Severn 742 1 

West End 1460 3 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Caldicot.  

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from Caldicot Town Council at the open seminar which supported 

the proposals overall for the community of Caldicot. Their only request was that the ward Caldicot 

Town be changed to The Village.  

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals. The 

working group are also content that the proposal to rename the Caldicot Town ward as the village 

is in line with the Terms of Reference for the review and put forward that name as the final 

proposals for the ward. The final proposals for the wards within the Caldicot community will be as 

below:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Caldicot Castle 1566 3 

Dewstow 1545 3 

Caldicot Cross 1639 3 

The Village 1082 2 

Severn 742 1 

West End 1460 3 
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Proposed Boundary Map of Caldicot 
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Community of Chepstow 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Chepstow consist of five wards, Thornwell, Larkfield, St 

Christophers, St Mary’s and St Kingsmark. The community has a total electorate of 9430 and is 

represented by 15 town councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as 

follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Larkfield 1581 3 

St Christophers 1892 3 

St Kingsmark 2336 3 

St Mary’s 1522 3 

Thornwell 2099 3 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The working group consider a number of roads within Chepstow that act as natural boundaries 

between wards. These include; Thornwell Road, Bulwark Road, Wye Valley Link Road and Newport 

Road.  

 

To the east of the community of Chepstow is the River Wye which is the local authority boundary 

that cannot be amended as part of this review.  

 

The working group also discussed the representations it had received in relation to New Farm 

Industrial Estate and Chepstow Racecourse.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. The electorate of the current St Mary’s ward will increase from 1522 to 1860 due to new 

developments at the Fairfield Mabey site.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Chepstow Town Council submitted representation requesting the following amendments: 

 All of New Farm Industrial Estate to be included in the Chepstow Council area due to 

clarity and ease of administration. Additionally, the factory outside their area will be 

occupied by Fairfield Mabey who has strong historic and economic links with the 

Chepstow area.  

 Chepstow Racecourse be included in the council area. It is assumed that the racecourse 

falls within the boundary of the community of Chepstow and it is the Chepstow area that 

is greatly impacted upon by racecourse activities.  
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 Incorporate all the business and residential properties on High Beech Lane into the 

Larkfield ward.  

 

4.1. A number of representations were received from vice-chair of Mathern Council and councillor for 

Mounton ward Carolyn Ovenden regarding the arrangements for the community of Mathern.  In 

relation to the community of Chepstow it is recommended that properties at the upper end of 

Mounton Lane should be incorporated into the Mounton ward and that properties of High Beech 

Lane be incorporated into the Pwllmeyric ward.   

 

Mathern council submitted additional representation in response to Chepstow Town Councils 

submission requesting that all of New Farm Industrial estate be incorporated into Chepstow. 

Mathern state that noise and light pollution from the estate greatly affect the properties in 

Mathern and the council ensured that a bund was erected to protect its residents from the estate. 

Mathern council request that the current boundary remains in its current format.  

 

Recommendations 

 

External Boundary 

5. The working group consider the boundary to the west of Chepstow that currently follows the Wye 

Valley Link Road to be a suitable boundary to divide the community of Chepstow to that of its 

neighbours. The group however considered the positioning of the properties of High Beech lane 

adjacent to the Wye Valley Link Road. The current boundary between the communities of 

Chepstow and Mathern follows High Beech Lane splitting the properties north of the road to the 

community of Chepstow and the south to Mathern. The working group believe that given the 

properties of High Beech Lanes’ close links with Chepstow and direct access to the Wye Valley Link 

Road that these would be best suited to the community of Chepstow. The group therefore 

propose the new boundary should incorporate all of the properties of High Beech Lane in to the 

community of Chepstow.  

 

5.1. The group considered the amendment to the south western boundary put forward by Chepstow 

Town Council to incorporate all of the New Farm Industrial Estate into the community of 

Chepstow. The group believe that incorporating all of the industrial estate into one community 

would provide clear, easily identifiable boundaries which in turn would improve administration 

processes for the area. The group however accept Mathern Community Councils comments 

regarding the site and propose that the new boundary follows the bund erected by the council 

which would prohibit further expansion of the industrial estate without consultation with 

Mathern Community Council.  

 

5.2. The working group considered the representation received from Chepstow Town Council in 

relation to Chepstow Racecourse. Chepstow town council believe that Chepstow Racecourse 

should be incorporated into the community of Chepstow as it is commonly assumed that the 

racecourse falls within the community of Chepstow and the town council receive a number of 

enquiries regarding the racecourse. Additionally, the town council believe that the activities of 

the racecourse impact the greatest on the residents of Chepstow with visitor access by car, coach 
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and train all necessitating travel through the community of Chepstow. The working group agree 

with the representation of Chepstow Town Council and propose that the racecourse, and as a 

consequence the Piercefield Park area, are incorporated into the community of Chepstow. It is 

proposed that the boundary of Chepstow is extended to follow the edge of Bishops Barnet Wood, 

Cockshoot Wood and Fryth Wood and incorporate all properties within this area including 

Woodalde, Frythwood and Goldenhill. The boundary will then follow the edge of the overflow car 

park for the racecourse and north along the A466 and follow the edge of Piercefield Park where 

it will join the external community boundary of the River Wye.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

Larkfield, Maple Avenue, St Christophers and Thornwell 

 

5.3. The group reviewed the current community arrangements for these three wards and queried why 

the wards run east to west across the community when all road access and natural lines of 

communication run north to south. The group also identified a number of roads where the 

boundary splits a street which is contrary to the Terms of Reference for this review. 

 

The group considered the community of Chepstow and the area covering these three wards and 

highlighted that the area south of Newport Road, Hardwick Hill and Mount Pleasant as being a 

natural divide between the area north and south of the community given its direct links with the 

town centre and the Wye Valley Link Road.  

 

The group considered the existing arrangements of the Thornwell Ward and identified an 

anomaly in the boundary in the Warren Slade area. The current boundary of the community 

intersects the new area of housing splitting properties with common links, and in the same street, 

between two wards. Similarly, with the boundary currently following Burnt Barn Road, a number 

of properties with common links and channels of communication are split between wards, 

particularly in the Holly Close & Western Avenue area. To that end, and taking account of the 

terms of reference criteria of not splitting streets between wards, the group propose a new 

boundary for the Thornwell ward which follows the Wye Valley Link Road incororporating the 

area east and south of this road within the Thornwell ward. The boundary will also follow Conwy 

Drive and Beaufort Park Way utilising the main southern entrance into Chepstow as the boundary 

before following Thornwell Road northwards to the rear of properties on Middle Way. The 

boundary will then follow the rear of properties on Middle Way eastwards to the external 

community boundary. The working group consider this boundary more suitable than the existing 

arrangements as it ensures that properties with similar links, channels of communication and 

shared interests are incorporated into a single ward as well as resolving the issue of properties 

being split between separate wards. The area of Middle Way and Raglan Way have been 

incorporated into the Thornwell due to the access to these roads off Warren Slade which has 

direct footpaths to Heather Close directly linking the areas with each other.  

 

The group considered the remainder of the area and created a new Bulwark ward which 

incorporates the housing to the west of Thornwell Road up to the rear of properties on Chartist 

Way and Channel View not including Bulwark Community Centre. The boundary will follow the 



 

P a g e  | 29 

rear of Channel View up to Mathern way where it will follow the rear of properties on Queens 

Road and the edge of Pembroke Junior School as well as the properties on Alpha Road utilising 

the industrial estate as the boundary for the ward. The group consider this new ward resolves 

the issue of streets being split between wards whilst ensuring boundaries are clear and follow 

easily identifiable boundaries. The new ward also has regard to the various stages of housing 

development within the Burnt Barn Road area which incorporates much of the original housing 

development.  

 

The working group propose a new ward of Maple Avenue that will incorporate the area of housing 

to the west of the original burnt barn development up to Mathern Road. The layout of the houses 

within this area mean all channels of communication are centred around Maple Avenue with 

access to other areas of the community only available via Mathern Road and Rowan Drive 

providing little link between this area and the rest of the community to enable it to be combined 

to another ward. Whislt the working group acknowledge that the electorate of this ward will be 

relatively low compared to the other wards in the community, the number of electors is sufficient 

to require its own representation within the community and ensures that natural boundaries are 

utilised in setting the community wards.  

 

The final ward, Larkfield, incorporates the area north of, and including, Pembroke Junior School 

and Bulwark Business Park up to the rear of properties of Hardwick Hill and Newport Road. The 

ward also includes properties accessible off Mathern Road including Beech Grove, High Beech 

Lane and Fair View. The northern boundary of the Larkfield ward will follow the rear of properties 

on Newport Road and Chepstow Town AFC playing fields before following the rear of the 

properties on Gwentlands close. The western boundary will be similar to the existing ward 

boundary in following the area that divides Garden City and Bulwark Road. 

 

St Mary’s 

 

5.4. The group considered the existing arrangements for the St Mary’s ward and concluded that much 

of the ward is suitable and fit for purpose other than bringing the boundaries of the ward in line 

with the terms of reference and in particular the issue of splitting streets between wards. To that 

end the boundary has been amended near Mount Pleasant and Welsh Street to ensure the 

boundaries are in line with the terms of reference and to better divide the town centre area 

between the housing of Welsh Street. The working group proposed a new name for this ward of 

Chepstow Castle given its prominence within the ward.  

 

St Kingsmark 

 

5.5. The working group considered the St Kingsmark ward and felt that due to the high electorate 

within the ward, and amendments to the external northern boundary of the community, that the 

existing St Kingsmark ward could be divided.  

 

One of the wards, to be known as Mount Pleasant, will incorporate the area north of the 

proposed Larkfield ward including Newport Road, Hardwick Hill and Mount Pleasant as well as St 
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Lawrence Road and Mounton Road with the northern boundary following the rear of properties 

on Hale Wood and Castle Wood.  

 

The second ward to be named Crossway Green incorporates the area of housing north of the 

town centre area along Welsh Street and north of St Lawrence Road from the proposed boundary 

of the Mount Pleasant ward. The Crossway Green ward will also incorporate the proposed 

changes to the external community boundary near the racecourse roundabout and Chepstow 

Racecourse.  

 

Proposed community and community ward names 

 

6. The working group propose no change of name to the community of Chepstow but propose a 

number of changes to the ward names due to amendments in the boundaries. The six wards of 

Chepstow will be Thornwell, Bulwark, Larkfield, Mount Pleasant, Chepstow Castle and Crossway 

Green. The working group welcome representations as to more suitable alternative names for the 

wards of the community.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Chepstow community to fall within the urban category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 500 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Larkfield 1095 2 

Bulwark 1902 4 

Mount Pleasant 1571 3 

Chepstow Castle 1644 3 

Crossway Green  1541 3 

Thornwell 1436 3 

Maple Avenue 609 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (draft proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Chepstow. 

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. No represetantives attended the open seminar from Chepstow Town Council to give 

representation to the working group. Written representation was received which broadly 

supported the proposals however the Council requested that St Kingsmark be retained for the 

proposed ward of Crossway Green.  
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Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals with 

the exception of changing the ward name from Crossway Green to St Kingsmark as per the request 

from Chepstow Town Council.  

10.1 Additionally, the working group identified that Bulwark Community Centre is not situated within 

the proposed Bulwark ward and believe it should be, as well as including all the properties on 

Cromwell Road in a single ward. Therefore the boundary between Bulwark and Maple Avenue 

wards will be amended slightly to include these properties within the Bulwark ward.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Chepstow 
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Community of Crucorney 
 

Current Community Format 
 

1. The current community arrangements in Crucorney consist of  five wards, Bwlch Trewyn & Old 

Castle, Forest & Ffwddog, Llanvihangel Crucorney, Lower Cwmyoy and Upper Cwmyoy. The 

community has a total electorate of 1048 and is represented by 11 community councillors. The 

electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Bwlch Trewyn & Old Castle 51 1 

Forest & Ffwddog 119 2 

Llanvihangel Crucorney 731 6 

Lower Cwmyoy 86 1 

Upper Cwmyoy 61 1 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. Many of the boundaries surrounding the community of Crucorney are external local authority 

boundaries that are not being considered as part of this review. The boundary to the south of the 

community is led by the Sugar Loaf mountain which provides a natural boundary between the 

communities of Crucorney and Abergavenny/Llantilio Pertholey.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There are currently no developments proposed within the community of Crucorney that would 

significantly alter the current electorate.  

 

Representations Received 
 

4. No representations were received regarding the community of Crucorney.  

 

Recommendations 
 

External Boundaries 

 

5. As mentioned above, many of the external boundaries of the Crucorney community are the local 

authority boundary which cannot be amended as part of this review.  

 

5.1. The boundary to the East of the community of Crucorney is the divide between the communities 

of Crucorney and Grosmont and follows Great Park Road. The current boundary however splits 

properties on the same road between the two communities which is contrary to the Terms of 

Reference for this review. The working group therefore propose that the boundary is moved to 

the West of the properties along this road to incorporate all of Great Park Road into the 

community of Grosmont.  

 

Proposed Boundary Map of Chepstow (South) 
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Internal Boundaries 
 

Bwlch Trewyn & Old Castle / Forest & Ffwddog 

 

5.2. The working group considered the current arrangements for these ward and propose no change.   

 

Upper & Lower Cwmyoy 

 

5.3. The working group considered the arrangements for these two community wards and whilst they 

do not propose a change to the external boundaries of the wards, they were unclear as to the 

need for separate representation between Lower and Upper Cwmyoy. Whilst it would appear to 

be a large geographic area should the wards be merged, the working group believe that as all 

areas are accessible from the road that connects Brynarw to Llanthony which joins the two wards, 

then it should be manageable to be represented as a single ward of the community. The working 

group therefore propose to merge Upper and Lower Cwmyoy wards to create a Cwmyoy ward.  

 

Llanvihangel Crucorney 

 

5.4. As mentioned in pargagraph 5.1, the working group propose to alter the eastern boundary of the 

Llanvihangel Crucorney ward to move away from following Great Park Road, to ensure that all 

those properties are contained within a single community.  

 

Within the Llanvihangel Crucorney ward, the working group consider that a new ward could be 

created covering the Pandy and Werngifford area. The new ward would follow the boundary from 

the railway at the north of the ward and follow the River Monnow south where it joins the brook 

that follows the edge of the Werngifford estate which it can follow eastwards to join the new 

external community boundary.  

 

The working group consider that the Werngifford area is an easily identifiable boundary that you 

reach when travelling along the A465 and acts as a natural boundary between Llanvihangel 

Crucorney to the south of the area and that of Wengifford and Pandy to the north.  

 

It is therefore proposed that two wards are created in place of the existing Llanvihangel 

Crucorney ward, one known as Llanvihangel Crucorney and the other known as Pandy.  

 

Proposed community and community ward names 
 

6. The working group propose no changes to the community name Crucorney. As detailed above, it 

is proposed that the Upper and Lower Cwmyoy wards are merged to form the Cwmyoy ward. 

Additionally a new ward of Pandy is created covering the area detailed in 5.4 above.  

 

The working group welcome representations being made for suitable alternative names of the 

community or community wards.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 



 

P a g e  | 35 

7. The working group consider the Crucorney community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Bwlch Trewyn & Old Castle 51 1 

Forest & Ffwddog 119 1 

Llanvihangel Crucorney 363 2 

Pandy 362 2 

Cwmyoy 147 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Crucorney. 

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representatives of Crucorney Community Council attended the open seminar and provided the 

following comments in response to the draft proposals 

 Question the reduction in councillors from 11 to 7 

 Opposed the merging of lower and upper cwmyoy wards due to size of ward 

 Concerns raised regarding devolution of services 

 Potential increase in building within Pandy and BBNP     

 

9.1  Representation was received from the County Councillor for Crucorney wishing that the status 

quo remained as there had been little change to the area since the last review and that links in 

rural communities can be difficult to understand. Additionally, the councillor did not want to see 

a reduction in the number of councillors for the community.  

 

9.2 Representation was also received from a standing crucorney community councillor who 

questioned the reduction in the number of councillors for the community.  

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment.   

 

10.1 Whilst the working group understand the concerns of the Community Council and those who 

submitted representations regarding geographic size of wards and the reduction in councillor 

numbers, the group are content that the proposals are line with the terms of reference for the 

review and the proposals would ensure equal representation in similar wards throughout the 

local authority area.  
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11.   

Proposed Boundary Map of Crucorney  Proposed Boundary Map of Crucorney  
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Community of Devauden  
 

Current Community Format 
 

1. The current community arrangements in Devauden consist of four wards, Devauden, Itton, 

Kilgrwwg and Llanvihangel Wolvesnewton. The community has a total electorate of 852 and is 

represented by 8 community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as 

follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Devauden 409 3 

Itton 196 2 

Kilgrwwg 104 2 

Llanvihangel Wolvesnewton 143 1 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The working group consider a key feature of the Devauden community to be the B4293 which 

runs north to south through the community connecting  a number of villages.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. There are no developments planned within the community of Devauden that would significantly 

alter the existing electorate.  

 

Representations Received 
 

4. No representations were received regarding the community arrangements for Devauden.  

 

Recommendations 
 

External Boundary 

 

5. The working group considered the existing arrangements for Devauden and propose little change 

to the external community boundary. There are two instances however where the community 

boundary has been amended.  

 

5.1. The first amendment is to the south eastern boundary of the community near Coppice Mawr. 

The current boundary of the community runs to the west of Coppice Mawr with a small number 

of properties along the B4293 situated in the St Arvans community which appear to have a closer 

link with the community of Devauden along this road. It is proposed that the boundary of 

Devauden is extended to the western edge of Fryth Wood before returning westwards to the 

existing community boundary north of Howick, incorporating all properties along the B4293 up 

to Fryth Wood in the community of Devauden. The boundary of the Shirenewton community has 

been amended to incorporate all of Coppice Mawr into the community of Shirenewton therefore 

the Devaden boundary will run to the east of Coppice Mawr rather than to the west of it.  
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5.2. The second amendment is to the north eastern boundary between the community of Devauden 

and the Penterry ward of the Tintern community. It is proposed that the Penterry ward of Tintern 

is merged with the St Arvans community and in making this amendment, the working group 

considered that the properties of The Cot would be better situated within the Devauden 

community rather than St Arvans. It is proposed that the new boundary will follow the western 

edge of Fairoak Pond and follow the Anghidi Fechan and Anghidi Fawr to the existing boundary 

incorporating much of the Ravensnest Wood and ‘The Cot’ into the community of Devauden.  

 

Internal Boundary 

 

Itton & Kilgrwwg 

 

5.3. Other than amendments proposed to the external community boundary above for the Itton ward, 

the working group propose no change in the boundaries for these wards.  

 

Llanvihangel Wolvesnewton & Devauden 

 

5.4. The current Llanvihangel Wolvesnewton ward covers the village of Wolvesnewton as well as the 

area of Star Hill. Access between these two areas require electors to travel through the Devauden 

ward before reaching the other part of the Llanvihangel Wolvesnewton ward. The working group 

do not believe that there is a significant link between the two areas to retain the existing ward 

boundary. It is therefore proposed that the Wolvesnewton village forms part of the Devauden 

ward with the northern boundary of the Devauden ward amended to follow Pill Brook to the west 

of Tredeon and south of Lanpill to the existing ward boundary. The remaining area of Llanvihangel 

Wolvesnewton will be renamed Llanvihangel Tor-Y-Mynydd and be a new ward of the Devauden 

community.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The working group propose no change to much of the community and community ward names of 

Devauden with a new ward of Llanvihangel Tor-Y-Mynydd being created due to the changes at 5.4 

above. The working group welcome receipt of representations as to more suitable community and 

community ward names.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 
 

7. The working group consider the Devauden community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Devauden 445 3 

Itton 221 2 

Kilgrwwg 104 1 
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Llanvihangel Tor-Y-Mynydd 107 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Devauden.  

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representation was received from a community councillor for Devauden and resident of Dyers 

House, Itton. Before the previous community review, the community boundary between 

Devauden and Shirenewton followed Mounton Brook with a number of properties north of the 

brook situated in the Devauden community. Residents in the area are more closely associated 

with Itton and the properties address contains Itton rather than Shirenewton so wishes to move 

back into Devauden with the boundary following the brook as it was previously.  

 

9.1 Representation was received in relation to the property The Tout which currently is situated in the 

Itton ward in Devauden but its access is through Piccadilly Lane and the rest of the Penterry ward 

and recommended that this property should be moved into the Penterry Ward. 

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals with the amendment included in the representation it 

received in relation to the boundary between Shirenewton and Devauden at Mounton Brook.  

 

10.1 The new boundary will follow Mouton Brook just north of Whitemill and rejoin the existing ward 

boundary to the east of Pandy Mill House incorporating the properties Whitemill, Dyers House, 

The Old Saw Mill, Brook Cottage, Laundry Cottage, Millbrook Stable, Mill House and Pandy Mill 

House in to the Itton ward of Devauden Community. The amendment is an increase in 19 electors 

for the Itton ward with the electoral arrangements as below:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Devauden 445 3 

Itton 240 2 

Kilgrwwg 104 1 

Llanvihangel Tor-Y-Mynydd 107 1 

 

10.2 The working group received and accept the representation received regarding The Tout and 

propose to amend the boundary for the St Arvans community to include that property within its 

boundary. The boundary will be amended as per the below map with the yellow area to be 

included in the community of St Arvans.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Devauden 
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Community of Goetre Fawr 
 

Current Community Format 
 

1. The current community arrangements in Goetre Fawr consist of two wards, Goetre and Mamhilad. 

The community has a total electorate of 1889 and is represented by 12 community councillors. 

The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Goetre 1309 9 

Mamhilad 580 3 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The southern and eastern boundaries are local authority boundaries that cannot be considered 

as part of this review.  

 

2.1. The A4042 and railway are two prominent features that run north to south the community of 

Goetre Fawr.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. There are currently no developments proposed within the community of Goetre Fawr that would 

significantly alter the current electorate. 

 

Representations Received 

 

4. No representations were received regarding the community of Goetre.   

 

Recommendations 
 

External Boundary 

 

5. The working group considered the existing boundary of the community of Goetre and questioned 

the location of Little Mill within the community of Goetre. The Little Mill village is currently 

situated in the Mamhilad ward of Goetre Fawr Community however it has very little links with 

the remainder of the ward due to the intersection of the A4042. The group believe that given the 

link Little Mill has with the wards of Llanbadoc along the A472, that the village should be 

incorporated into the community of Llanbadoc as its own ward with the eastern boundary being 

the railway adjacent to the A4042.  

 

5.1. As part of the review into the community of Llanover the working group considered that the 

Llanover ward should not form part of the existing community of Llanover due to its strong links 

with the village of Goetre along the A4042. To that end the working group propose that the ward 
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of Llanover is incorporated into the community of Goetre with the existing boundary forming the 

ward boundary.  

 

5.2. The group also propose to amend the boundary that currently divides Goetre and Llanfair 

Kilegeddin near Nant-Y-Derry. The current boundary follows a stream adjacent to Chain Bridge 

Road however this places a number of properties, Lower Pen-Twyn Farm & Lower House Farm 

which have clear links to Nant-Y-Derry, into the Llanfair Kilgeddin ward. It is therefore proposed 

that the boundary in this area is amended to follow field boundaries around these properties 

incorporating these properties in to the Nant-Y-Derry ward of Goetre Fawr.  

 

5.3. Within the representation submitted by Llanbadoc Community Council, they reference 

Penpedairheol Farm as being better suited to the Llanbadoc community rather than its current 

community of Goetre as every other property situated on its road falls within the Llanbadoc 

community. The working group see no reason to object to this proposal and provided no 

objection is received will include the amendment in the final proposals.  

 

Internal Boundary 

 

Mamhilad 

  

5.4. As mentioned in paragraph 5 above it is proposed that the Mamhilad ward is amended so that 

the village of Little Mill is no longer included in the ward. The working group noted that the 

current boundary between Goetre and Mamhilad runs east to west along the community when 

all communication links along the A4042, the railway line and Goetre Wharf area run north to 

south. To that end the group propose a new ward of Goetre Wharf to replace the Mamhilad ward 

which incorporates properties to the west of the A4042 into a single ward that runs north to 

south through the community to the boundary for the Llanover ward.  

 

Nant-Y-Derry 

 

5.5. The working group also propose a new Nant-Y-Derry ward which incorporates the area to east of 

the A4042 that is northern and easterly of the village of Goetre and the railway. The group are 

conscious that the majority of the population of the community of Goetre is centralised within 

the village however there are a number of small hamlets within the community that require 

separate representation to that of the Goetre village itself.  

 

Goetre 

 

5.6. The group also propose to retain a ward for the village of Goetre that is focused around the village 

itself rather than including the areas mentioned in parapgraphs 5.2 and 5.3 above.  

 

Proposed community and Community ward names 

6. The working group propose to amend the existing community name of Goetre Fawr to Goetre 

Wharf. As stated above the group propose four wards within the community named Goetre, 
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Goetre Wharf, Nant-Y-Derry and Llanover. The working group welcome representations being 

made for suitable alternative names of the community or community wards.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Goetre community to fall within the mixed category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 250 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Goetre 994 4 

Goetre Wharf 331 2 

Nant-Y-Derry 147 1 

Llanover 241 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Goetre Wharf.  

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representation was received from Goetre Community Council regarding the following points 

 The community council believe that Goetre and Little Mill interact in many ways through 

schools, sports clubs, nursery care and pensioner clubs.  

 Concerns at reduction in number of councillors 

 Unaware of connections to Llanbadoc or Llanover other than roads connecting the 

villages.  

 Recommended name changes due to having a ward of the same name as the Council 

 Further increase of 65 dwellings at Folly View Close development 

 Concerns regarding relationship with Church of Wales 

 

9.1. The County Councillor for Goetre attended the public seminar and supported the representations 

put forward by the Community Council.  

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals subject 

to some small amendments.  

 

10.1 The working group concur with the Community Council in that the duplicate naming of 

communities and community wards could be confusing. It is therefore proposed to retain the 

name of the community as ‘Goetre Fawr’ rather than ‘Goetre Wharf’. Additionally, the internal 
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ward shall be named ‘Goytre’ rather than ‘Goetre’ as included in the representation received 

from the Community Council. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Goytre 994 4 

Goetre Wharf 331 2 

Nant-Y-Derry 147 1 

Llanover 241 1 

 

10.2 A further small amendment is proposed to the boundary of the Goytre ward between Goetre and 

Llanbadoc communities at Penpedairheol Farm. Currently, access to the farm is from Rumble 

Street which is situated in the Llanbadoc Community but the farm itself is within the Goetre 

Community.  It is therefore proposed that the current boundary is amended to continue running 

north to the east of Rumble Street along the boundary of the farm and along the rear boundary 

of Royal Oak Cottage before following the road back to the current boundary position.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Goetre Fawr 
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Community of Grosmont 
 

Current Community Format 

 

11. The current community arrangements in Grosmont consist of four wards, Grosmont, Llangattock 

Lingoed, Llangua and Llanvetherine. The community has a total electorate of 673 and is 

represented by nine community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is 

as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Grosmont 420 5 

Llangattock Lingoed 89 1 

Llangua 43 1 

Llanvetherine 121 2 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

12. Boundaries to the north and east of the community of Grosmont are local authority boundaries 

that will not be considered as part of this review. The working group consider natural and easily 

identifiable boundaries with the Grosmont Community area as the A465 as well as Grosmont 

Castle.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

13. There are no proposed developments within the Grosmont area that would affect the current 

electorate within the area.  

 

Representations Received 

 

14. No representations were received regarding the community of Grosmont.  

 

Recommendations 

 

External Boundary 

 

15. As already noted in the proposals for Crucorney, the working group propose to alter the existing 

boundary between Crucorney and Grosmont as the current boundary follows Great Park Road and 

splits properties along it between two communities. The boundary will be moved further to the 

west to incorporate all the properties on Great Park Road in the community of Grosmont.  

 

1.1. The working group also considered the positioning of the Llanvetherine ward in relation to the 

rest of the community of Grosmont and its surrounding communities. The working group 

considered that the Llanvetherine ward had more common links and channels of communication 

with the Llantilio Crossenny community than with the community of Grosmont. The working 
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group considered the ward in relation to both communities and when considered with the 

proposals for the community of Llantilio Crossenny, the working group believe that the 

Llanvetherine ward is best situated in the community of Llantilio Crossenny (proposed new 

community of Skenfrith) given its close ties with the B4521 and channels of communication east 

to west along the road rather than north to south.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

Grosmont and Llangua 

 

1.2. The working group considered the arrangements for the Grosmont and Llangua wards and 

concluded that the Llangua ward has sufficient road and communication links with the rest of the 

Grosmont ward to enable the small area of Llangua to be incorporated in the Grosmont ward.  

 

The current Llangua ward has an electorate of 43 which significantly below the target ratio of 150 

electors per community councillor as set in the Terms of Reference for the review. Given this 

lower ratio and the common links the Llangua ward has with the remainer of the Grosmont ward 

the working group propose to merge the ward Llangua with the Grosmont ward.  

 

The working group propose the name of Grosmont for the ward but welcome suggestions as to 

suitable alternatives.  

 

Llangattock Lingoed 

 

1.3. The working group considered the current warding arrangements for the Llangattock Lingoed 

ward. The group believe that the Llangattock Lingoed area is a unique and isolated village which 

requires its own representation within a community, however, the group were unclear as to 

which community the Llangattock Lingoed ward should be situated.  

 

The group considered the access arrangements to Llangattock Lingoed from the Grosmont ward 

in which it is currently situated and concluded that the only access arrangements to the village 

are through the adjoining communities of Crucorney or Llantilio Crossenny. However, the 

working group are unaware of any issues that the current arrangements cause and given the 

historical links between Llangattock Lingoed and Grosmont the group propose to retain the 

Llangattock Lingoed ward within the community of Grosmont. 

 

The western boundary of Llangattock Lingoed will be altered as the boundary currently follows 

Great Park Road and divides properties on that road between two communities. The working 

group propose moving the boundary to the west incorporating all properties along this road into 

the Grosmont community.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 
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16. The working group propose no amendment to the community and community ward names of 

Grosmont but welcome representations as to more suitable names.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 
 

17. The working group consider the Grosmont community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Whilst the working group understand that the community of Grosmont is less than the ideal 1,000 

electors for a community as per the Terms of Reference for this review, the group consider the 

sparsely populated natural geography and channels of communication within the area lend itself 

to requiring its own community. Additionally, any further amalgamation of the community with its 

neighbours would result in the community be geographically large and difficult to represent 

effectively.  

 

As per the Terms of Reference, it was agreed that a community must be represented by a minimum 

of seven councillors in order to conduct their business effectively. To that end, the Grosmont 

community will be represented by seven councillors rather than four as per the above ratio.  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Grosmont 463 5 

Llangattock Lingoed 89 2 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Grosmont.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from the County Councillor for Crucorney who represents the 

community of Grosmont and summarised;  

 The community is cohesive achieved through its long traditions with Llanvetherine and 

Llangattock Lingoed Churches.  

 Little development within the area to justify change 

 Llangattock Lingoed and Llanvetherine farms and properties are neighbouring with 

Llangattock Lingoed residents passing through Llanvetherine to go to Abergavenny. 

Llanvetherine residents go to Hunters Moon pub in Llangattock Lingoed.  

 Proved difficult to get a councillor for Llangattock Lingoed let alone two.  

 Llangua deserves representation from within, not tagged on to Grosmont.  

 Little interaction between Llanvetherine and Skenfrith.  

 



 

P a g e  | 50 

9.1 Representations were also received from Grosmont Community Council similar to the 

representation from the County Councillor for the area.  

 

Final Proposal 
 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons contained in the 

draft proposals above.  

 

10.1 The working group reviewed the representations received in line with the proposals and for the 

reasons contained in the proposals for the communities of Llangattock Vibon Avel and Llantilio 

Crossenny believe that the draft proposals provide the best outcome for the community 

arrangements. The working group understand the historical links between Llangattock Lingoed 

and Llanvetherine from the representations it has received, however there is no representations 

providing any link between Llanvetherine and the Grosmont community and given the B4521 

runs directly through Llanvetherine linking it with Abergavenny and Skenfrith, it is for this reason 

the group are satisfied with the proposal.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Grosmont 
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Community of Gwehelog Fawr  
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Gwehelog consist of three wards, Gwehelog, Trostre 

and Kemeys Commander. The community has a total electorate of 384 and is represented by 

seven community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Gwehelog & Llancayo 265 4 

Kemeys Commander 34 1 

Trostre 85 2 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The working group consider key features within the community of Gwehelog Fawr to be the River 

Usk, the B4598 and Usk Road.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There are no developments within the Gwehelog Fawr community that would significantly alter 

the current electorate.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Gwehelog Fawr Community Council submitted a representation that can be summarised as 

follows:  

 The council doesn’t understand the purpose of the review as any reduction in councillors 

does not result in any cost saving benefit and will result in less representation for the 

electorate in the community 

 The council gave an illustration of Llanbadoc community being merged with Gwehelog to 

meet the requirement of 1,000 electors per community but state that this instance would 

be in direct opposition to the Government philosophy to enable localism and public 

participation. 

 The council wish to oppose any reduction in the current level of representation.  

 

Recommendations 

 

5. Upon reviewing the community of Gwehelog Fawr the working group queried the link between 

the east and west side of the community given that the main channel of communication through 

the community is via the B4598 and Usk Road which require electors from within this community 

to travel through the adjoining Usk community before reaching either side. Whilst there is a 

narrow single track lane that adjoins Gwehelog and Llancayo, the group doesn’t consider this a 
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strong link between each side of the community. Additionally, due to the River Usk and the A449 

surrounding the community of Gwehelog there is little scope to alter the community in anyway.  

 

5.1. Having regard to the above, the working group propose that the community of Gwehelog is 

disbanded with the area split into two wards following the Usk Road and B4598 which incorporate 

the west and east side of the existing community.  

 

5.2. The eastern ward, which will be named the Gwehelog ward, will incorporate much of the area of 

the existing ward up to the edge of Llancayo wood and will form part of the Raglan community. 

The group consider that the Gwehelog area has stronger links and channels of communication 

with the community of Raglan via Usk Road than it does with the remainder of the existing 

community of Gwehelog.  

 

5.3. The western ward, which will be named Kemeys Commander and Llancayo, will run north to south 

through the existing Gwehelog Fawr community incorporating the area of, and including, 

Llancayo and Trostre wood. This ward will be included in the Llanarth community given the links 

between Trostre and Kemeys Commander with Bettws Newydd.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 
 

6. For the proposed electoral arrangements for these wards please see the respective communities 

the wards are now situated within.  

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

7. Representations were received from Gwehelog Community Council providing the below notes: 

 The council believe the main channel of communication within the community is the R61 

Llancayo Road running east to west through the community 

 Kemeys Commander has stronger links with Trostre and Gwehelog than with Bettws 

Newydd of Llanarth 

 Proposals to the boundary between Raglan and Gwehelog as well as proposing to 

incorporate Clytha ward of Llanarth into Gwehelog Community 

 A number of social and cultural links within the area 

 Difference between the community of Raglan and Gwehelog 

 

8. Representation was also received from the Member of Parliament raising concerns of Gwehelog 

community being disbanded. 

 

9. Representation from Llanarth Community Council supported the movement of Kemeys 

Commander and Llancayo into its community and provide a number of links as to how the areas 

are connected.  

 

Final Proposal 
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10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons contained in the 

draft proposals.  

 

10.1 Whilst the working group understand the concerns of the community in that the Gwehelog ward 

has different characteristics to Raglan, the group believe that those characteristics are only 

different to the Raglan ward of the Raglan community, which has rural areas within its current 

boundary that are similar to the Gwehelog ward.  

 

10.2 Additionally, to give the rural wards a stronger voice on the council, it is proposed that the 

Llandenny and Gwehelog wards of the council have two councillors rather than the proposed 

single member representation.   
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Community of Llangybi Fawr & Llanhennock  
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Llangybi Fawr consist of three wards, Llangybi, Coed-Y-

Paen and Llandegfedd. The community has a total electorate of 740 and is represented by nine 

community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Coed-Y-Paen 116 2 

Llandegfedd 153 2 

Llangybi 471 5 

 

The current community arrangements in Llanhennock consist of three wards, Llangattock Nigh 

Caerleon, Llanhennock and Tredunnock. The community has a total electorate of 413 and is 

represented by eight community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors 

is as follows: 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llangattock Nigh Caerleon 96 2 

Llanhennock 162 3 

Tredunnock 155 3 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The western boundary of both communities and southern boundary of Llanhennock is the 

external boundary of the local authority which is not being considered as part of this review. The 

eastern boundary of both communities follows the River Usk.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. There are no developments planned within the communities of Llangybi Fawr and Llanhennock 

that would significantly alter the existing electorate.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Llangybi Fawr submitted a representation stating that the current arrangements are accepted, 

manageable and well understood by the three communities. The council wish for consideration 

to be given to the geographical spread of the wards within its communities and the distance 

needed to travel for meetings and site visits. The Council wish to retain the existing arrangements 

in boundaries and elected members and feel that any reduction in representation would impact 

on the council’s effectiveness to carry out its duties.  

 

4.1. No representation was received from Llanhennock community council.  
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Recommendations 

 

External Boundaries 

 

5. The working group reviewed the current arrangements for the Llangybi Fawr community and felt 

that both Llanhennock and Llangybi Fawr communities should be merged to create a larger 

Llangybi Fawr community and therefore both communities have been reviewed together. 

 

When considering the communities, the working group identified that the main road access 

between many of the wards of both communities centre on an area near the Cwrt Bleddyn Hotel 

with easy access north to Llangybi, east to Tredunnock, south to Llanhennock and west to 

Llandegveth creating a central point which covers both communities lending itself to the decision 

to merge the two communities.  

 

Whilst the working group accept the representation from Llangybi Fawr Community Council in 

that geographically the community area is already quite large for members to conduct their 

business, the proposed community would not be the largest community in Monmouthshire. 

Having a central focal point as mentioned above with good road access to other areas of the 

community would enable councillors to carry out their role as councillor relatively easily 

compared to other communities with similar geography.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

6. The working group propose no change to the internal wards of both communities. As mentioned 

above, the working group accept that the villages of the communities are geographically separate 

from each other but well linked via the roads crossing through the community. Therefore the 

working group are keen to ensure that whilst the community itself may be increase geographically, 

that there is still local representation for the individual villages of the community.  

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

7. The working group propose that the merged community is to be called Llangybi Fawr. The working 

group propose no change to the ward names of the community and therefore there will be six 

wards within the new Llangybi Fawr community of Coed-Y-Paen, Llandegfedd, Llangybi, 

Llangattock Nigh Caerleon, Llanhennock and Tredunnock.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 
 

8. The working group consider the Llangybi Fawr community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 
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Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Coed-Y-Paen 116 1 

Llandegfedd 153 1 

Llangybi 471 3 

Llangattock Nigh Caerleon 96 1 

Llanhennock 162 1 

Tredunnock 155 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

9. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Llangybi Fawr.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

10. Representation was received from Llantrisant Community Council opposing the amalgamation 

with Llangybi Community Council on the following basis: 

 Acknowledges a lower level of representation than in other areas within its community 

but believes the current arrangements and experience of members represent the 

community effectively 

 Consider an amalgamation would have a detrimental effect on the representation that 

its residents experience under the current arrangements 

 

10.1 Andrew Wilkinson also submitted representation stating that the wider remit and future of 

Community Councils should be clear and understood as well as concerns around the reduction 

in councillor numbers.  

 

10.2 Patrick Harkness submitted representation questioning the rationale and logic for the merging 

of communities as well as query the future proposals and responsibilities for community 

councils.  

 

11. Llangybi Community Council also submitted representations objecting to the proposal for 

amalgamation on the following points:  

 Questioned timing of the review given uncertain future of community responsibility and 

devolved services 

 Feel that the level of representation within the community is unfair and does not suit 

the area 

 Note a proposal for ten additional dwellings in the Llangybi ward 

 Provide example of 7 meetings outside the council that members attend to represent 

the community and programmes of work undertaken by the community.  

 

11.1 Representation was also received from the Coed Y Paen Residents Association requesting that 

two members are retained for the ward and that a male/female gender balance of 
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representation it offers residents options when raising issues. Also raises concerns about lack 

of representation due to holidays and merging with Llanhennock.  

 

Final Proposal 
 

12. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons contained in the 

draft proposals. The proposals for the community in terms of representation are in line with the 

Terms of Reference which all communities were consulted upon, and would ensure parity   

amongst all communities as well as provide a basis for reviewing future representation should 

further developments be proposed in the community.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Llangybi Fawr 
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Community of Llanarth 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Llanarth consist of four wards, Bryngwyn, Clytha, Llanarth 

and Llanvapley. The community has a total electorate of 684 and is represented by 10 community 

councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Bryngwyn 209 3 

Clytha 220 3 

Llanarth 145 2 

Llanvapley 110 2 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 
 

2. The working group consider prominent features within the Llanarth Community include the A40 

and B4233 roads.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. There is no additional development within the community of Llanarth that would alter the current 

arrangements.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Llanarth community council submitted a representation in respect of their area requesting no 

changes are made to the existing arrangements and made the following points:  

 Llanarth fawr is a very large and rural area with a number of small villages dotted amongst 

its farming landscape 

 The special topography and geography of the area requires commitment from its council 

and councillors which is capably fulfilled by both parties and have been key stakeholders 

in a number of the issues in the area including the cattle market, a solar panel farm in 

Llanvapley and a number of affordable housing within the area.  

 If the area the council had to cover was to increase then the representation would not 

be as effective as it currently is due to the nature of the area.  

 Councillors pride themselves on being active members of the community and work 

tirelessly to represent the area. Examples include investing in community projects and 

holding community consultations. 

 Vacancies that occur on the community council are quickly filled by enthusiastic local 

residents.  

 All of the above points ensure that whilst Llanarth is an isolated area, it ensures its 

resident have a voice at local government level.  
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Recommendations 

 

External Boundaries 

 

5. The working group considered the existing arrangements for the Llanarth area and concluded 

that little change is necessary for the community. They did however query the positioning of the 

Llanvapley ward within the community of Llanarth.  

 

As with the proposals for the Llantilio Crossenny and Llangattock Vibon Avel communities, the 

main channels of communication through those communities are the B4521 and B4233, of which 

the village of Llanvapley is situated. The group identified there is road access from the village of 

Llanvapley to the village of Llandewi Rhydderch however this is situated in the current Llanover 

community and not the community of Llanarth. Therefore, in order for residents of Llanvapley to 

access the remaining wards of Llanarth they need to travel via an adjoining community before 

arriving within the community of Llanarth and question why this ward forms part of the 

community of Llanarth. 

 

The group therefore propose that the ward of Llanvapley is included in the community of Llanover 

(proposed as the Little Sgyrrid community). The B4233 runs through the Llandewi Rhydderch 

ward linking the Llanover community with Llanvapley as well as being linked directly via a road 

from Llanvapley. As stated above, residents currently need to travel via the Llanover community 

or Llantilio Crossenny community to access the Llanarth community and as such the group 

consider there to be a stronger link to the community of Llanover than to the current Llanarth 

community and ensures consistency with the proposals for this community and that of Llantilio 

Crossenny.  

 

5.1. The group also recommend amending the eastern boundary of the Llanarth community where it 

adjoins Llandewi Rhydderch and Llangattock Nigh Usk. The current boundary roughly follows a 

road around Coed Morgan farm however a number of properties that appear to have similar links 

are separated to different communities by the current boundary. It is therefore proposed that 

the boundary is amended to bring all these properties together in to the Llandewi Rhydderch 

ward which they appear most closely associated with. To that end it is proposed that the 

boundary between these wards is amended to follow the path eastwards of The Cochyn where it 

will follow the edge of Little Coed Y Gelli wood and Coed Y Geilli Dingle. At the bottom of the 

wood the boundary will return west along the field boundaries to join up with the existing 

community boundary south of Lower Coed Morgan. These proposals ensure that Coed Morgan 

Cottage, Coed Morgan Farm and Lower Coed Morgan, as well as properties surrounding these, 

are all contained within a single community.  

 

It is also proposed that the boundary between Llanarth and Llangattock Nigh Usk is amended to 

include Pwll-Yr-Hywad within the Llanarth ward rather than the Llangattock Nigh Usk ward.  

 

5.2. Another area requiring amendment is the external boundary between the Bryngwyn ward and 

Penrhos ward of the current Llantiio Crossenny community. The current boundary divides the 

two communities by following a stream however, the stream divides a couple of similar 
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properties within the area namely, Millbrook, Millbrook Farm and Millbrook Cottage. A new 

boundary incorporating all these properties within a single ward is proposed with the boundary 

leaving the eastern boundary south of Clawdd Wood and following a track to the north of Pen-y-

lan wood. The boundary will then cross the road and join the stream west of Millbrook Cottage.  

 

5.3. It is also proposed to amend the external boundary in the Rhiw-Las area between Raglan, 

Bryngwyn and Clytha wards. Currently the boundary follows a stream and road splitting 

properties in the same area into three separate wards. Additionally, the property Rhiw-Las Mill is 

in the Bryngwyn ward of Llanarth whilst all other properties associated with Rhiw-Las are in the 

Raglan ward. The group propose amending the boundary in this area to follow field boundaries 

to join up with the existing external boundary following the stream so that the properties Rhiw-

Las Mill and all outbuildings associated with Merry Stream Barn are contained within a single 

ward of the community of Raglan.  

 

5.4. Due to the Gwehelog Fawr community being disbanded, the proposed ward of Kemeys 

Commander and Llancayo, which will run north to south through the existing Gwehelog Fawr 

community incorporating the area of, and including, Llancayo and Trostre wood, will be 

incorporated into the Llanarth Fawr Community.   

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

5.5. The working group considered the arrangements between the Llanarth and Clytha wards and 

propose an amendment to the boundary between the two areas. The current boundary follows 

the Clawdd Brook from the edge of the community boundary near the A40 and intersects the 

ward east to west. The working group consider that a new boundary that follows the road south 

of the A40 between Bryngwyn and Llanvihangel Gobion may be a more suitable boundary for the 

community that ensures properties with close connections and common links either side of the 

A40 are contained within a single ward. Additionally, the road between Bryngwyn and 

Llanvihangel Gobion provides a natural intersection in the community between the north and 

south areas, as well as being the main channel of communication to join the remainder of the 

community with the Brynwgwyn village.  

 

5.6. The group propose no other changes to the internal boundaries of the wards other than those 

changes to the external boundary stated in 5.1 and 5.3 above.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Boundaries 

 

6. The group propose to continue with the same community and community ward names as 

currently exist however we welcome recommendations for any suitable alternatives.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Llanarth community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above 
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changes to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Whilst the working group understand that the community of Llanarth is less than the ideal 1,000 

electors for a community as per the Terms of Reference for this review, the group consider the 

sparsely populated natural geography and channels of communication within the area lend itself 

to requiring its own community.  

 

As per the Terms of Reference, it was agreed that a community must be represented by a 

minimum of seven councillors in order to conduct their business effectively. To that end, the 

Llanarth community will be represented by seven councillors rather than four as per the above 

ratio.  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Bryngwyn 206 2 

Clytha 123 1 

Llanarth 232 3 

Kemeys Commander & 
Llancayo 

161 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Llanarth.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from Llanarth Community Council and noted the following points:  

 Objected to the proposal to lose Llanvapley ward from within its community and consider 

Llanvapley to be more associated to Llantilio Crossenny or Llanarth than with the 

remaining Llanover community 

 Support moving Kemeys Commander and Llancayo into the Llanarth community 

 Object to the movement of Rhiw-Las outside its remit due to many planning and highways 

issues associated with the area 

 Proposed own scheme for representation. 

 Attendees at the public seminars for the draft proposals noted that currently Clytha Arms 

and Clytha House are not situated in the Clytha ward.  

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals. 

 

10.1   The working group however noted the comments received at the public constultation session 

in relation to the boundary for Clytha with Clytha House and Clytha House not being situated in 
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the ward. To that end, the working group propose that the boundary for Clytha is moved from 

its existing boundary of following Clytha Road to following the A40 intersecting the ward. The 

proposals would result in a minimal electoral increase in the Clytha ward but does not warrant 

amending the representation proposed in the draft proposals.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Llanarth  
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Community of Llanbadoc  
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Llanbadoc consist of three wards, Glascoed, Llanbadoc 

and Monkswood. The community has a total electorate of 671 and is represented by 10 

community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Glascoed 221 3 

Llanbadoc 205 4 

Monkswood 245 3 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The western boundary of the community of Llanbadoc is the local authority boundary and is not 

being considered as part of this review. The community is surrounded to the north and east by 

the River Usk and the A472 provides a key channel of communication running east to west 

through the community.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There is no additional development within the community of Llanbadoc that would alter the 

current arrangements.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Llanbadoc Community Council submitted a detailed representation regarding the arrangements 

within the community. In summary they state:  

 All three wards of the community are densely populated with no central focus point which 

makes consultation and keeping in touch difficult.  

 The community council gave examples of unique features within the community 

 The council gave examples of two areas where the boundaries can be amended for 

improvement 

 The council provided an argument for retaining the existing arrangements namely that the 

lack of focal point in each community make effective representation more challenging and 

time consuming. The special features of the community lead to a complex and more 

demanding workload and the current ten councillors is required to meet those demands. The 

current council works effectively and proactively and are streamlining processes which 

require the current number of councillors to make those changes work. There are minimal 

cost implications regarding the number of councillors who give their time freely and rarely 

claim expenses.  

 

Proposed Boundary Map of Llanarth (South) 
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Recommendations 

 

External Boundary 

 

5. The working group considered the community arrangements for the Llanbadoc community and 

given the natural feature of the River Usk surrounding much of the community to the east and 

north as well as the local authority boundary to much of the west of the community, the working 

group propose little change to the external community boundary. However, when reviewing the 

community of Goetre Fawr, the working group considered that the village of Little Mill should be 

included in the community of Llanbadoc and not Goetre Fawr. The Little Mill village is currently 

situated in the Mamhilad ward of Goetre Fawr Community however it has very little links with 

the remainder of the ward due to the intersection of the A4042. The group believe that given the 

link Little Mill has with the wards of Llanbadoc along the A472, that the village should be 

incorporated into the community of Llanbadoc as its own ward with the western boundary being 

the railway adjacent to the A4042 except for Ty Draw Farm which will be incorporated into the 

Little Mill ward due to the access via Ty Draw Lane.  

 

5.1. Within the representation submitted by Llanbadoc Community Council, they reference 

Penpedairheol Farm as being better suited to the Llanbadoc community rather than its current 

community of Goetre as every other property situated on its road falls within the Llanbadoc 

community. The working group see no reason to object to this proposal and provided no 

objection to it is received will include the amendment in the final proposals.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

Glascoed, Monkswood and Llanbadoc 

 

5.2. The working group propose no change to the current boundaries of these three wards other than 

the potential change to be included in the final proposals at 5.1 above.  

 

5.3. In their representation, Llanbadoc Community Council wish to amend the boundary of Glascoed 

so that Honeywell Cottage and Oak Ridge are included in the Llanbadoc ward and not Glascoed. 

These properties are currently situated within the Llanbadoc ward boundary but incorrectly 

allocated on the electoral register. The electoral roll will be amended to reflect this change upon 

its publication on the 10th March 2014.  

 

Little Mill 

 

5.4. The Little Mill ward will be the area to the west of the railway line adjacent to the A4042, except 

for Ty Draw farm, to the existing external community boundary of Goetre Fawr.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 
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6. The working group propose no change to the community and community ward names of 

Llanbadoc other than the creation of the new Little Mill ward within the community. The working 

group welcome receipt of representation as to more suitable alternative names for the 

community.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Llanbadoc community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Glascoed 221 1 

Llanbadoc 205 1 

Monkswood 245 2 

Little Mill 414 3 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Llanbadoc.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from Llanbadoc Community Council and noted the following 

points 

 Pleased to note inclusion of Penpedairheol Farm moving into Llanbadoc from Goetre.  

 Suggest Honeywell Cottage and Oak Ridge be moved from Glascoed ward into Llanbadoc 

ward 

 Open minded to inclusion of Little Mill into Llanbadoc and can see the logic for the 

proposal 

 Concerns regarding the reduction in number of councillors and a detailed rationale of the 

need for additional councillors due to the workload of the council.  

 

10. Representation was received from Goetre Fawr Community Council which noted the following 

points:  

 The community council believe that Goetre and Little Mill interact in many ways through 

schools, sports clubs, nursery care and pensioner clubs.  

 Unaware of connections to Llanbadoc or Llanover other than roads connecting the 

villages.  

 

Final Proposal 
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11. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals. 

 

11.1 The working group confirm that the proposal for Penpedairheol Farm to move into the Llanbadoc 

Community from the Goetre Fawr Community, included in the initial reponse from Llanbadoc 

Community Council received no objections and therefore the property will be included in the 

Monkswood ward of the community of Llanbadoc. The new boundary will continue to run north 

along the boundary of the property where it currently turns west to join back up with Rumble 

Street and follow the rear boundary of Royal Oak Cottage up to the road before joining up with 

the existing boundary.  

 

11.2 Additionally, the working group considered the detailed response from Llanbadoc Community 

Council regarding the Councils workload and therefore propose an increase of one councillor in 

each of the single member wards. The new arrangements will therefore be as below:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Glascoed 221 2 

Llanbadoc 205 2 

Monkswood 245 2 

Little Mill 414 3 
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Proposed Boundary Map of Llanbadoc 

Proposed Boundary Map of Llanbadoc 
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Community of Llanelly 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Llanelly consist of three wards, Clydach, Darrenfelin and 

Gilwern. The community has a total electorate of 3261 and is represented by 14 community 

councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Clydach 549 2 

Darrenfelin 502 2 

Gilwern 2210 10 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. Much of the external boundary of the community of Llanelly is the external local authority 

boundary which cannot be considered as part of this review. Natural boundaries within the 

community of Llanelly are the A465, River Clydach and River Usk.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There is no additional development within the community of Llanelly that would significantly alter 

the current electorate.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. No representations were received in relation to the current arrangements for the community of 

Llanelly.  

 

Recommendations 
 

External Boundary 

 

5. The group propose little change to the external boundary of the community of Llanelly. The 

working group considered the current arrangements suitable and fit for purpose with the area 

uniquely separated from the rest of Monmouthshire due to the River Usk and Gilwern Hill.  

 

5.1. The working group however identified an anomaly along the boundary between the community 

of Llanelly and Llanfoist around Ty Pwll Farm, Twyn Allwys Road, Govilon. Whilst the property has 

a Govilon address, the access to Ty Pwll Farm adjoins properties along Ty Gwyn Road and it 

appears this property shares a common link with these properties in Gilwern than it does with 

the rest of the community of Llanfoist. It is therefore proposed that the boundary in this area is 

re-aligned to include Ty Pwll Farm in the community of Llanfoist.  
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Internal Boundary 

 

Darrenfelin 

 

5.2. The working group propose no change to the boundary of Darrenfelin.  

 

Clydach and Gilwern 

 

5.3. The group propose a change to the eastern boundary that separates the communities of Gilwern 

and Clydach. The current boundary follows the road in two areas at Church Road and Lower 

Station Road and in doing so splits the properties along these roads into two separate wards 

which is contrary to the Terms of Reference for this review.  

 

In order to follow natural boundaries and ensure effective and convenient local government is 

established from the proposals the working group propose to amend the boundary to follow the 

Nant Dyer stream rather than follow Lower Station Road. It will follow the stream northwards to 

the River Clydach and will continue to follow this northward until it reaches the A465. It will then 

double back on itself and follow a stream on the opposite side of the A465 and intersect Church 

Road east to west, rather than north to south, just above the property Ger-Y-Nant. The boundary 

will then follow the stream and the contour of the land between Main Road and Cwmro Road 

until it joins up with the external boundary of the community.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The working group propose no change to the name of the community of Llanelly and the wards 

contained within it.  

 

6.1. It was requested however that a recommendation is made to the Local Government Boundary 

Commission for Wales when reviewing the electoral arrangements to ensure that the Llanelly Hill 

Electoral Division which encompasses the community of Llanelly is renamed to just Llanelly in line 

with the community.  

 

Proposed Community Electoral Arrangements 

7. The working group consider the Llanelly community to fall within the mixed category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 250 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Clydach 452 2 

Darrenfelin 502 2 

Gilwern 2307 9 
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Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Llanelly.  

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. No representation was received in relation to the Llanelly Community. 

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons contained in the 

draft proposals.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Llanelly 
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Community of Llanfoist Fawr 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Llanfoist Fawr consist of four wards, Llanfoist, Llanellen, 

Llanwenarth Citra and Llanwenarth Ultra. The community has a total electorate of 2716 and is 

represented by 12 community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is 

as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llanellen 411 2 

Llanfoist 1026 3 

Llanwenarth Citra 139 1 

Llanwenarth Ultra 1140 6 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 
 

2. The working group consider there to be a number of natural boundaries within the community 

of Llanfoist including the A465, A4042, A40 and the railway adjacent to the A40 as well as the 

Blorenge mountain.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. It is forecast that the electorate within the Llanfoist ward will increase by 542 to 1568 due to 

developments at various sites within the ward.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Representation was received from Llanfoist Community Council in relation to its community 

arrangements. On the whole, the community council wish for the current arrangements to 

remain in place with an increase to the number of councillors representing the Llanfoist ward 

from 3 to 6.  

 

4.1. Abergavenny Town Council submitted representation proposing that the Llanfoist ward and 

Llanwenarth Citra ward be merged in to the community of Abergavenny due to the need for 

communities to be fit for purpose and be large enough to take advantage of economies of scale.  

 

4.2. Llanfoist Community Council submitted a secondary representation in response to the proposal 

put forward by Abergavenny Town Council and, in summary, highlighted the following reasons as 

to why the areas should not be merged:  

 That Llanfoist is geographically separate from Abergavenny with the River Usk forming an 

obvious boundary 
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 That the proposed increase in population will ensure that the Llanfoist community 

remains a viable and extremely effective community with members who have developed 

a good relationship with the electorate 

 It would be detrimental to the identity of Llanfoist to merge with Abergavenny as the 

needs of the Llanfoist as a rural community are very different to those of the town 

 

4.3. The working group also attended a meeting of Llanfoist Community Council to better understand 

the concerns and nature of the community to assist them in the review process.  

 

Recommendations 

 

External Boundaries 

 

5. The working group considered the current arrangements for the community of Llanfoist and 

considered the representations that had been received in relation to this review. As stated in the 

proposals for Abergavenny, the working group do not concur with the proposals from 

Abergavenny Town Council that the Llanfoist ward should be merged with its community. The 

group consider that the River Usk and A465 act as two distinct natural boundaries that separate 

the community areas of Llanfoist and Abergavenny.  

 

5.1. Taking in to consideration the use of the River Usk as a natural boundary between the two 

communities, the Llanwenarth Citra ward currently of the Llanfoist community is situated north 

of the river adjacent to the community of Abergavenny. Whilst there is a small bridge crossing 

the river, the bridge is situated in the Gilwern ward and requires electors to leave 

Monmouthshire, enter Powys and return to Monmouthshire to access the Llanwenarth Citra 

ward. The main channel of communication for residents in the Llanwenarth Citra ward is along 

the A40. In order for residents to reach the community of Llanfoist they need to travel through 

the community of Abergavenny.  

 

For the above reasons the working group propose that the Llanwenarth Citra ward forms part of 

the community of Abergavenny. Whilst the representation from Llanfoist refer to an historic link 

between Llanwenarth Citra and the remainder of the community of Llanfoist, the working group 

consider that the current channels of communication via the A40 provide a strong link between 

this ward and the community of Abergavenny.  

 

The working group accept the representation from Llanfoist community council that the 

Llanwenarth Citra ward is a rural ward and not an urban town area and therefore propose to 

retain the Llanwenarth Citra ward as a separate ward of the community with its own 

representation. The working group noted however, that whilst Llanwenarth Citra is a rural ward, 

it does share characteristics and links with the Cantref ward of the community of Abergavenny in 

relation to the Sugar Loaf and strengthens the link between Llanwenarth Citra and the community 

of Abergavenny.  

 

5.2. The working group also considered the eastern boundary of the community of Llanfoist that 

follows the River Usk south from the A465. The group consider that the area along the A4042 
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south of the Hardwick roundabout to Llanellen should be included in the community of Llanfoist 

and not the community of Llanover, given its strong links and channel of communication along 

the A4042. As stated in the proposal for the community of Abergavenny, it is proposed that the 

external boundary of the community of Abergavenny is amended to follow the railway line. The 

group therefore propose that the eastern boundary of the community of Llanfoist is amended to 

continue following the railway south from the Hardwick roundabout and re-join the River Usk 

near the Glan Usk estate.  

 

5.3. The group also considered the arrangements for the Llanwenarth Ultra ward of the Llanfoist 

community. With the Llanwenarth Ultra ward being the most populated ward within the 

community of Llanfoist and separated from the community of Llanfoist along the B4246, the 

group considered the potential for the Llanwenarth Ultra ward to have its own community. The 

Terms of Reference for this review identified a minimum of 1,000 electors within a community 

and the current Llanwenarth Ultra ward currently has an electorate of 1,140. Whilst the group 

acknowledge the link between the wards of Llanfoist and Llanwenarth Ultra along the B4246, 

both villages are situated either side of the Blorenge mountain with enough of a ‘no mans land’ 

situated between the communities to justify a seperation. Additionally, access to the village of 

Govilon has been eased by the development of the A465 with a secondary access to the village 

available from this road as well as through Llanfoist via the B4246.  

 

Taking the above in to consideration the working group propose that the Llanwenarth Ultra ward 

be removed from the community of Llanfoist to create its own community. The community 

should be classed as a ‘mixed’ community given the urban area around the village of Govilon but 

rural areas around the Blorenge. However under a mixed ratio banding there would not be the 

sufficient seven councillors required to create the community when implementing the ratio to 

the electors within the community. The group therefore propose that the minimum seven 

councillors will represent the new community giving a ratio of 1:163. Whilst this is close to the 

rural banding, the group believe that the unique geographic location of the ward, as well as the 

significant number of electors residing in the community, justify the deviation from the Terms of 

Reference in creating its own community. The group propose a new name for the community of 

Govilon but welcome recommendations for suitable alternative names for the community.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

Llanellen 

 

5.4. The working group considered the current boundaries for the Llanellen ward and believe that the 

existing arrangements are fit for purpose apart from the amendments to the eastern boundary 

as stated in 5.2 above.  

 

Llanfoist 

 

5.5. The working group considered the current arrangements for the Llanfoist ward in conjunction 

with the representations received for the ward and concur that the ward should not be merged 

with the community of Abergavenny as stated in 5. above. The western boundary between 
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Llanfoist and Llanwenarth Ultra has been amended to follow the Monmouthshire and Brecon 

Canal and provide a clear boundary, following natural features, between the two areas.  

 

Llanwenarth Citra 

 

5.6. The group propose that the Llanwenarth Citra ward forms part of the community of Abergavenny. 

See section 5 of the Abergavenny Community for further information.  

 

Llanwenarth Ultra 

 

5.7. The working group considered the existing arrangements for the Llanwenarth Ultra ward and 

consider that the ward should be separate from the community of Llanfoist to form its own 

community (see parapgraph 5.3 above for further information).  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The group propose no amendment to the community name of Llanfoist and the wards Llanfoist, 

Llanellen and Llanwenarth Citra.  

 

It is proposed to amend the name of the new community for the Llanwenarth Ultra ward to 

Govilon however the working group welcome recommendations to more suitable alternatives.  

 

Proposed community electoral arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider both Llanfoist and Govilon communities to fall within the mixed 

category for elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 250 electors per councillor. The 

above changes to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements 

for the community. 

 

As per the Terms of Reference, it was agreed that a community must be represented by a 

minimum of seven councillors in order to conduct their business effectively. To that end, the 

Govilon community will be represented by seven councillors rather than five as per the above 

ratio.  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llanellen 418 2 

Llanfoist 1568 6 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Govilon 1140 7 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Llanfoist and 

Govilon 
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Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representation was received from Llanfoist Community Council detailed the following:  

 Provided an overview of the current arrangements and responsibilities the community 

undertake for each ward, included ownership and maintenance of assests in Govilon that 

are currently the responsibility of Llanfoist Fawr Community Council 

 Object to the proposals to separate Govilon and Llanfoist into separate communities due 

to the costs associated with running separate councils and potential increase in precept 

to residents.  

 Proposed a new scheme of electoral arrangements for the community 

 Object to the proposal for Llanwenarth Citra to be included in the Abergavenny 

community 

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously agree to repeal the decision to separate Govilon and Llanfoist and propose to 

maintain the current arrangements of the wards forming part of the Llanfoist Fawr Community 

Council. The working group believed that the separation met the requirements of the Terms of 

Reference in establishing a new community and understood the logic behind the proposal but are 

content with the representation received in opposing the proposal from the community council 

to retain the current arrangements.  

 

10.1 All other details in the draft proposals including the proposal to remove Llanwenarth Citra and 

any amendements to boundaries are approved as the final proposals for the Llanfoist community.  

 

10.2 Given that Govilon will be retained in the community of Llanfoist, the new electoral arrangements 

are proposed as below in line with the Terms of Reference for the review:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llanellen 418 2 

Llanfoist 1568 6 

Govilon 1140 5 
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Proposed Boundary Map of Llanfoist 
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Proposed Boundary Map of Govilon 
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Community of Llangattock Vibon Avel – See Llantilio Crossenny 
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Community of Llangwm – See Llantrisant Fawr 
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Community of Llanhennock  - See Llangybi Fawr 
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Community of Llanover 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Llanover consist of four wards, Llanddewi Rhydderch, 

Llanfair Cilgydyn, Llangattock-Nigh-Usk and Llanover. The community has a total electorate of 

1128 and is represented by twelve community councillors. The electorate per ward and number 

of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llanddewi Rhydderch 321 3 

Llanfair Cilgydyn 179 2 

Llangattock-Nigh-Usk 387 4 

Llanover 241 3 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 
 

2. The working group consider prominent boundaries within the Llanover community as being the 

A40, A4042 and B4233 roads as well as the River Usk and Railway adjacent to the A40.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There are no significant developments proposed within the community of Llanover that would 

significantly alter the current level of electorate.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Representation was received from Llanover community stating their objection to the review as a 

‘waste of time and money’ and that ‘any changes made would be for change’s sake’. They stated 

the ‘present situation works well’ and advised the working group to ‘leave well alone’.  

 

Recommendations 
 

External Boundary 

 

5. The working group considered the existing arrangements for the community of Llanover and 

queried the link between some of the wards of the community. The group couldn’t establish a 

link between the Llanover ward and, in particular, the wards of Llangattock-Nigh-Usk and 

Llandewi Rhydderch given that they are divided by the A40. Additionally, the A4042 is a 

prominent channel of communication that links the Llanover ward to the community of Llanfoist 

to the north and Goetre to the South.  

 

The working group therefore propose that the community ward of Llanover should be 

incorporated into the community of Goetre Fawr (Proposed as Goetre Wharf). The group 
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consider the A4042 provides a stronger channel of communication between Llanover and Goetre 

than Llanover currently has with the remaining wards of the Llanover Community.  

 

5.1. The group also propose to amend the boundary that currently divides Goetre and Llanfair 

Kilgeddin near Nant-Y-Derry. The current boundary follows a stream adjacent to Chain Bridge 

Road however this places a number of properties, Lower Pen-Twyn Farm & Lower House Farm 

which have clear links to Nant-Y-Derry, into the Llanfair Kilgeddin ward. It is therefore proposed 

that the boundary in this area is amended to follow field boundaries around these properties 

incorporating them in to the Nant-Y-Derry ward of Goetre Fawr.  

 

5.2. The group considered the eastern boundary of the community of Llanfoist that follows the River 

Usk south from the A465. The group consider that the area along the A4042 south of the Hardwick 

roundabout to Llanellen should be included in the community of Llanfoist and not the community 

of Llanover, given its strong links and channel of communication along the A4042. As stated in 

the representation for the community of Abergavenny, it is proposed that the external boundary 

of the community of Abergavenny is amended to follow the railway line. The group therefore 

propose that the western boundary of the community of Llanover is amended to continue 

following the railway south from the Hardwick roundabout and re-join the River Usk near the 

Glan Usk estate.  

 

5.3. The group also recommend amending the eastern boundary of the Llanover community where it 

adjoins Llanarth. The current boundary roughly follows a road around Coed Morgan farm 

however a number of properties that appear to have similar links are separated to different 

communities by the current boundary. It is therefore proposed that the boundary is amended to 

bring all these properties together in to the Llandewi Rhydderch ward which they appear most 

closely associated with. To that end it is proposed that the boundary between these wards is 

amended to follow the path eastwards of The Cochyn where it will follow the edge of Little Coed 

Y Gelli wood and Coed Y Geilli Dingle. At the bottom of the wood the boundary will return west 

along the field boundaries to join up with the existing community boundary south of Lower Coed 

Morgan. These proposals ensure that Coed Morgan Cottage, Coed Morgan Farm and Lower Coed 

Morgan, as well as properties surrounding these, are all contained within a single community.  

 

5.4. Similarly in the same area it is proposed that the boundary between the community of Llanover 

and Llanarth is amended to include Pwll-Yr-Hywad within the community of Llanarth rather than 

the Llangattock Nigh Usk ward.  

 

5.5. The group also considered the arrangements for the Llanvapley ward of the community of 

Llanarth. As with the proposals for the Llantilio Crossenny and Llangattock Vibon Avel 

communities, the main channels of communication through those communities are the B4521 

and B4233, of which the village of Llanvapley is situated. The group identified there is road access 

from the village of Llanvapley to the village of Llandewi Rhydderch however this is situated in the 

current Llanover community and not the community of Llanarth. Therefore, in order for residents 

of Llanvapley to access the remaining wards of Llanarth they need to travel via an adjoining 

community before arriving within the community of Llanarth and question why this ward forms 

part of the community of Llanarth. 
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The group therefore propose that the ward of Llanvapley is included in the community of Llanover 

(proposed as the Little Sgyrrid community). The B4233 runs through the Llandewi Rhydderch ward 

linking the Llanover community with Llanvapley as well as being linked directly via a road from 

Llanvapley. As stated above, residents currently need to travel via the Llanover community or 

Llantilio Crossenny community to access the Llanarth community and as such the group consider 

this to be a stronger link to the community of Llanover than to the current Llanarth community 

and ensures consistency with the proposals for this community and that of Llantilio Crossenny.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

5.6. No changes are proposed to the internal ward boundaries other than amendments as stated 

above.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. Due to the Llanover ward no longer being included within the Llanover Community an alternative 

name is required. The group propose a community name of Little Sgyrrid however welcome 

suggestions as to suitable alternatives for the new community. No changes are proposed to the 

community ward names.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Little Sgyrrid community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above 

changes to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Whilst the working group understand that the community of Little Sgyrrid is slightly less than the 

ideal 1,000 electors for a community as per the Terms of Reference for this review, the group 

consider the sparsely populated natural geography and channels of communication within the 

area lend itself to requiring its own community.  

  

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llanddewi Rhydderch 331 2 

Llanfair Cilgydyn 176 1 

Llangattock-Nigh-Usk 380 3 

Llanvapley 110 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the Little Sgyrrid Community except 

for one member who rejected the proposal based on the following points.  
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“I cannot see any logical reason to remove Llanover out of the current Llanover Community 

Council ward. It has plenty of road connections to Llanfair Kilgeddin, Llandewi Rhydderch and the 

Bryn - the four other villages in this community council area.  There is also the issue of removing 

Llanover estate out of the community council and county council boundary.  The estate covers 

land across the ward and is connected to Coldbrook and Llanarth estate. You would then split the 

estate across at least two county council wards and three community council wards - at present 

the three estates all reside in Llanover CC ward.” 

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from Llanover Community Council supporting the proposals for its 

community. In line with point 6 above, the community council propose a name of Goion Fawr for 

the new community.    

 

Final Proposal 
 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals. The 

working group are happy with the name proposed by Llanover Community Council of Gobion Fawr 

and propose this as the name for the community.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Gobion Fawr 
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Community of Llantilio Crossenny & Llangattock Vibon Avel 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Llantilio Crossenny consist of three wards, Llantilio 

Crossenny, Llanvihangel-Ystern-Llewern and Penrhos. The community has a total electorate of 

580 and is represented by 9 community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of 

councillors is as follows: 

 

1.1. The current community arrangements in Llangattock Vibon Avel consist of three wards, 

Llangattock Vibon Avel, Skenfrith and St Maughans. The community has a total electorate of 850 

and is represented by ten community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of 

councillors is as follows: 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llangattock Vibon Avel 296 3 

Skenfrith 314 4 

St Maughans 240 3 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 
 

2. Natural boundaries within both these communities include the B4233, B4521 and B4347 as well 

as castles at Skenfrith and Whitecastle.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There are no proposed developments within the Llantilio Crossenny or Llangattock Vibon Avel 

communities that will significantly alter the current electorate.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Llantilio Crossenny submitted representation requesting the status quo is maintained as there 

are no issues or problems to report from within the community. The council consider the 

traditional boundaries and historic situation in the area work well and that any changes would be 

unlikely to bring any real benefit to the community.  

 

4.1. Llangattock-Vibon-Avel community council submitted a detailed representation for the 

community area that it covers. To summarise, the main points are as follows: 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llantilio Crossenny 362 6 

Llanvihangel-Ystern-Llewern 71 1 

Penrhos 147 2 
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 Llangattock-Vibon-Avel community is the second most deprived area in Wales with a 

resident  of Cross Ash requiring a round trip of 18 miles for a loaf of bread 

 All community councillor information is available in the six local notice boards within the 

community 

 Community Council has to be extremely careful with funds raised through precept as only 

400 residences within community 

 The Biggest expense for the community is maintaining properties and tourist attractions 

within the community 

 Justification as to the requirement of ten councillors within the community 

 

Recommendations 
 

External Boundary 

 

5. The group considered the community of Llantilio Crossenny and identified two key natural 

boundaries in the B4521 and the B4233 that run east to west through the community. As such 

the working group considered that whilst these are channels of communication, as well as natural 

boundaries, that the community of Llantilio Crossenny should be reviewed alongside the 

community of Llangattock Vibon Avel.  

 

5.1. The group considered the reasoning as to why these communities run north to south when the 

main channels of communication via the B4521 and B4233 roads run east to west with a neutral 

area between these two roads providing a natural divide between the two areas.  

 

Additionally, with the communities running east to west, it gives the opportunity to re-name the 

communities based on the ‘three castles’ within the area that formed a strategic defence in the 

12th Century, namely Skenfrith, Grosmont and Whitecastle, and gives opportunity to highlight 

these key historic features within the communities.  

 

5.2. To that end the working group propose to amend the boundaries of both the communities of 

Llantilio Crossenny and Llangattock Vibon Avel. The two communities will be called Skenfrith and 

Whitecastle.  

 

5.3. It is proposed that a new boundary between the two communities will run east to west from the 

north of Whitecastle to the eastern boundary of Skenfrith above the village of Newcastle. The 

community of Skenfrith would incorporate the area to the north of the boundary along the B4521 

using the existing northern ward boundary of Skenfrith and Llantilio Crossenny. It is also proposed 

that the ward of Llanvetherine of the community of Grosmont is included in the community of 

Whitecastle due to its close association with the B4521.  

 

5.4. The community of Whitecastle will incorporate the remaining areas to the south of the proposed 

boundary including the villages of Rockfield, Newcastle, Llangattock Vibon Avel, Penrhos and 

Llantilio Crossenny.  
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5.5. It is also proposed to amend the boundary dividing the Penrhos ward and Bryngwyn ward of the 

community of Llanarth. The current boundary divides the two communities by following a stream 

however, the stream divides a couple of similar properties within the area namely, Millbrook, 

Millbrook Farm and Millbrook Cottage. A new boundary incorporating all these properties within 

a single ward is proposed with the boundary leaving the eastern boundary south of Clawdd Wood 

and following a track to the north of Pen-y-lan wood. The boundary will then cross the road and 

join the stream west of Millbrook Cottage. 

 

5.6. A small amendment to the external boundary has also been made at the boundary between 

Llanvihangel Ystern Llewern ward and the Mitchel Troy community. The working group consider 

that the property Cefn Garw Farm is more closely associated with the Llanvihangel-Ystern-

Llewern that the Tregare ward of Mitchel Troy given that all access to the property is north of the 

farm with no access south to Tregare. Therefore the group propose to amend the boundary so it 

continues along the Nant Wachan stream south of Cefn Garw Farm and join with the existing 

boundary north of Tregare Mill.  

 

Internal Boundaries – Skenfrith Community 

 

6. The community of Skenfrith will comprise of three wards, Skenfrith, Cross Ash and Llanvetherine. 

The Llanvetherine ward will remain unchanged but form part of the Skenfrith community rather 

than Grosmont.  

 

The new Cross Ash ward will incorporate the area north of Whitecastle that was previously the 

Llantilio Crossenny ward and run east to the new boundary of the Skenfrith ward which runs 

north to south through the community to the east of Cherry Tree Farm and Nant-Yr-Ych Farm.  

 

The Skenfrith ward incorporates the rest of the community to the east of the above boundary.  

 

Internal Boundaries – Whitecastle Community 

 

6.1. The community of Whitecastle will compose of six wards, Whitecastle, Newcastle, Llangattock 

Vibon Avel, Llanvihangel Ystern Llewern, Penrhos and Rockfield and St Maughans.  

 

The new Whitecastle ward will comprise of the majority of the previous Llantilio Crossenny ward 

that is south of Whitecastle.  

 

The Newcastle ward is a newly created ward covering the village of Newcastle and area around 

Hilston Park south of the B4521 but north of the village of Llangattock Vibon Avel.  

 

The Llangattock Vibon Avel ward remains as a ward within the Whitecastle community which 

covers the Llangattock Vibon Avel village and area of housing that sits between the B4521 and 

the B4233. The southern area of the ward near the B4233 will be incorporated into the Rockfield 

and St Maughans ward given the channels of communication along this road between this area 

and the rest of the Rockfield ward.  
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The Llanvihangel Ystern Llewern ward is unchanged other than amendments made to the 

external boundary between Whitecastle and Mitchel Troy as stated in 5.6 above.  

 

The Penrhos ward will exist in its current format forming part of the Whitecastle community. 

 

The Rockfield and St Maughans ward will remain largely unchanged other than incorporating the 

area of The Hendre along the B4233 within the Rockfield and St Maughans ward rather than the 

Llangattock Vibon Avel ward.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 
 

7. As stated above a number of changes have been made to the community and community ward 

names. The working group welcome recommendations as to more suitable names for the 

community and community wards.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 
 

8. The working group consider the Skenfrith and Whitecastle communities to fall within the rural 

category for elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The 

above changes to the communities will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

communities.  

 

Whilst the working group understand that the community of Skenfrith is less than the ideal 1,000 

electors for a community as per the Terms of Reference for this review, the group consider the 

sparsely populated natural geography and channels of communication within the area lend itself 

to requiring its own community.  

 

As per the Terms of Reference, it was agreed that a community must be represented by a 

minimum of seven councillors in order to conduct their business effectively. To that end, the 

Skenfrith community will be represented by seven councillors rather than four as per the above 

ratio.  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Skenfrith 132 1 

Cross Ash 267 5 

Llanvetherine 121 1 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Whitecastle 256 2 

Newcastle 151 1 

Llangattock Vibon Avel 79 1 

Llanvihangel Ystern Llewern 77 1 

Penrhos 145 2 

Rockfield and St Maughans 343 2 
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Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

9. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the communities of Whitecastle 

and Skenfrith.  

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

10. Representation was received from Llantilio Crossenny Community Council and noted the following 

points 

 A desire for the current arrangements to remain in place 

 The proposed Skenfrith community has a smaller electorate than the current arrangements 

 Wish to retain links to churches rather than castle ruins 

 Accept minor alterations to external boundary 

 

10.1 Representation was also submitted from Llangattock Vibon Avel Community Council and its 

Councillors noting the following points:  

 A desire for the current arrangements to remain in place 

 Concerns at single member wards 

 Questioning the purpose and need for the review 

 Provides scenarios and actions taken by the community council as well as justification for 

retaining Councillor numbers 

 

10.3 A counter proposals for some of the wards was also submitted by Councillor Desmond Pugh in 

relation to the Skenfrith, Rockfield, St Maughans and Llangattock Vibon Avel wards.  

 

Final Proposal 
 

11. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment to the boundaries for the reasons 

contained in the draft proposals.  

 

11.1 The working group would like to thank the Community Council and its councillors for submitting 

representations regarding the proposals however, with little alternative proposals submitted 

other than those by Councillor Pugh and little justification as to how the proposed new 

communities could not carry on the work of the existing communities, the working group 

consider the draft proposals fit for purpose and in line with the Terms of Reference for the review.  

 

11.2 The working group reviewed the proposals submitted by Councillor Pugh for the wards stated in 

the representation received but consider the proposals of using roads as boundaries with 

properties eitherside split between communities and/or community wards contrary to the Terms 

of Reference. The representation also states the final proposals split four farms in half 

(Wernlwyyd, The Farm , The Lade, Barn Farm) and the working group invite the community 
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council to submit proposals to the Local Government Boundary Commission for Wales that may 

include land associated with these properties so that they are contained in single wards.  

 

11.3 In considering the concerns raised regarding councillor numbers and the balance of 

representation, the working group propose to amend the number of councillors on each 

community council as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Skenfrith 132 2 

Cross Ash 267 3 

Llanvetherine 121 2 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Whitecastle 256 2 

Newcastle 151 2 

Llangattock Vibon Avel 79 1 

Llanvihangel Ystern Llewern 77 1 

Penrhos 145 2 

Rockfield and St Maughans 343 2 

 

 The working group consider that the new proposals for representation give a better balance 

throughout the community, particularly in the Skenfrith community and address some of the 

concerns regarding single member wards that was submitted in the representation. 
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Proposed Boundary Map of Skenfrith  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Whitecastle 
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Community of Llantilio Pertholey 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Llantilio Pertholey consist of six wards, Croesonen East, 

Croesonen West, Mardy, Pantygelli, Sgyrrid East and Sgyrrid West. The community has a total 

electorate of 3098 and is represented by thirteen community councillors. The electorate per ward 

and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Croesonen East 556 2 

Croesonen West 1131 5 

Mardy  874 3 

Pantygelli 85 1 

Sgyrrid East 180 1 

Sgyrrid West 272 1 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The working group consider key features in the community of Llantilio Pertholey to be Hereford 

Road, the A465 as well as the River Gavenny.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. There is additional development proposed within the Croesonen East ward that will increase the 

electorate of the ward to 600.  

 

3.1. There is also a proposal contained within the LDP for 300 additional properties within the Mardy 

ward. This could increase the electorate of the Mardy ward to 1474. 

 

Representations Received 
 

4. Detailed representation was received from Abergavenny Town Council in relation to the 

arrangements for their own community as well as that of Llantilio Pertholey. In summary, their 

representation proposed amalgamating Mardy and Croesonen East & West into a community 

with Abergavenny and part of Llanfoist. The full representation is available in the appendices.  

 

4.1. Llantilio Pertholey submitted an initial representation recommending amendments to anomalies 

to the boundaries within their area as well as including the proposal to amalgamate Croesonen 

East and West and Sgyrrid East and West into their own wards of Croesonen and Sgyrrid.    

 

Llantilio Pertholey submitted a detailed secondary representation objecting to the proposal put 

forward by Abergavenny Town Council. In summary they object for the following reasons: 

 

Proposed Boundary Map of Whitecastle (East) 

Proposed Boundary Map of Whitecastle (West) 
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 Object to Abergavenny Town Council suggestion that the current community arrangements 

are not fit for purpose to deal with future changes 

 Provided examples of where communities are currently working together and capable of 

dealing with any future changes 

 The current arrangements allow for local knowledge, relationships and community cohesion 

that benefit residents 

 Detailed negative effects and potential loss of services based on the proposals put forward by 

Abergavenny Town Council.  

 

Recommendations 

 

External Boundary 

 

5. The working group considered representations received by Abergavenny Town Council and 

Llantilio Pertholey Community Council in relation to the proposal by Abergavenny to merge some 

of the Llantilio Pertholey wards into its area. The working group conclude that whilst there is very 

little geographic separation between the communities of Abergavenny and Llantilio Pertholey, in 

particular the wards of Croesonen East and West, there are differences between the two 

communities that require the need to maintain a separation between the two areas, particularly 

in relation to Sgyrrid East and West and Pantygelli where there is little link with these wards with 

the community of Abergavenny. In their representation, Llantilio Pertholey Community Council 

provided the working group with a comprehensive submission of the work that the council in its 

current format provides to its residents. The working group do not believe that a large community 

consisting of Llantilio Pertholey and Abergavenny would be able to continue to provide the 

services unique to the individual areas as they currently do in isolation.  It is therefore proposed 

that the current boundary between the communities of Abergavenny and Llantilio Pertholey 

remain with small alterations to the existing boundary to ensure there is a clear definition 

between the two communities. 

 

5.1. One of the alterations is to amend the boundary between Abergavenny and Llantilio Pertholey in 

the Heol Hamelin area. The current boundary intersects the housing estate dividing housing 

between two community councils. It is proposed that the houses contained in the area, Heol 

Hamelin and Clos Bury Capel, are included in the Priory ward of Abergavenny as access to the 

properties is via Grosvenor Road which is in the Priory ward.  

 

5.2. Another amendment is to the boundary between Llantilio Pertholey and Abergavenny that 

follows Llwynu Lane. Currently a large number of properties along this road are split between the 

two communities which causes confusion for electors and administration purposes. It is proposed 

that all properties of Llwynu Lane, including Vale View and Lavendar Gardens are included in the 

Lansdown ward of Abergavenny.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

Croesonen East and West 
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5.3. As stated in the Llantilio Pertholey representation, the working group propose that the Croesonen 

East and Croesonen West wards are merged to form a single community ward with the external 

boundary made up of the changes in 5.1 and 5.2 above.  

 

The eastern boundary of the Croesonen ward is slightly amended to follow the centre of the A465 

which is a continuation of the amendment to the boundary in the community of Abergavenny.  

 

The northern boundary of the ward also has a few alterations due to anomalies with the current 

boundary. The current boundary intersects ‘The Newlands’ estate splitting houses in this area 

between Croesonen and Mardy. It is therefore proposed that this boundary follows the road 

above ‘The Newlands’ estate but below Mardy Park Lodge. It also proposed that all properties 

associated with St Davids Road, including St Davids Close, Ysgol Gymraeg Y Fenni and the 

recreational hall and grounds are included in the Croesonen ward. Therefore the boundary will 

follow Hereford Road north until Gwent Road where it follows Gwent Road and follows the 

properties behind Gwent Place and join the existing boundary at Dan-Y-Deri.  

 

Mardy 

 

5.4. The boundary for Mardy remains largely unchanged with the only amendment coming on the 

eastern boundary of the ward. It is proposed that the boundary is moved from following Hereford 

Road to follow the Gavenny River which will ensure that all properties along Hereford Road are 

contained within a single ward.  

 

Sgyrrid East and West 

 

5.5. The working group agreed with the representation from Llantilio Pertholey Community Council 

that these two wards should be merged. Therefore a new ward named Sgyrrid will be created 

using the existing boundary for the two wards but taking account of the amendments made in 

5.4 above.  

 

Pantygelli 

 

5.6. The working group propose no change to the Pantygelli ward.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The working group propose no change to the community and community ward names other than 

those wards that are merged above.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Llantilio Pertholey community to fall within the mixed category 

for elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 250 electors per councillor. The above 
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changes to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Croesonen  1614 6 

Mardy  1379 6 

Pantygelli 85 1 

Sgyrrid 328 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Llantilio 

Pertholey.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. No written representations were received in relation to the Llantilio Pertholey community 

however members of the council were present at the public consultation seminar and noted the 

following points: 

 Welcome the opportunity to review the existing arrangements and pleased that points 

included in the initial representation have been considered. 

 Concerned at the proposals of the new boundary between Abergavenny and Croesonen 

communities at the boundary near Llwynu Lane. Consider boundary difficult to identify 

given it follows property boundaries and think all properties within Llwynu Lane should 

be situated within the Croesonen ward.   

 

Final Proposal 
 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals.  

 

10.1 Whilst the working group understand the concerns raised by Llantilio Pertholey Community 

Council in relation to the boundary between Croesonen and Abergavenny, having considered all 

options in the area and given the close proximity between the two communities and the difficulty 

to find a natural divide, the working group consider the arrangements contained in the draft 

proposals as the most suitable proposals for the area.   

 

10.2 It was also noted that an anomaly was included in the draft proposals, for the electoral 

arrangements for the Sgyrrid ward.  The draft proposals put forward one councillor for the ward 

whereas it should be represented by two councillors as per the Terms of Reference for the review 

and the working group propose this amendment. Therefore the electoral arrangements will be 

as follows: 
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Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Croesonen  1614 6 

Mardy  1379 6 

Pantygelli 85 1 

Sgyrrid 328 2 
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Proposed Boundary Map of Llantilio Pertholey 
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Community of Llantrisant and Llangwm 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Llantrisant consist of two wards, Llantrisant and 

Gwernesney. The community has a total electorate of 329 and is represented by seven 

community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llantrisant 213 4 

Gwernesney 116 3 

 

The current community arrangements in Llangwm consist of two wards, Llangwm and Llansoy. 

The community has a total electorate of 355 and is represented by seven community councillors. 

The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llangwm 224 5 

Llansoy 131 2 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 
 

2. Prominent features within the Llantrisant community include the A449 and the River Usk and the 

B4235 that runs north to south through the Llangwm community ward.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There are no developments planned within both the Llangwm and Llantrisant community that 

would significantly alter the existing electorate within the community.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Llantrisant Fawr Community Council submitted representation regarding their community 

stating:  

 Whilst the council accept that there is a wide variation between levels of representation in 

Monmouthshire, strict levels of representation are less important than the recognition of 

geographical factors and natural boundaries of communities based on settlement.  

 Any enlargement of the existing community would result in a loss of community focus 

 Trying to create a community with a minimum of 1,000 electors would create a community 

of a large number of scattered villages with different priorities and interests.  

 The prime function of a community is to represent the views, interests and act on behalf of 

a well-defined community based on patterns of human settlement and not predefined 

councillor to elector ratio.  
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 The council believe that the current arrangements have proved effective in that it represents 

a small cluster of settlements with a shared sense of location and local identity. To that end 

they propose no change to the existing arrangements.  

 

4.1. No representations were received regarding the community arrangements in Llangwm.  

 

Recommendations 

 

External Boundaries 

 

5. The working group reviewed the community arrangements for Llantrisant and Llangwm 

communities alongside the representation received from Llantrisant Community Council and 

concluded, after reviewing a number of options for the communities, that the most suitable 

proposal would be to merge the two communities together and be renamed Llantrisant Fawr.  

 

5.1. Upon reviewing the community arrangements for Llantrisant, the working group believed there 

to be a stronger link between the Gwernesney ward of Llantrisant and the Llangwm ward of 

Llangwm than there is between the Llantrisant and Gwernesney wards of the Llantrisant 

community under the current arrangements. The working group believe the B4235 provides a 

natural channel of communication between Gwernesney and Llangwm, that doesn’t appear to 

the working group to exist between Gwernesney and Llantrisant. However, the working group 

gave due consideration to the representation submitted by Llantrisant Community Council to 

retain the current arrangements and consider merging the two communities together a more 

suitable option than separating the existing Llantrisant community.  

 

5.2. To further support this proposal, the working group identified a number of small single track 

roads that link the Llantrisant ward and the Llangwm ward. Whilst these roads do not provide 

main channels of communication between the two areas, the group consider these links 

prominent enough to merge the two communities together alongside the link between 

Gwernesney and Llangwm as stated above.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

5.3. The working group propose no change to the ward boundaries of any of the wards within the 

proposed community of Llantrisant Fawr.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 
 

6. The working group propose a new community of Llantrisant Fawr to cover the four wards. No 

changes are proposed to the individual ward names. The working group welcome representations 

as to more suitable community and community ward names for this area. 

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 
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7. The working group consider the Llantrisant Fawr community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community.  

 

Whilst the working group understand that the community of Llantrisant is less than the ideal 

1,000 electors for a community as per the terms of reference for this review, the group consider 

the sparsely populated natural geography and channels of communication within the area lend 

itself to requiring its own community.  

 

As per the Terms of Reference, it was agreed that a community must be represented by a 

minimum of seven councillors in order to conduct their business effectively. To that end, the 

Llantrisant community will be represented by eight councillors rather than five as per the above 

ratio. An additional councillor has been to the community to ensure that the Llangwm and 

Llantrisant wards with similar electorates and geography have a similar level of representation 

within the community.  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llantrisant 213 3 

Gwernesney 116 1 

Llangwm 224 3 

Llansoy 131 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Llantrisant Fawr.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representation was received from Llantrisant Fawr Community Council noting the following 

points:  

 Concerns regarding reduced representation across the communities.  

 A larger council will result in a loss of focus and will not save any money 

 Concerned at Gwernesney being a single member ward 

 Recommendation to wait until the Williams Report proposals become clear 

 

10. Llangwm Community Council submitted representation objecting to the proposals and noted the 

following points: 

 Support the representation made by Llantrisant Fawr Community Council 

 Believe the current arrangements are effective and that there is little in common 

between the Llangwm and Llantrisant communities.  

 Oppose single member wards 

 Concerns at reduced representation that is currently in place 
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10.1 Representation was also submitted from Julian Mitchell objecting to the proposals stating 

Llansoy has no affinity with Llantrisant and belief that there should be no single member wards 

on a council.  

 

10.2 Representation was submitted from Sylvia Fowles supporting the proposed changes stating that 

no elections have been held to the Llansoy and Llanwm council for many years with most 

members co-opted and feels that her interests have not been represented but does feel that 

the community councillors intend to serve the community.  

 

Final Proposal 

 

11. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons included in the 

draft proposals.  

 

11.1 It remains the view of the working group that Gwernesney has closer links to the Llangwm 

community, given its access to the villages of Llangwm and Llansoy, than it has with the Llantrisant 

ward. However, the group are unaware of any reason to split Gwernesney from Llantrisant, and 

given the links between the two communities as stated in the draft proposals, believe that these 

two communities should be joined.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Llantrisant Fawr 
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Community of Magor with Undy 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Magor with Undy consist of four wards, Denny, Mill, 

Salisbury and The Elms. The community has a total electorate of 4676 and is represented by 

thirteen community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Denny 143 1 

Mill 1331 4 

Salisbury 734 2 

The Elms 2468 6 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The western and southern boundaries of the community of Magor with Undy are the local 

authority boundary which cannot be considered as part of this review.  

 

2.1. The group identified a number of natural boundaries within the Magor with Undy community 

including the M4 motorway and Vinegar Hill.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. A number of developments are set to be built in the Salisbury ward on the land at Magor West. 

An additional 90 properties are to be built increasing the electorate within the Salisbury ward to 

914. An additional 10 properties are to be built at the Tythe House, Church Road area in The Elms 

ward increasing the electorate to 2488.  

 

3.1. The Local Development Plan also includes proposals for an additional 200 properties to be built 

on Rockfield Farm, Undy in The Elms ward. This could potentially increase the electorate for The 

Elms ward to 2868.  

 

3.2. The total electorate for the community of Magor with Undy could increase from 4676 to 5276. 

 

Representations Received 

 

4. No representations were received regarding the community of Magor with Undy.  

 

Recommendations 
 

External Boundary 
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5. The group considered the external community boundaries for Magor with Undy and considered 

that the M4 motorway is a natural boundary within the area that should not be ignored in setting 

the boundaries for the area. Whilst the group accept that there are a number of areas north of 

the M4 that need to be included in the community of Magor with Undy, including Magor Services 

& the area around Knollbury, the group considered that as a whole the M4 should be the northern 

boundary of the community of Magor with Undy. Areas north of the M4, other than those 

highlighted above, should be included in the communities of Caerwent and Rogiet.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

5.1. The group considered the existing warding arrangements and discussed the four areas that are 

currently wards within the community of Magor with Undy. The group were unable to identify 

any connection or affinity with the ward names and boundaries of the existing wards to the area 

of Magor with Undy. For example the group couldn’t understand the naming of ‘The Elms’ ward 

which covers the Undy area of the community.  

 

The group also considered the electorate levels in each ward of the community were 

disproportionate given the fairly urban nature of the community of Magor with Undy and how 

they compared to similar areas in Monmouthshire.  

 

To that end, the group considered the community of Magor with Undy as a blank canvass and 

identified boundaries within the community that could more naturally divide the community into 

the following wards.  

 

Magor West 

 

5.2. The group identified a brook from the M4 motorway which intersects the Magor village, bypasses 

Mill Reen and the Church of Wales Primary School, and continues to the southern boundary of 

the Magor with Undy Community. The group consider this to be a natural, easily identifiable 

boundary within the community that naturally divides an area of the community for separate 

representation.  

 

Magor East 

 

5.3. The proposed boundary for Magor east will run from the eastern boundary of the Magor West 

ward to the rear of all properties contained on Vinegar Hill. The boundary will run north to south 

through the community until it reaches the railway line which it will follow eastwards to the 

external community boundary. This ensures that all properties south of the railway which share 

a common link are contained within a single ward.  

 

Undy 

 

5.4. The proposed Undy ward will incorporate the area north of the railway and east of Vinegar Hill 

to the external community boundary.  
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Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The group propose no change to the community name of Magor with Undy. However, due to the 

growth of the community since the previous review and its electorate reaching a similar level to 

other town councils within Monmouthshire, it is proposed that Magor with Undy becomes a town 

council rather than a community council.  

 

The group considered the names for the wards within the Magor with Undy community and were 

unsure as to the origin of the existing ward names and how they link to the areas of the existing 

community. Therefore the group proposed clear ward names of Magor West, Magor East and 

Undy as identified above as the proposed ward names. The group welcome suitable alternative 

names for the community and community ward names for consideration.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Magor with Undy community to fall within the urban category 

for elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 500 electors per councillor. The above 

changes to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Magor West 1706 3 

Magor East 1802 4 

Undy 1670 3 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Magor with Undy.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from Magor and Undy Community Council and noted the following 

points:  

 An increase in electorate at Rockfield Farm and Vinegar Hill development sites 

 Challenge the use of M4 as the northern boundary of the community and question the 

exceptions of Magor services and Knollbury being included in the community on this basis.  

 Provide historical reasons as to the names of the existing community wards and request 

the ward names remain 

 Reluctantly accept change to Town Council status and the urban elector/councillor ratio 

but question the effect of devolved services and extra workloads on reduced councillor 

numbers 

 Request the external boundary remains the same with the exception of Nanny Goat 

Cottage included in Magor with Undy rather than Caerwent.  

 Proposed counter electoral arrangements and warding arrangements.  
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Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons contained in the 

draft proposals.  

10.1 The working group considered the representation it received from Magor with Undy Community 

Council requesting to retain arrangements similar to those that are currently in place. However, 

given the developments within the area, as well as its future expansion, have significantly reduced 

the separation between Magor and Undy as separate villages. Whilst the working group have 

tried to retain the historic link to the Mill by using the Mill stream as the boundary between the 

two wards, proposing arrangements based on historical links would lead to illogical and 

unbalanced electoral arrangements for the community. 
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Proposed Boundary Map of Magor with Undy 
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Community of Mathern 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Mathern consist of three wards, Mathern, Mounton and 

Pwllmeyric. The community has a total electorate of 874 and is represented by nine community 

councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Mathern 471 5 

Mounton 77 1 

Pwllmeyric 326 3 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The community of Mathern is intersected east to west by the M48 and A48. The community also 

includes St Pierre wood and Great Barnets Wood to the north with the River Severn south of the 

community.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. There are currently no developments planned within the community of Mathern that would 

significantly alter the current electorate.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Community Councillor for the Mounton Ward Carolyn Ovenden submitted representations 

regarding the Mounton ward stating that the Mounton area has its own unique history but is 

closely linked to the other wards of the community. She also stated that the properties at the end 

of Mounton Road should be included in the Mounton Ward with Wellhead Lodge removed into 

St Arvans ward.  

 

4.1. Councillor Ovenden also submitted a response on behalf of the council in her capacity as vice 

chair. Councillor Ovenden stated that:  

 The three wards within Mathern are each distinctive but historically linked and there is a 

thriving community life involving all three villages 

 All three villages are either rural or semi-rural and are geographically separate from similar 

areas nearby.  

 The community is part of the Wye Valley AONB and conservation area reflecting the 

individual character of the area 

 The community is well balanced with all wards working together frequently towards a 

common goal providing the publication of local walks materials and safer conditions on the 

A48 as examples.  
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 The community and its residents are to devise a community led plan in collaboration with 

Adventa 

 Recommendations for amendments to the internal boundaries included Hayesgate and 

Broadwell Farm from Mathern to Mounton, Mounton House from Mounton to Pwllmeyric, 

High Beech Lane into Pwllmeyric.  

 

4.2. Councillor Ovenden submitted a secondary response following the publication of the initial 

representations to object to the proposal put forward by Chepstow Town Council to incorporate 

the remainder of New House Farm Industrial estate into the community of Chepstow.  

 

4.3. County Councillor Graham Down submitted a representation regarding the community 

arrangements for Mathern broadly agreeing with the representation submitted by Mathern 

Community Council.  

 

Recommendations 

 

External Boundaries 

 

5. The working group considered the current boundary of New Farm Industrial Estate alongside the 

representations submitted for the area and concluded that incorporating all of the industrial 

estate into one community would provide clear, easily identifiable boundaries which in turn 

would improve administration processes for the area. The group however accept Mathern 

Community Councils comments regarding the industrial estate and propose that the new 

boundary follows the bund erected by the council which would prohibit further expansion of the 

industrial estate without consultation with Mathern Community Council. 

 

5.1. The working group also considered the current boundary between the communities of Chepstow 

and Mathern near High Beech Lane which splits the properties north of the road to the 

community of Chepstow and the south to Mathern. The working group believe that given the 

properties of High Beech Lanes’ close links with Chepstow and direct access to the Wye Valley 

Link Road that these would be best suited to the community of Chepstow. The group therefore 

propose the new boundary should incorporate all of the properties of High Beech Lane in to the 

community of Chepstow.  

 

5.2. The working group also considered the arrangements to the west of the community up to the 

Parkwall roundabout. Whilst the group understood the that the current boundary between 

Caerwent, Mathern and Portskewett utilised the easily identifiable boundary of the M48, they 

felt that splitting the properties east of Caerwent along the A48 between Mathern and 

Portskewett did not lead to effective and convenient local government and it appeared that those 

properties were more closely associated with the Crick area of Caerwent than the communities 

that they are currently situated. The working group therefore propose to extend the eastern 

boundary of Caerwent up to, and including the properties on Parkwall Roundabout incorporating 

all properties adjacent to the A48 into the Caerwent area. The boundary will then follow the A48 

up to the flyover of the M48 and return west along the M48. From there the boundary will follow 

the drain northwards just south of Lavender Well Farm, where it will join and follow the edge of 
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St Pierre Wood. All properties within this area including Runston Farm, Broadwell and Green 

Meadow Farm will be included in the Crick ward of Caerwent. 

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

Mathern 

 

5.3. Amendments to the Mathern ward include the changes as stated in 5. 5.1 and 5.2 above.  

 

Pwllmeyric & Mounton 

 

5.4. The working group considered the proposal from Mathern Community Council to incorporate 

Mounton House into the Pwllmeyric ward rather than the Mounton ward. The group agree with  

the proposal being forward and therefore propose that the boundary between the two wards is 

amended to follow the northern edge of Bigs Wood from St Lawrence Lane and follow the 

boundary of Mounton House. The boundary will return south following the stream to the rear of 

‘The Dene’. 

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 
 

6. The working group propose no change to the community and community ward names for 

Mathern but welcome representations as to more suitable names for the area. 

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Mathern community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above 

changes to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Whilst the amendments to the internal boundaries result in a very low electorate for the 

Mounton ward, given the representations received from the local community councillor, the 

working group believe that the ward should retain its own representation in the community.  

 

Whilst the working group understand that the community of Mathern is slightly less than the 

ideal 1,000 electors for a community as per the terms of reference for this review, the group 

consider the natural geography and channels of communication within the area lend itself to 

requiring its own community.  

 

As per the Terms of Reference, it was agreed that a community must be represented by a 

minimum of seven councillors in order to conduct their business effectively. To that end, the Usk 

community will be represented by seven councillors rather than four as per the above ratio.  
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Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Mathern 456 3 

Mounton 27 1 

Pwllmeyric 376 3 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Mathern. 

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from Mathern Community Council and noted the following points:  

 A belief that the entire New House Farm Industrial Estate should lie within Mathern 

Community Council due to the direct impact on the village in terms of noise and light pollution 

 Prefer not to lose properties near High Beech Lane to Chepstow with the boundary following 

the link road and A48 preferable.  

 Provided examples of properties that could also be included in Mathern or changed between 

wards 

 Concerns at reduction in number of councillors 

 

10. Representation was also received from the then County Councillor for Mathern detailing the 

following points:  

 Suggests the boundary between Chepstow and Mathern should follow the A466 with 

properties of High Beech Lane falling into Mathern and the M48 acting as the boundary 

at the south.  

 Proposal for eastern boundary to follow Mounton Road 

 Noted a property on the Usk Road that falls within Mathern but has no affiliation to 

Mathern.  

 

Final Proposal 

 

11. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons contained in the 

draft proposals.  

 

11.1 Whilst the working group understand the concerns of the community council regarding the 

industrial estate, they believe it should fall within the community of Chepstow given that is where 

the access currently sits and has direct impact on the town as well as the residents of Mathern. 

To that end, the proposed boundary between the two communities runs along the bund on the 

edge of the industrial estate meaning any further growth of the industrial estate would be into 

the Mathern and community fall within the remit of Mathern Council.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Mathern 
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Community of Mitchel Troy 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Mitchel Troy consist of five wards, Cwmcarvan, 

Dingestow, Mitchel Troy, Tregare and Wonastow. The community has a total electorate of 993 

and is represented by 10 community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of 

councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Cwmcarvan 162 2 

Dingestow 234 2 

Mitchel Troy 341 3 

Tregare 179 2 

Wonastow 77 1 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 
 

2. The working group considered natural boundaries within the community of Mitchel Troy to be 

the A40, the River Trothy and the B4293.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. There are no developments planned within the community of Mitchel Troy that would 

significantly alter the current electorate. 

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Mitchel Troy community council submitted a representation stating that the council had no desire 

to increase, decrease or alter the boundaries within the community. They also state that whilst 

the councillor/elector ratio is relatively low, it was felt that the concept of over representation 

was irrelevant since community councillors are volunteers and therefore costless. Additionally 

the councillors represent a large area that is sparsely populated.  

 

Recommendations 
 

External Boundary 

 

5. The working group considered the existing arrangements for the community of Mitchel Troy 

alongside the representations submitted for the community and on the whole propose that the 

current arrangements are suitable and fit for purpose. However, in reviewing the community of 

Raglan the working group identified that the Pen-Y-Clawdd ward of the Raglan community would 

be better suited to the community of Mitchel Troy than its current community. All channels of 

communication through the Pen-Y-Clawdd ward run north to south with no clear link between 
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the Pen-Y-Clawdd ward and the rest of the Raglan wards. Additionally, access to the north of the 

Pen-Y-Clawdd ward runs into the Cwmcarvan ward of Mitchel Troy and provides easily accessible 

channels of communication between this area and the rest of the Mitchel Troy community. To 

that end it is proposed that the Pen-Y-Clawdd and Llangovan ward of Raglan is included in the 

Mitchel Troy community.  

 

5.1. In addition to the above, there are a number of small amendments that the working group 

proposed to improve the community arrangements. Firstly, the working group felt that the 

boundary between Raglan and Tregare could be simplified by using the junction for the A449 and 

Mitchel Troy as the edge of the boundary between the two communities. This would result in the 

properties of Cuckoo’s Row and The Warrage being included in the Tregare ward of Mitchel Troy 

rather than the community of Raglan. The boundary will therefore continue south along the A449 

from the edge of the boundary for the Cwmcarvan ward to the junction for Raglan where it will 

head northwards to join the existing community boundary.  

 

5.2. It is also proposed to amend the northern boundary between the Monmouth and Mitchel Troy 

communities near Troy House. Whilst the group accept that the current boundary between the 

two communities which follows the River Trothy is a natural, easily identifiable boundary, it does 

not provide convenient local government for Troy House given its close association with the 

Monmouth Community by falling within the Mitchel Troy Community. It is therefore proposed 

that the boundary is amended to leave the River Trothy near the edge of Troy Park Wood and re-

join the river near the garden centre to include Troy House in the community of Monmouth.   

 

5.3. The final amendment to the community boundary is at the north of the Tregare ward at Cefn 

Garw Farm. The working group consider that this property is more closely associated with the 

Llanvihangel-Ystern-Llewern that the Tregare ward of Mitchel Troy given that all access to the 

property is north of the farm with no access south to Tregare. Therefore the group propose to 

amend the boundary so it continues along the Nant Wachan stream south of Cefn Garw Farm 

and join with the existing boundary north of Tregare Mill.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

5.4. The working group propose no change to the internal boundaries of the community of Mitchel 

Troy other than those affected by amendments to the external boundaries as stated above.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The working group propose no change to the community and community ward names in the 

Mitchel Troy community but welcome representations as to more suitable names for the 

community.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 
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7. The working group consider the Mitchel Troy community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Cwmcarvan 162 1 

Dingestow 234 1 

Mitchel Troy 336 2 

Tregare 223 2 

Wonastow 77 1 

Pen-Y-Clawdd & Llangovan 99 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Mitchel Troy.  

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representation was received from the then County Councillor for Mitchel Troy noting an anomaly 

that Dingestow with 234 electors have one councillor but Tregare with 223 have two councillors.   

 

9.1 Representation was also received from Raglan Community Council detailing representations they      

had received objecting to the proposal to remove Cuckoos Row and The Warrage from within the  

Raglan Community.  

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals.  

 

10.1 Whilst the working group understood the concerns from Raglan Community Council regarding 

Cuckoo’s Row and The Warrage, it was felt that the natural and easily identifiable boundary of 

the junction of the A40 was a suitable split between the Raglan and Mitchel Troy communities 

particularly as there are links with the rest of the Tregare ward, Penyclawdd and Llangovan ward 

and the rest of Mitchel Troy.  

 

10.2 The working group note the anomaly contained in the representation from the then County 

Councillor for Mitchel Troy and therefore propose the following electoral arrangements for 

Mitchely Troy:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Cwmcarvan 162 1 

Dingestow 234 2 
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Mitchel Troy 336 2 

Tregare 223 2 

Wonastow 77 1 

Pen-Y-Clawdd & Llangovan 99 1 
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Proposed Boundary Map of Mitchel Troy 
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Community of Monmouth 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Monmouth consist of five wards, Dixton with Osbaston, 

Town, Drybridge, Overmonnow and Wyesham. The community has a total electorate of 7994 and 

is represented by 16 community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors 

is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Dixton with Osbaston 1902 4 

Town 588 1 

Drybridge 2051 3 

Overmonnow 1774 4 

Wyesham 1679 4 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 
 

2. The working group considered natural boundaries within the community of Monmouth to be the 

River Wye and River Monnow, the A40 and the A466. 

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. There are a number of proposals within the community of Monmouth that will increase in the 

electorate of the existing community. An additional 39 properties are to be built in the Dixton 

with Osbaston ward, 12 properties within the Town ward, 52 properties in the Wyesham ward 

and 84 properties in the Drybridge ward.  

 

3.1. The community of Monmouth also contains proposals within the Councils LDP that would 

significantly alter the electorate within the community. An additional 35 properties are proposed 

within the Wyesham ward and 370 properties are proposed within the Drybridge ward.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Monmouth Town Council submitted a representation proposing that the boundary of Dixton with 

Osbaston is amended to follow the River Monnow rather than Osbaston Road as well as 

recommending another community councillor for the Drybridge ward. They also recommended 

reviewing the County Council ward of Drybridge and Town as Overmonnow and Town may be a 

more suitable combination.  

 

Recommendations 

 

External Boundaries 
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5. The working group identified two areas for amendment in relation to the external boundary of 

the community of Monmouth. The first amendment is in the Rockfield Studios area at the north 

of the community adjoining the Rockfield and St Maughans ward of the Llangattock Vibon Avel 

Community. The group queried why the boundary extended so north of the urban area of 

Drybridge and identified Ancre Hill Lane as being an easily identifiable feature that separates 

Monmouth from Llangattock Vibon Avel. The amendment would also ensure that Rockfield 

Studios is located within the Rockfield and St Maughans ward which its names is closer associated 

with. It is proposed that the new boundary will run north of Croft Y Bwla and Ancre Hill Lane and 

join up with the River Monnow and follow the existing boundary for Dixton with Osbaston.  

 

5.1. The second amendment is to the southern boundary between the Monmouth and Mitchel Troy 

communities near Troy House. Whilst the group accept that the current boundary between the 

two communities which follows the River Trothy is a natural, easily identifiable boundary, it does 

not provide convenient local government for Troy House given its close association with the 

Monmouth Community by falling within the Mitchel Troy Community. It is therefore proposed 

that the boundary is amended to leave the River Trothy near the edge of Troy Park Wood and 

rejoin the river near the garden centre to include Troy House in the community of Monmouth.   

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

5.2. A number of changes have been made to the internal boundaries of the community of 

Monmouth. When reviewing the community, it was clear that the current distribution of electors 

between the wards is unbalanced and will only worsen due to the proposed housing 

developments within the community. When reviewing the community, it was identified that the 

following proposals could be put forward which are in line with the Terms of Reference for this 

review whilst addressing the variance in electorate.  

 

Dixton with Osbaston 

 

5.3. Two areas were identified for amendment within the Dixton with Osbaston ward, the area of 

Forge Lane and the area of the southern boundary that divides Dixton with Osbaston and Town 

ward near the A40.  

 

In the Forge Lane area, the current boundary between Dixton with Osbaston follows the roads 

Monk Street, The Parade and Osbaston Road. The current boundary intersects properties on 

either side of these roads between two different wards, and currently County Council wards, and 

includes all properties associated with Forge Road, as well as Osbaston school, in the Town ward 

of the community even though these are separated from the rest of the Town ward by the River 

Monnow. In addition, one of the criteria set out in the Terms of Reference for this review is to 

amend any instances of boundaries intersecting roads as it causes confusion for the electorate 

and does not provide for easy and convenient local government. It is therefore proposed that the 

boundary in this area is amended to follow the River Monnow with the boundary leaving 

Osbaston Road at the bridge adjoining Osbaston Road and the Pavilion where it will then follow 
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the River Monnow northwards. This will ensure that the area north of the Monnow River, i.e on 

the Osbaston side of the river, is included in the Dixton with Osbaston ward.  

 

5.4. A similar scenario occurs at the southern end of Dixton with Osbaston where the boundary 

separating this ward with Town intersects a number of streets including Bridge Street, St James 

Street and Whitecross Street. The group propose that a more suitable boundary for this area 

which will be in line with the Terms of Reference for this review, would be to extend the Town 

ward up to the Dixton Roundabout with the new boundary following the rear of the properties 

on Dixton Road and The Parade with the new boundary adjoining the existing Dixton with 

Osbaston boundary at the intersection of The Parade and Osbaston Road.  

 

Town 

 

5.5. As mentioned in 5.2 above, there is a large imbalance in electorate between the wards of the 

community of Monmouth with the Town ward significantly lower than the other wards, mostly 

in part due to a smaller number of residential properties in the ward within the Town Centre area. 

Whilst the working group understand that less electors doesn’t result in less workload within a 

town centre area, they do feel that there is scope to increase the electorate within the Town 

ward whilst complying with the Terms of Reference and ensuring that the boundaries lead to 

effective and convenient local government.  

 

As mentioned in 5.4 above, it already proposed to extend the town ward within the Dixton area 

to incorporate the area around St James Square and Dixton Road in to the Town ward.  

 

The current Town ward extends above the Monnow River incorporating the area around the 

Territorial Army Site and Pavillion as well as previously mentioned, Forge Lane. The group believe 

that the River acts as a natural boundary between this area and the town centre and as such 

should not be included in the same ward. It is therefore proposed that the new boundary of the 

Town ward follows the Monnow River with the area north of the river incorporated into the 

Drybridge ward.  

 

It is also proposed to extend the southern boundary of the Town ward to incorporate the area 

south of the Monnow River to the rear of the properties at Clawdd Du. Whilst this proposal 

crosses the River which has been used as a boundary in other areas of the community, this area 

includes the old and new Monnow Bridge which provide strong links between the two areas. The 

Town ward will also include the area around Bridges Community Centre and Drybridge Park as 

well as the houses north of Wonastow Road up to the industrial estate. 

 

Drybridge 

 

5.6. The northern boundary of the Drybridge ward, which is also the external community boundary 

has been amended as stated in 5. above. Also see 5.5 above regarding amendments to the Town 

ward which effect the Drybridge ward.  
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The current Drybridge ward has an electorate of 2051 and has proposed developments within 

the ward that will increase the electorate to 2219. In addition to this, proposed in the LDP 

between the Drybridge and the Overmonnow ward at Wonsatow Road is additional development 

of 350 properties which could increase the electorate in the ward to approximately 2919. In 

comparison to the electorate of other wards in the community the potential difference in 

electorate is too great and needs to be addressed. Additionally, in the Terms of Reference for the 

review, it states that where possible the group will prepare proposals that will include whole 

development sites within a single ward to ensure that the proposed boundaries are future proof 

and do not lead to confusion amongst the electorate should these developments go ahead. 

Currently the boundary for the proposed site is split between Overmonnow and Drybridge wards 

so requires amendment. To that end the southern boundary of the Drybridge ward near the 

Singleton Court Business Park has been amended to incorporate the proposed site of the 

Wonastow Road development contained in the LDP in to the Overmonnow ward.  

 

Overmonnow 

 

5.7. See sections 5.1, 5.5 and 5.6 above regarding amendments to the Overmonnow ward.  

 

Wyesham 

 

5.8. The working group reviewed the existing arrangements for the Wyesham ward and recommend 

that the boundaries remain unchanged.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 
 

8. The working group propose no changes to the community and community ward names in 

Monmouth but welcome recommendations as to suitable alternatives.  

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 
9. The working group consider the Monmouth community to fall within the urban category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 500 electors per councillor. The above 

changes to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 
 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Dixton with Osbaston 1762 4 

Town 1676 3 

Drybridge 1889 4 

Overmonnow 1802 4 

Wyesham 1853 4 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Monmouth.   
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Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from Cllr G Bright for the Overmonnow ward objecting to any 

changes to the boundaries of the Overmonnow ward other than any new developments to be 

included in the Overmonnow ward or the new developments becoming a ward of their own.  

 

9.1 Representation was received from then County Councillor Susan White objecting to the proposals 

stating that Overmonnow was an acient settlement and town in its own right and will lose the heart 

of the community through the church, chuch hall and local businesses. The Councillor proposed 

that the Wonastow Road development is included in Drybridge ward with an additional councillor 

for that ward.  

 

9.2 Councillor Jeana Hall submitted representation in relation to the Dixton with Osbaston ward 

suggesting the proposed boundary would better sit to the left side of Dixton Road, The Parade and 

Monk Street.  

 

9.3 A resident of Overmonnow submitted representation to the group objecting to the changes for 

Overmonnow due to historic and ancient links within the ward.  

 

9.4 Another resident submitted representation objecting to the proposals for Overmonnow due to 

historic and ancient links within the ward.  

 

9.5 Councillor S Chivers also submitted representation objecting to the proposals for the Overmonnow 

ward due to historic links of the the Overmonnow ward.  

 

9.6 Representation was submitted by Gary Witcombe on behalf of the Welsh Independent Party 

suggesting a cut in County Councillors for the area and throughout Monmouthshire.  

 

9.7 Representation was received from Councillor Graham Pritchard relating to the councillor:elector 

ratio who felt that a ratio of 1:600 would be more practical for the community and that 

representation should be based on population rather than electorate.  

 

9.8 Monmouth Town Council submitted a copy of the minutes in relation to the discussion on the issue 

at a Town Council meeting. From the minutes it appears to broadly support the proposals for 

Monmouth with the main issue being the number of councillors on the Council that shouldn’t be 

increased to 19 but could not agree a more suitable scheme.  

 

Final Proposal 
 

10.  Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals. 
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10.1 The only amendment the working group propose to the draft proposals is that Dixton with 

Obsaston ward should be renamed to just Osbaston given that much of the Dixton area is no 

longer in the ward and split between the two wards.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Monmouth  
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Community of Portskewett 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Portskewett consist of three wards, Leechpool, 

Portskewett Village & Sudbrook. The community has a total electorate of 1765 and is represented 

by ten community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Leechpool 168 1 

Portskewett Village 1308 7 

Sudrbook 289 2 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The working group considered key features within the Portskewett Community to be the Railway, 

Severnside industrial estate as well as the B4245 and the A48. 

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There is currently a proposed development within the Portskewett Village ward that will increase 

the electorate within the Portskewett Village ward from 1308 to 1392. Additionally, within the 

Local Development Plan there is a proposal for an additional 250 properties on Crick Road within 

the Portskewett Village ward. This could potentially increase the electorate within the community 

of Portskewett to 2349.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. No representations were received in relation to the community arrangements for the community 

of Portskewett.  

 

Recommendations 

 

External Boundaries 

 

5. The northern boundary of the Portskewett area, which adjoins Caerwent and Mathern, has been 

amended to incorporate properties accessible off the A48 and the Parkwall Roundabout into the 

Caerwent area. The new boundary will follow the western edge of Ballan Wood and follow field 

boundaries between the A48 and B4245 up to the Parkwall Roundabout.  

 

5.1. It is also proposed that the western boundary between Portskewett and Caldicot is amended to 

continue following the railway rather than intersecting the Severnside industrial estate in 

Caldicot. The group consider the railway line to act as a natural and easily identifiable boundary 

between the two communities and as such will create clear areas of responsibility between the 
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two communities, particularly in relation to the administrative responsibility of the Severnside 

Industrial Estate.  

 

The group are aware that in altering this community boundary, it would also be ideal to amend 

the Parliamentary and Welsh Assembly Constituency boundary so that all boundaries are aligned. 

There is however, no mechanism in legislation that enables an amendment to the Parliamentary 

and Welsh Assembly boundaries and this responsibility lies with the Parliamentary Boundary 

Commission for Wales and not the local authority. If the working group consider this proposal 

should be included in the final proposals for the area, then the group will arrange to meet with 

representatives of the Parliamentary Boundary Commission for Wales to discuss the mechanisms 

for ensuring all boundaries remain clear and easily identifiable.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

Leechpool & Portskewett Village 

 

5.2. The group considered the arrangements in the Treetops estate area which is currently intersected 

by the boundary of Portskewett Village and Leechpool. The group consider that all the properties 

for Treetops should be included in a single ward and included Portskewett Village ward. In 

addition to the Treetops estate, the Local Development Plan contains proposals for a number of 

properties to be built in the field adjoining the north of Treetops, accessible from Crick Road. 

With both these issues in mind, the working group propose to amend the boundary between 

Portskewett Village and Leechpool wards to follow the B4245 at the edge of Caldicot up to the 

junction of Crick Road where it follow Crick Road south until it joins the existing boundary 

adjacent to the Arch Bishop Rowan Williams Church in Wales Voluntary Aided Primary School.  

 

It has been identified that the Treetops housing is currently solely within the Portskewett Village 

ward accordinging to the electoral register. The register will need to be amended upon its 

publication in March 2014 in accordance with the boundary therefore splitting the Treetops area 

between the two wards.   

 

Sudbrook 

 

5.3. The working group proposed no change to the current arrangements for the Sudbrook ward.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The group propose no changes to the community and community ward names of Portskewett.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 
 

7. The working group consider the Portskewett community to fall within the mixed category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 250 electors per councillor. The above changes 
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to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Leechpool 163 1 

Portskewett Village 1892 7 

Sudbrook 289 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Portskewett.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from Portskewett Community Council noting the following points:  

 Support the Severn Bridge Industrial Estate moving into the community of Caldicot 

 Concerned that Leechpool boundary is a staggered boundary rather than a neat block 

 Sudbrook requires two councillors due to additional development in the ward.  

 

9.1 Representation was also received from the County Councillor for Portskewett supporting the 

points made by the community council.  

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals.  

 

10.1 As per the representations received, it is proposed that the only amendment to the draft 

proposals is an additional councillor included for the Sudbrook ward with representation on the 

Council as per the below : 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Leechpool 163 1 

Portskewett Village 1892 7 

Sudbrook 289 2 
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Proposed Boundary Map of Portskewett 
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Community of Raglan 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Raglan consist of three wards, Llandenny, Penyclawdd 

& Llangovan and Raglan. The community has a total electorate of 1585 and is represented by 

eleven community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llandenny 366 2 

Penyclawdd & Llangovan 99 1 

Raglan 1120 8 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The working group consider prominent features within the community of Raglan are the A449 

dual carriageway as well as Raglan Castle.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There are no developments proposed within the community of Raglan that would significantly 

alter the current electorate.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. No representations were received for the community of Raglan.  

 

Recommendations 
 

External Boundary 

 

5. The group reviewed the current arrangements for the community of Raglan and queried the 

reason for the Pen-Y-Clawdd ward to be included in the Raglan community. All channels of 

communication through the Pen-Y-Clawdd ward run north to south with no clear link between 

the Pen-Y-Clawdd ward and the rest of the Raglan wards. To that end it is proposed that the Pen-

Y-Clawdd ward is removed from the community of Raglan and incorporated into the community 

of Mitchel Troy which it is linked with via the Cwmcarvan ward to the north.  

 

5.1. Additionally the working group felt that the boundary between Raglan and Tregare could be 

simplified by using the junction for the A449 and Mitchel Troy as the edge of the boundary 

between the two communities. This would result in the properties of Cuckoo’s Row and the 

Warrage being include in the Tregare ward of Mitchel Troy rather than the community of Raglan.  
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5.2. A small amendment has been made to the boundary between Raglan and Llanarth near Rhiw-

Las. Currently the boundary follows a stream and road splitting properties in the same area into 

three separate wards. Additionally, the property Rhiw-Las Mill is in the Bryngwyn ward of Llanarth 

whilst all other properties associated with Rhiw-Las are in the Raglan ward. The group propose 

amending the boundary in this area to follow field boundaries to join up with the existing external 

boundary following the stream so that the properties Rhiw-Las Mill and all outbuildings 

associated with Merry Stream Barn are contained within a single ward of the community of 

Raglan. 

 

5.3. When reviewing the community of Gwehelog, the working group proposed that this community 

be disbanded with electors in the Gwehelog ward be included in the community of Raglan with 

its own Gwehelog ward. 

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

5.4. When reviewing the internal boundaries of the community of Raglan the working group 

considered that four wards could remain within the community, namely Raglan, Llandenny, 

Gwehelog and Kingcoed.  

 

Raglan 

 

5.5. The existing Raglan ward will remain largely unchanged except for amendments to the external 

boundary as stated in 5.1 and 5.2 above.  

 

Llandenny and Kingcoed 

 

5.6. The boundary for the Llandenny ward will remain largely unchanged with the eastern boundary 

changed to follow the A449. The area to the east of the A449 that was contained within the 

Llandenny ward will now form a new ward of Kingcoed within the community.  

 

Gwehelog 

 

5.7. The Gwehelog ward will remain largely unchanged but will remove the Llancayo area from the 

ward with Trostre and Llancayo Wood acting as the western boundary of the ward.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. No change is proposed to the existing community name of Raglan and the community wards of 

Raglan and Llandenny. Gwehelog, which was previously known as Gwehelog and Llancayo is 

proposed to be called Gwehelog as the Llancayo area is no longer included in the ward. Kingcoed 

has been proposed as the new name for the community east of the A449. The working group 

welcome recommendations as to more suitable names for the area.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 
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7. The working group consider the Raglan community to fall within the mixed category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 250 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llandenny 220 1 

Kingcoed 146 1 

Raglan 1070 4 

Gwehelog 223 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Raglan.  

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from Raglan Community Council and noted the following points:  

 Provided a detailed analysis of the work the council and its councillors cover 

 Concerns at reducing the number of councillors 

 Concern at the loss of Cuckoos Row and the Warrage to Mitchel Troy 

 Consider Gwehelog residents would receive an increase in precept to cover issues in 

Raglan when they may be more associated with Usk 

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals.  

 

10.1 Whilst the working group understood the concerns from Raglan Community Council regarding 

Cuckoo’s Row and The Warrage, it was felt that the natural and easily identifiable boundary of 

the junction of the A40 was a suitable split between the Raglan and Mitchel Troy Communities 

cparticularly as there are links with the rest of the Tregare ward, Penyclawdd and Llangovan ward 

and the rest of Mitchel Troy.  

10.3 Whilst the working group understand the concerns of the community in that the Gwehelog ward 

has different characteristics to Raglan, the group believe that those characteristics are only 

different to the Raglan ward of the Raglan community, which has rural areas within its current 

boundary that are similar to that of Gwehelog ward. 

 

10.4 Additionally, to give the rural wards a stronger voice on the council, it is proposed that the 

Llandenny and Gwehelog wards of the council have two councillors rather than the proposed 



 

P a g e  | 138 

single member representation and address the concerns of the Community Council in reducing 

its membership.  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Llandenny 220 2 

Kingcoed 146 1 

Raglan 1070 4 

Gwehelog 223 2 
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Proposed Boundary Map of Raglan 
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Community of Rogiet 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The community of Rogiet is currently unwarded.  The community has a total electorate of 1349 

and is represented by 11 community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of 

councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Rogiet 1349 11 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The working group consider key features within the community of Rogiet to be the M4 and M48, 

the railway and severn tunnel junction station and the woodland to the north of the community.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There are no developments proposed for the community of Rogiet that would significantly alter 

the current electorate.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. No representations were received in relation to the community of Rogiet.  

 

Recommendations 
 

5. The group considered the community arrangements for the community of Rogiet and concluded 

that there are a small number of amendments to improve the community arrangements within 

the area.  

 

5.1. The eastern boundary of the community that adjoins the community of Caldicot can be amended 

to follow the rear gardens of the properties along Longcroft Road and Kirllach Close. Currently 

the boundary is not easily identifiable as a number of properties on Kirllach Close have the 

boundary running through the rear gardens. Additionally, the boundary follows the rear of some, 

but not all properties on Longcroft Road and the proposed boundary will improve administration 

and ensure that the boundary is easily identifiable.  

 

5.2. The northern boundary of the community of Rogiet currently follows a path through Slade Wood 

and Thicket Wood. The group propose that the boundary should follow the northern edge of the 

wood to incorporate all of the woodland area within a single community.  
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5.3. Given the above proposal at 5.2 to incorporate all of the woodland area into the community of 

Rogiet, as well as the changes proposed for the community of Magor with Undy in using the M4 

as the northern boundary of the community, the community of Rogiet will include the area north 

of Knollbudry and to the east of Upper Grange which are accessible and linked to Rogiet via 

Bencroft Lane.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The group proposed no change to the existing community name of Rogiet but welcome any 

suggestions as to a suitable alternative.  

 

Proposed electoral arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Rogiet community to fall within the mixed category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 250 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

As per the Terms of Reference, it was agreed that a community must be represented by a 

minimum of seven councillors in order to conduct their business effectively. To that end, the 

Rogiet community will be represented by seven councillors rather than six as per the above ratio.  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Rogiet 1370 7 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Rogiet.  

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. No representations were received in relation to the community of Rogiet.  

 

Final Proposal 
 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons contained in the 

draft proposals.   
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Proposed Boundary Map of Rogiet 
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Community of Shirenewton 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Shirenewton consist of four wards, Earlswood, 

Mynyddbach, Shirenewton and Newchurch. The community has a total electorate of 915 and is 

represented by 10 community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is 

as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Earlswood 143 2 

Mynyddbach 217 2 

Newchurch 91 1 

Shirenewton 464 5 

 

Natural Boundaries 
 

2. The working group consider the B4235 to be a key channel of communication through the 

Shirenewton community.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There are no developments planned within the community of Shirenewton that would 

significantly alter the current electorate within the community.  

 

Representations Received 

 

4. Shirenewton Community Council submitted a representation stating that the community is a 

distinct area with an identifiable community. They state there are several positive links between 

the community wards including the community having responsibility for the poor land field and 

area of forestry in Earlswood, responsibility for Earlswood Village Hall and recreation land in 

Shirenewton as well as offering financial support to churches, chapels and organisations within 

the community.  

 

Shirenewton Community Council recommend reducing the number of wards within the 

community to two those being Earlswood and Newchurch West ward and Shirenewton and 

Mynyddbach ward. The community suggest a divide between the two wards at Cock-A-Roosting 

and are keen to ensure that all village names are kept within the new ward titles. They also 

suggest a member ratio of 5 for Shirenewton & Mynyddbach ward and 3 for Earlswood & 

Newchurch West ward based on the criteria contained in the terms of reference.  

 

4.1. County Councillor Graham Down submitted a representation regarding the community 

arrangements for Shirenewton supporting the representation put forward by Shirenewton 
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Community Council. County Councillor Down also referenced a number of dwellings to the west 

of Crick Road that are better suited to Shirenewton than their current community of Caerwent.  

 

Recommendations 
 

External Boundaries 

 

5. The working group considered the external boundary for the community of Shirenewton and on 

the whole felt that the current community boundary is suitable and fit for purpose. The only 

amendment to the external boundary that the working group propose is to the boundary 

between Shirenewton and St Arvans communities near Coppice Mawr. Under the current 

arrangements, Wellhead Lodge situated within Coppice Mawr falls within the community of St 

Arvans even though geographically it is situated closer to the Devauden, Shirenewton and 

Chepstow communities. Given the direct link between this area and the Mynyddbach area via the 

B4235, the working group propose to extend the community of Shirenewton to incorporate the 

area of Coppice Mawr with the new boundary following the edge of the woodland.  

 

Internal Boundaries 

 

5.1.  The working group reviewed the internal boundaries of the community of Shirenewton and 

accepted the proposals put forward by the community and County Councillor for the internal 

ward arrangements. Therefore it is proposed that the community is merged into two wards, 

Shirenewton & Mynyddbach and Wentwood with the boundary intersecting the community east 

to west, south of Lower Argoed Farm via Cock-A-Roost and northwards adjacent to the B4235. 

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The working group propose no change to the community name of Shirenewton. As stated above 

the working group consider the names proposed by Shirenewton community council are suitable 

and therefore propose the names of Shirenewton & Mynyddbach and Wentwood. 

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 
 

7. The working group consider the Shirenewton community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above 

changes to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Whilst the working group understand that the community of Shirenewton is slightly less than the 

ideal 1,000 electors for a community as per the terms of reference for this review, the group 

consider the natural geography and channels of communication within the area lend itself to 

requiring its own community.  
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As per the Terms of Reference, it was agreed that a community must be represented by a 

minimum of seven councillors in order to conduct their business effectively. To that end, the 

Shirenewton community will be represented by seven councillors rather than six as per the above 

ratio with an additional councillor representing the more populated ward of Shirenewton & 

Mynyddbach. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Shirenewton & Mynyddbach 629 5 

Wentwood 289 2 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Shirenewton.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations was received from Shirenewton Community Council and noted the following 

points:  

 That the ward names retain the current ward names of Shirenewton & Mynyddbach and 

Earlswood & Newchurch rather than Wentwood 

 That Earlswood & Newchurch is increased to three councillors from two 

 Noted a number of properties to be situated in the Shirenewton ward.  

 

9.1 Representation was also received from the County Councillor for Shirenewton supporting the 

representation from the Community Council but also noted:  

 A few properties on the western side of Crick Road should be situated in Shirenewton 

rather than Caerwent.  

 That the boundary between Earlswood and Shirenewton drawn between Cock A Roostin 

with everything north of the line in Earlswood.  

 

Final Proposal 
 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals with amendment to the boundary between Devauden 

and Shirenewton near Mounton Brook, as well as keeping the name of Earlswood and Newchurch 

for the Wentwood ward.  

 

10.1 The working group received representation from a resident in the area proposing that the 

boundary should follow Mounton Brook with a number of properties that used to be situated in 

the Devauden community moved back into it. The new boundary will follow Mouton Brook just 

north of Whitemill and rejoin the existing ward boundary to the east of Pandy Mill House 

incorporating the properties Whitemill, Dyers House, The Old Saw Mill, Brook Cottage, Laundry 

Cottage, Millbrook Stable, Mill House and Pandy Mill House in to the Itton ward of Devauden 

Community. The proposed amendments to the electoral arrangements are detailed below:  
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Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Shirenewton & Mynyddbach 610 5 

Earlswood & Newchurch 289 2 
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Proposed Boundary Map of Shirenewton 
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Community of St Arvans 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community of St Arvans is unwarded. The community has a total electorate of 626 

and is represented by eight community councillors. The community can be summarised as 

follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

St Arvans 626 8 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The working group consider the key features within the St Arvans community to be the River Wye 

and local authority boundary to the east of the community as well as the A466 which runs north 

to south through the community.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. There are no developments planned for the St Arvans community that would significantly alter 

the current electorate.  

 

Representations Received 
 

4. Representation was received from Chepstow Town Council in relation to Chepstow Racecourse. 

The council believe that the racecourse should fall within their remit and not that of St Arvans 

reasoning that it is naturally assumed that the racecourse falls within their area and receive a 

number of enquiries regarding the racecourse as well as highlighting that many of the visitors to 

the racecourse have to travel through the Chepstow community to attend the racecourse.  

 

Recommendations 

 

5. The working group considered the representations received for the St Arvans community and 

reviewed the current community arrangements for the area. The group agree with the proposal 

put forward by Chepstow Town Council to incorporate Chepstow Racecourse in to the community 

of Chepstow. The group consider that the racecourse naturally should be situated within the 

community of Chepstow as it is commonly perceived to be linked to the community of Chepstow 

and accept the reasoning put forward by Chepstow Town Council that the racecourse should be 

included in their area. The group propose that the new boundary of Chepstow will extend to 

cover the whole of the racecourse and include the Piercefield park area within the community of 

Chepstow. The boundary will follow the A466 south and follow the edge of the overflow car park 

for the racecourse, it will then follow Fryth Wood and Cockshoot Wood incorporating all 

properties east of the woods into the Chepstow community.  
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5.1. The group also considered the Penterry area of the adjoining community of Tintern. The group 

considered that many of the properties in the Penterry ward should be included in either the St 

Arvans or Devauden community. It is therefore proposed that the Penterry ward no longer exists 

and the properties to the east of Fedw Wood and Ravensnest Wood including Penterry Farm and 

Banton are included in the community of St Arvans. The group consider that the main channels 

of communication for these properties is south into the village of St Arvans and is more closely 

associated with the St Arvans community than that of Tintern which it is currently situated.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 
 

6. The working group propose no change to the community name of St Arvans.  

 

Proposed electoral arrangements 
 

7. The working group consider the St Arvans community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor.  

 

The group accept that the community of St Arvans is less than the minimum of 1,000 electors as 

required in the Terms of Reference to establish a community however the group believe that the 

St Arvans area should be retained as its own community given the isolated geographic location 

of the community. As per the Terms of Reference, it was agreed that a community must be 

represented by a minimum of seven councillors in order to conduct their business effectively. To 

that end, the St Arvans community will be represented by seven councillors rather than four as 

per the above ratio.  

 

The above changes to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral 

arrangements for the community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

St Arvans 596 7 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of St Arvans.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from St Arvans Community Council and noted the following points:  

 Piercefield House historically linked with St Arvans and the church and the racecourse allow 

residents of St Arvans use part of its land for recreational purposes 

 Relationship built up with the racecourse and community council to deal with issues arising 

at events on the racecourse and maintenance of boundary impinging on highways 
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 Do not wish to lose the area of land at the south of the community and believe that the 

Tintern community should decide if Penterry were to move into St Arvans 

 Wish to retain 8 councillors as per the current arrangements 

 

9.1 A significant number of representations was received from residents and councillors of St Arvans 

Community Council supporting the representations from St Arvans Community Council.   

 

9.2 A member of the working group also conducted a site visit with the Community Council to ensure 

the concerns of the community council were understood fully.  

 

9.3 Representation was also received from residents supporting the proposals but also recommended 

further changes of incorporating St Arvans as a ward of Chepstow Town Council and dissolving 

the community council altogether. A number of views were also provided countering the 

representation submitted by St Arvans Community Council.  

 

9.4 Representation was received in relation to the property The Tout which currently is situated in the 

Itton ward in Devauden but its access is through Piccadilly Lane and the rest of the Penterry ward 

and recommended that this property should be moved into the Penterry Ward.  

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals for the reasons contained in the draft proposals.  

 

10.1 Whilst the working group understand the history of the area from the representations received, 

it remains the view that the racecourse should fall within the community of Chepstow. With the 

Severn Bridge tolls being removed and the potential for more events and visitors from further 

afield to visit the area, the group consider that any stakeholders to the area would assume that 

the racecourse falls within the community of Chepstow rather than St Arvans and that they will 

be best placed to administer responsibility going forward. 

 

10.5 Additionally, with the proposed boundary following the A466 alongside the racecourse, there will 

still remain a shared responsibility for the racecourse with both communities of Chepstow and St 

Arvans to allow already established relationships to continue and concerns regarding events and 

maintenance to be addressed by both communities.  

 

10.6 The working group do not consider that St Arvans should form part of the community of 

Chepstow as it believes the characteristics of the two communities are significantly different 

given the urban nature of Chepstow compared to the rural nature of the St Arvans village.  

 

10.7 The working group do accept the representation regarding The Tout and propose to amend the 

boundary for the St Arvans community to include that property within its boundary. The 

boundary will be amended as per the below map with the yellow area to be included in the 

community of St Arvans.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of St Arvans 
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Community of Tintern 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Tintern consist of four wards, Chapel Hill, Penterry, 

Tintern Parva & Trellech Grange. The community has a total electorate of 687 and is represented 

by 8 community councillors. The electorate per ward and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Chapel Hill 200 3 

Penterry 55 1 

Tintern Parva 360 3 

Trellech Grange 72 1 

 

Natural Boundaries 

 

2. The boundaries to the east of the community of Tintern are the local authority boundaries which 

cannot be considered as part of this review.  

 

2.1. A main feature of the community of Tintern is the A466 road linking Chepstow and Monmouth 

which runs north to south through the area.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. There is no proposed development for the area which would significantly alter the current 

electorate.  

 

Representations Received 

  

4. Representation was received from County Councillor Ann Webb who strongly opposed moving 

the Trellech Grange ward of the community of Tintern in to the community of Trellech United.  

 

4.1. Representations were received from Trellech United Community Council and a Trellech United 

Community Councillor in relation to the Trelelch Grange ward. 

 

Recommendations 

 

External boundaries 

 

5. The working group considered the arrangements for the community of Tintern and concluded 

that the Llandogo ward of Trellech United would be better suited in the Tintern community.  The 

group consider the main access along the A466 which links Tintern and Llandogo to be the main 

channel of communication for its residents rather than the single track lanes that link Llandogo 
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with the rest of Trellech United. The group therefore propose that the existing Llandogo ward be 

moved into the community of Tintern. 

 

5.1. The group received various representations regarding the Trellech Grange ward in the community 

of Tintern. The group received a number of evidence based reasons as to why the Trellech Grange 

ward should be included in Trellech United community and with little evidence to suggest 

otherwise propose this change. However, the group do not believe that the Trellech Grange ward 

should be merged with the Llanishen ward of the Trellech United community. The two areas are 

split by the B4293 and, as stated in the representation received, as the residents of Catbrook 

regularly use the Fountain Inn, it may be better to merge those two wards rather than Trellech 

Grange and Llanishen. The working group however consider that all three areas, Catbrook, 

Llanishen and Trellech Grange, should retain their own wards and propose that the three wards 

form part of the community of Trellech United. 

 

5.2. The group propose changes to the external boundary of Tintern in the Penterry ward as detailed 

in 5.3 below.   

 

5.3. The working group also consider that that the Llandogo ward of the Trellech United community 

would be better placed within the Tintern community rather than its current Trellech United 

Community. The group considered the Llandogo ward of the Trellech United Community had 

more common links and channels of communication with the community of Tintern via the A466 

than it did with the rest of the Trellech United Community. The group consider that this is the 

main link which joins up with the community of Tintern, rather than the single track lanes that 

link Llandogo with the rest of the community of Trellech United. The group therefore propose 

that the Llandogo ward of Trellech United is moved into the community of Tintern.  

 

Internal boundaries 

 

Penterry 

 

5.4. The group also considered the arrangements of the rest of the wards in the community of Tintern 

in conjunction with the adjoining community of St Arvans, in particular the Penterry ward. The 

group consider that a number of properties within the Penterry ward should be in different wards 

to which they are currently situated. Examples of this include Penterry Farm and Banton whose 

main channels of communication are to the south and towards the village of St Arvans. 

Additionally, the properties known as ‘The Cot’ and ‘Fairoak’ are on the border with the 

community of Devauden and those properties would be more closely associated with that village 

than with the community of Tintern. The group therefore propose that the Penterry ward no 

longer exists with the new boundary following the eastern edge of Ravensnest Wood where it 

follows the brook south until it reaches the existing boundary of the Devauden community. The 

area to the west of the proposed boundary will be included in the community of Devauden and 

the area to the east will be incorporated into the existing community of St Arvans.  

 

Chapel Hill & Tintern Parva 
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5.5. The group considered the current arrangements for these two wards and propose that the wards 

are merged to form a single ward known as Tintern. The current boundary between the two 

wards follows Forge Road and intersects a number of properties on this road between Chapel Hill 

and Tintern Parva wards which is contraty to the terms of reference for this review.  

 

The working group considered the potential for retaining separate wards but given that the main 

channels of communication for both Chapel Hill and Tintern Parva return to the A466 and with 

no clear separation between the two areas, the group consider the best option to merge the two 

wards together.  

 

Llandogo 

 

5.6. The working group propose no change to the boundary of the Llandogo ward other than merging 

the ward with the Tintern community rather than Trellech United as stated in 5.3 above. 

 

Proposed Community and Community ward names 
 

6. The working group considered the area that the current Tintern community covers and believe 

that the name ‘Wye Valley’ may be better suited to defining the area that the community covers. 

The working group wish to receive representation on its proposal to change the name from Tintern 

to Wye Valley.  

 

6.1. No changes are proposed to the existing ward names.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the Wye Valley community to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above 

changes to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Tintern 560 4 

Llandogo 441 3 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Wye Valley.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representation was received from Tintern Community Council noting that the current 

arrangements work well but were happy with the transfer of Penterry to St Arvans and Llandogo 
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to be included in its area. It also noted that it did not want to lose Trellech Grange to the 

community of Trellech given its historic links to Tintern Abbey.  

 

9.1 Representation was also received from residents objecting to the proposal to move Trellech 

Grange ward to the Community of Trellech based on its historic links to Tintern Abbey.  

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons contained in the 

draft proposals.  

 

10.1 Whilst the working group understand the historic link between Trellech Grange and Tintern 

Abbey from the representations it has received, the group consider the arrangements contained 

in the draft proposals to be fit for purpose. Given the creation of a Wye Valley Community Council 

to cover the lower level area along the A466 near the River Wye and support from the Community 

Council to incorporate the Llandogo area into the community for this reason, Trellech Grange sits 

at a higher level and would be best situated within the community of Trellech.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Wye Valley 
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Community of Trellech United 
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The current community arrangements in Trellech United consist of seven wards, Catbrook, 

Llandogo, Llanishen, The Narth, Penallt, Trellech Town and Whitebrook. The community has a 

total electorate of 2199 and is represented by 13 community councillors. The electorate per ward 

and number of councillors is as follows:  

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Catbrook 319 2 

Llandogo 441 2 

Llanishen 274 2 

The Narth 342 2 

Penallt 414 2 

Trellech Town 327 2 

Whitebrook 82 1 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 
 

2. The boundaries to the east of the community of Trellech United are the local authority boundary 

which cannot be considered as part of this review.  

 

Electorate Forecast 
 

3. There are no developments proposed within the Trellech United community that would 

significantly alter the electorate.  

 

Representations Received 
 

4. A number of representations were received regarding the community arrangements in Trellech 

United 

 

4.1. A number of representations were received, including representations submitted by residents 

within the area, to propose that the Far Hill area is moved to form part of Trellech Town ward 

rather than the Llanishen ward. Many of the residents use the facilities within Trellech Town 

rather than Llanishen and use Trellech Town for their main channels of communication rather 

than Llanishen.  

 

4.2. Trellech Community Council submitted representations proposing the above amendment for the 

Far Hill area. In addition, the council proposed that the Trellech Grange ward of Tintern 

Community Council be moved under responsibility for Trellech United and merged with the 

Llanishen ward. The Council state that there are established links between Llanishen and Trellech 

Grange, the school catchment area for Trellech Grange is Trellech Primary School within Trellech 
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United and that the Fountain Inn is the ‘local’ for residents within the Catbrook ward of Trellech 

United.  

 

4.3. George Weston, Community Councillor for the Llanishen ward of Trellech United Community 

Council submitted a detailed proposal for new community arrangements within the Trellech 

United community. In summary his proposals were:  

 Proposing to merge the Trellech Grange ward of Tintern Community Council with the 

Llanishen ward of Trellech United Community Council and provides a number of evidence 

based reasons as to links between the two areas.  

 A detailed proposal supporting the views of local residents in moving the Far Hill area in to the 

Trellech Town ward from Llanishen.  

 A secondary representation was submitted in response to the representations submitted by a 

County Councillor.  

 

4.4. County Councillor Ann Webb submitted representations strongly opposing the representations 

received regarding moving Trellech Grange ward of the Tintern Community in to the community 

of Trellech United. 

 

Recommendations 

 

External Boundaries 

 

5. The group considered all representations received during the initial consultation period and are 

minded to accept the proposal to include the Trellech Grange ward of the community of Tintern 

in to the community of Trellech United. The group received a number of evidence based reasons 

as to why the Trellech Grange ward should be included in Trellech United community and with 

little evidence to suggest otherwise propose this change. However, the group do not believe that 

the Trellech Grange ward should be merged with the Llanishen ward. The two areas are split by 

the B4293 and, as stated in the representation received, as the residents of Catbrook regularly use 

the Fountain Inn then it may be better to merge those two wards rather than Trellech Grange and 

Llanishen. The working group however consider that all three areas, Catbrook, Llanishen and 

Trellech Grange, should retain their own wards and propose that the three wards form part of the 

community of Trellech United.  

 

5.1. Having considered representations regarding the arrangements for the Trellech Grange ward, the 

group also considered the arrangements for the other wards of Tintern Community in relation to 

the rest of the Trellech United community. In particular the group considered the Llandogo ward 

of the Trellech United Community had more common links and channels of communication with 

the community of Tintern via the A466 than it did with the rest of the Trellech United Community. 

The group consider that this is the main link which joins up with the community of Tintern, rather 

than the single track lanes that link Llandogo with the rest of the community of Trellech United. 

The group therefore propose that the Llandogo ward of Trellech United is moved into the 

community of Tintern.  

 

Internal Boundaries 
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5.2. The working group considered the internal community arrangements for Trellech United and 

highlighted a number of properties that potentially fall within the wrong ward given its close 

proximity to the internal ward boundary. The properties are:  

 

Address Current Ward Potential Ward 

Traligael Cottage, Whitebrook, Monmouth Penallt Whitebrook 

Grist Mill, The Narth, Monmouth The Narth Whitebrook 

Spring Cottage, Maypole Road The Narth Whitebrook 

Petersbroke, Moor Lane Whitebrook The Narth 

Falls Cottage, Llandogo Road Llandogo Trellech Town 

Fir Barn, Cleddon, Trellech Trellech Town Catbrook 

Nine wells Cottage, Cleddon, Trellech Trellech Town Catbrook 

 

The working group request feedback from local representatives as to the most suitable ward for 

the above properties with the changes taking effect at the final proposals.  

 

Catbrook, The Narth, Penallt & Whitebrook 

 

5.3. The working group considered the current arrangements for these wards and considered the 

arrangements fit for purpose and meet the criteria set in the Terms of Reference for the review.  

 

Trellech Town & Llanishen 

 

5.4. The group considered the representations received regarding the Far Hill area in Llanishen and 

agree with the proposals received that the area has common links with the Trellech Town ward 

rather than the Llanishen ward. The group propose to split the Llanishen ward along Penarth 

Brook with the area to the north of the brook merging with the Trellech Town ward. Everything 

to the south of the brook within the existing ward boundary will remain as the Llanishen ward.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The working group propose no change to the community and community ward names of Trellech 

United but welcome representations as to more suitable names for the area.  

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 
 

7. The working group consider the community of Trellech United to fall within the rural category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 150 electors per councillor. The above changes 

to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

 

Community Ward Electorate Number of Councillors 

Catbrook 319 2 

Llanishen 212 1 

The Narth 342 2 
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Penallt 414 3 

Trellech Town 389 3 

Whitebrook 82 1 

Trellech Grange 72 1 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Trellech United.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representation was received from Trellech United Community Council in relation to the proposals 

for the community of Trellech and note the following points:  

 Objecting to the proposal to remove Llandogo from Trellech to Tintern and provided 

reasons for its links to the rest of Trellech/Monmouth 

 Accepted there are some links between Llandogo and Tintern 

 

9.1 Representation was also submitted from the community councillors for the Llandogo ward 

opposing the move of Llandogo from Trellech to Tintern for similar reasons submitted by the 

Community Council.  

 

9.2 Submissions were also made from residents objecting to the proposal regarding Llandogo.  

 

Final Proposal 
 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons contained in the 

draft proposals.  

 

10.1 Whilst the members understand the points raised in the representations it has received, the 

group feel that given Llandogo’s central link between Monmouth and Chepstow and the creation 

of a Wye Valley Community including Llandogo with Tintern will give the lower level villages close 

to the River Wye a stronger voice for issues relevant to them. Additionally, as in the proposals for 

Tintern in moving Trellech Grange out of Tintern into Trellech, as per the representation from a 

Trellech Councillor, the separation will create communities with more common links on the lower 

and higher levels.   
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Proposed Boundary Map of Trellech United 
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Community of Usk  
 

Current Community Format 

 

1. The community of Usk is currently unwarded. The community has a total electorate of 1957 and 

is represented by 12 community councillors. The community can be summarised as follows:  

 

Community 
Ward 

Electorate Number of 
Councillors 

Usk 1957 12 

 

Natural Boundaries / Key Features 

 

2. The working group consider key features within the community of Usk to be the River Usk to the 

west of the community as well as Bridge Street, The Parade, Monmouth Road, the A472 and the 

Olway Brook.  

 

Electorate Forecast 

 

3. Within the community of Usk there is an additional 115 properties proposed to be built which 

could increase the electorate by 230 electors.  

 

Representations Received 
 

4. No representations were received regarding the community arrangements in Usk.  

 

Recommendations 

 

5. The working group considered the current arrangements for the community of Usk and propose 

no change to the existing boundary of the community. The community has a natural boundary in 

the River Usk to the west of the community with the existing community following the Olway 

Brook to the east.  

 

Proposed Community and Community Ward Names 

 

6. The working group propose no change in name to the community of Usk. 

 

Proposed Electoral Arrangements 

 

7. The working group consider the community of Usk to fall within the urban category for 

elector/councillor ratio resulting in an ideal ratio of 500 electors per councillor. The above changes 
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to the community boundaries will result in the following electoral arrangements for the 

community. 

As per the Terms of Reference, it was agreed that a community must be represented by a 

minimum of seven councillors in order to conduct their business effectively. To that end, the Usk 

community will be represented by seven councillors rather than four as per the above ratio.  

 

Community 
Ward 

Electorate Number of 
Councillors 

Usk 2187 7 

 

Working Group Individual Member Comments (Draft Proposals) 

8. All members of the working group approved the proposals for the community of Usk.   

Final Proposals 
 

Representations Recieved 

9. Representations were received from Usk Town Council in relation to the draft proposals for Usk 

and raised concerns at the reduction in councillors from 12 to 7 and wish to retain 12 councillors.  

 

9.1 Usk Civic Society submitted representations supporting the representation received from Usk 

Town Council 

 

Final Proposal 

 

10. Upon review of the draft proposals and relevant representations recieved, the working group 

unanimously approve the draft proposals without amendment for the reasons contained in the 

draft proposals. The working group are satisfied that the Terms of Reference provides a suitable 

elector:councillor ratio and have already made exception to those rules in allocating seven 

members to Usk Town Council when the electorate warrants 4 Councillors.  
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Proposed Boundary Map of Usk 

Proposed Boundary Map of Usk 
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Appendix A – Proposed Boundary Map of Monmouthshire 

Appendix A - Proposed community arrangements 
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Appendix B – Current Boundary Map of Monmouthshire 

Appendix B - Current community arrangements 
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Community Council 
Council 

electorate 
number of 
councillors 

Ward Electors 
Number of 
Councillors 

Abergavenny Town Council 

7990 15 

Cantref 1695 3 

Abergavenny Town Council Grofield 1413 3 

Abergavenny Town Council Castle 1607 3 

Abergavenny Town Council Lansdown 1721 3 

Abergavenny Town Council Priory 1554 3 

Caerwent Community Council 

1510 10 

Caerwent 599 4 

Caerwent Community Council Dinham 262 1 

Caerwent Community Council Crick 166 1 

Caerwent Community Council Llanvair Discoed 252 2 

Caerwent Community Council 
St Brides 

Netherwent 
231 2 

Caldicot Town Council 

7704 17 

Caldicot Castle 1676 3 

Caldicot Town Council Dewstow 1517 4 

Caldicot Town Council Green Lane 1539 4 

Caldicot Town Council Severn 1385 3 

Caldicot Town Council West End 1587 3 

Chepstow Town Council 

9430 15 

Larkfield 1581 3 

Chepstow Town Council St Christophers 1892 3 

Chepstow Town Council St Kingsmark 2336 3 

Chepstow Town Council St Mary's 1522 3 

Chepstow Town Council Thornwell 2099 3 

Crucorney Community Council 

1048 11 

Bwlch Trewyn & 
Old Castle 

51 1 

Crucorney Community Council Forest & Ffwddog 119 2 

Crucorney Community Council 
Llanvihangel 
Crucorney 

731 6 

Crucorney Community Council Lower Cwmyoy 86 1 

Crucorney Community Council Upper Cwmyoy 61 1 

Devauden Community Council 

852 8 

Devauden 409 3 

Devauden Community Council Itton 196 2 

Devauden Community Council Kilgrwwg 104 2 

Devauden Community Council 
Llanvihangel 

Wolvesnewton 
143 1 

Goetre Community Council 
1889 12 

Goetre 1309 9 

Goetre Community Council Mamhilad 580 3 

Grosmont Community Council 

673 9 

Grosmont 420 5 

Grosmont Community Council 
Llangattock 

Lingoed 
89 1 

Grosmont Community Council Llangua 43 1 

Grosmont Community Council Llanvetherine 121 2 

Gwehelog Fawr Community 
Council 

384 7 

Gwehelog / 
Llancayo 

265 4 

Gwehelog Fawr Community 
Council 

Kemeys 
Commander 

34 1 

Gwehelog Fawr Community 
Council 

Trostre 85 2 

Llanarth Community Council 684 10 Bryngwyn 209 3 

Appendix C – Table of Existing Community Arrangements 
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Llanarth Community Council Clytha 220 3 

Llanarth Community Council Llanarth 145 2 

Llanarth Community Council Llanvapley 110 2 

Llanbadoc Community Council 

671 10 

Glascoed 221 3 

Llanbadoc Community Council Llanbadoc 205 4 

Llanbadoc Community Council Monkswood 245 3 

Llanelly Hill Community Council 

3261 14 

Clydach 549 2 

Llanelly Hill Community Council Darrenfelin 502 2 

Llanelly Hill Community Council Gilwern 2210 10 

Llanfoist Community Council 

2716 12 

Llanellen 411 2 

Llanfoist Community Council Llanfoist 1026 3 

Llanfoist Community Council Llanwenarth Citra 139 1 

Llanfoist Community Council Llanwenarth Ultra 1140 6 

Llangattock Vibon Avel 
Community Council 

850 10 

Llangattock-
Vibon-Avel 

296 3 

Llangattock Vibon Avel 
Community Council 

Skenfrith 314 4 

Llangattock Vibon Avel 
Community Council 

St Maughans 240 3 

Llangwm Community Council 
355 7 

Llangwm 224 5 

Llangwm Community Council Llansoy 131 2 

Llangybi Fawr Community Council 

740 9 

Coed-Y-Paen 116 2 

Llangybi Fawr Community Council Llandegfedd 153 2 

Llangybi Fawr Community Council Llangybi 471 5 

Llanhennock Community Council 

413 8 

Llangattock-Nigh-
Caerleon 

96 2 

Llanhennock Community Council Llanhennock 162 3 

Llanhennock Community Council Tredunnock 155 3 

Llanover Community Council 

1128 12 

Llanddewi 
Rhydderch 

321 3 

Llanover Community Council Llanfair Cilgydyn 179 2 

Llanover Community Council 
Llangattock-Nigh-

Usk 
387 4 

Llanover Community Council Llanover 241 3 

Llantilio Crossenny Community 
Council 

580 9 

Llantilio 
Crossenny 

362 6 

Llantilio Crossenny Community 
Council 

Llanvihangel-
Ystern-Llewern 

71 1 

Llantilio Crossenny Community 
Council 

Penrhos 147 2 

Llantilio Pertholey Community 
Council 

3098 13 

Croesonen East 556 2 

Llantilio Pertholey Community 
Council 

Croesonen West 1131 5 

Llantilio Pertholey Community 
Council 

Mardy 874 3 

Llantilio Pertholey Community 
Council 

Pantygelli 85 1 

Llantilio Pertholey Community 
Council 

Sgyrrid East 180 1 

Llantilio Pertholey Community 
Council 

Sgyrrid West 272 1 

Llantrisant Community Council 
329 7 

Gwernesney 116 3 

Llantrisant Community Council Llantrisant 213 4 
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Magor with Undy Community 
Council 

4676 13 

Denny 143 1 

Magor with Undy Community 
Council 

Mill 1331 4 

Magor with Undy Community 
Council 

Salisbury 734 2 

Magor with Undy Community 
Council 

The Elms 2468 6 

Mathern Community Council 

874 9 

Mathern 471 5 

Mathern Community Council Mounton 77 1 

Mathern Community Council Pwllmeyric 326 3 

Mitchel Troy Community Council 

993 10 

Cwmcarvan 162 2 

Mitchel Troy Community Council Dingestow 234 2 

Mitchel Troy Community Council Mtichel Troy 341 3 

Mitchel Troy Community Council Tregare 179 2 

Mitchel Troy Community Council Wonastow 77 1 

Monmouth Town Council 

7994 16 

Osbaston 1902 4 

Monmouth Town Council Town 588 1 

Monmouth Town Council Drybridge 2051 3 

Monmouth Town Council Overmonnow 1774 4 

Monmouth Town Council Wyesham 1679 4 

Portskewett Community Council 

1765 10 

Leechpool 168 1 

Portskewett Community Council 
Portskewett 

Village 
1308 7 

Portskewett Community Council Sudbrook 289 2 

Raglan Community Council 

1585 11 

Llandenny 366 2 

Raglan Community Council Pen-Y-Clawdd 99 1 

Raglan Community Council Raglan 1120 8 

Roget Community Council 1349 11 Rogiet 1349 11 

Shirenewton Community Council 

915 10 

Earlswood 143 2 

Shirenewton Community Council Mynyddbach 217 2 

Shirenewton Community Council Newchurch 91 1 

Shirenewton Community Council Shirenewton 464 5 

St Arvans Community Council 626 8 St Arvans 626 8 

Tintern Community Council 

687 8 

Chapel Hill 200 3 

Tintern Community Council Penterry 55 1 

Tintern Community Council Tintern Parva 360 3 

Tintern Community Council Trellech Grange 72 1 

Trellech United Community 
Council 

2199 13 

Catbrook 319 2 

Trellech United Community 
Council 

Llandogo 441 2 

Trellech United Community 
Council 

Llanishen 274 2 

Trellech United Community 
Council 

Narth 342 2 

Trellech United Community 
Council 

Penallt 414 2 

Trellech United Community 
Council 

Trellech Town 327 2 

Trellech United Community 
Council 

Whitebrook 82 1 

Usk Town Council 1957 12 Usk 1957 12 
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Community 
Community  
Electorate 

Ward Name  
Current 

Electorate  

Forecast 
Additional 
Electorate 

Total 
Forecast 

Electorate 

Councillor / 
Elector 
Ratio 

Number of 
Councillors 

Community 
Councillors 

Abergavenny 

8385 

Cantref 1578   1578 500 3 

17 

Abergavenny Grofield 1861   1861 500 4 

Abergavenny Lansdown 1747   1747 500 3 

Abergavenny Llanwenarth Citra 139   139 500 1 

Abergavenny Park 1528   1528 500 3 

Abergavenny Pen Y Fal 1532   1532 500 3 

Caerwent 

1833 

Caerwent 617   617 250 3 

8 

Caerwent Crick 192   192 250 1 

Caerwent Llanvair Discoed 211   211 250 1 

Caerwent Dinham 270 264 534 250 2 

Caerwent St Brides Netherwent 279   279 250 1 

Caldicot 

8034 

Caldicot Castle 1236 330 1566 500 3 

15 

Caldicot Caldicot Cross 1639   1639 500 3 

Caldicot The Village 1082   1082 500 2 

Caldicot Dewstow 1545   1545 500 3 

Caldicot Severn 742   742 500 1 

Caldicot West End 1460   1460 500 3 

Chepstow 

9798 

Bulwark 1902   1902 500 4 

19 

Chepstow Chepstow Castle 1306 338 1644 500 3 

Chepstow St Kingsmark 1541   1541 500 3 

Chepstow Larkfield 1095   1095 500 2 

Chepstow Mount Pleasant 1571   1571 500 3 

Chepstow Maple Avenue 609  609 500 1 

Chepstow Thornwell 1436   1436 500 3 

Crucorney 
1042 

Blwch Trewen & Oldcastle 51   51 150 1 
7 

Crucorney Cwmyoy 147   147 150 1 

Appendix D – Table of proposed community arrangements 
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Crucorney Forest & Ffwddog 119   119 150 1 

Crucorney Llanvihangel Crucorney 363   363 150 2 

Crucorney Pandy 362   362 150 2 

Devauden 

877 

Devauden 445   445 150 3 

7 
Devauden Itton 240   240 150 2 

Devauden Kilgwrrwg 104   104 150 1 

Devauden Llanvihangel Tor-Y-Mynydd 107   107 150 1 

Goetre Fawr 

1713 

Goetre Wharf 331   331 250 2 

8 
Goetre Fawr Goytre 994   994 250 4 

Goetre Fawr Llanover 241   241 250 1 

Goetre Fawr Nant-Y-Derry 147   147 250 1 

Grosmont 
552 

Grosmont 463   463 150 5 
7 

Grosmont Llangattock Lingoed 89   89 150 2 

Gobion Fawr 

997 

Llandewi Rhydderch 331   331 150 2 

7 
Gobion Fawr Llangattock-Nigh-Usk 380   380 150 3 

Gobion Fawr Llanvapley 110   110 150 1 

Gobion Fawr Lanfair Cilgydyn 176   176 150 1 

Llanarth 

722 

Bryngwn 206   206 150 2 

7 
Llanarth Clytha 123   123 150 1 

Llanarth Kemeys Commander & Llancayo 161   161 150 1 

Llanarth Llanarth 232   232 150 3 

Llanbadoc 

1085 

Glascoed 221   221 150 2 

7 
Llanbadoc Little Mill 414   414 150 3 

Llanbadoc Llanbadoc 205   205 150 2 

Llanbadoc Monkswood 245   245 150 2 

Llanelly 

3261 

Clydach 452   452 250 2 

13 Llanelly Darrenfelin 502   502 250 2 

Llanelly Gilwern 2307   2307 250 9 

Llanfoist 

3126 

Llanellen 418   418 250 2 

13 Llanfoist Llanfoist 1026 542 1568 250 6 

Llanfoist Llanwenarth Ultra (Govilon) 1140   1140 250 5 

Llangybi 1153 Coed-Y-Paen 116   116 150 1 8 
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Llangybi Llandegfedd 153   153 150 1 

Llangybi Llangattock-Nigh-Caerleon 96   96 150 1 

Llangybi Llangybi 471   471 150 3 

Llangybi Llanhennock 162   162 150 1 

Llangybi Tredunnock 155   155 150 1 

Llantilio Pertholey 

3406 

Croesonen 1614   1614 250 6 

15 
Llantilio Pertholey Mardy 779 600 1379 250 6 

Llantilio Pertholey Pantygelli 85   85 250 1 

Llantilio Pertholey Sgyrrid 328   328 250 2 

Llantrisant 

684 

Gwernesney 116   116 150 1 

8 
Llantrisant Llangwm 224   224 150 3 

Llantrisant Llansoy 131   131 150 1 

Llantrisant Llantrisant 213   213 150 3 

Magor 

5178 

Magor East 1802   1802 500 4 

10 Magor Magor West 1526 180 1706 500 3 

Magor Undy 1270 400 1670 500 3 

Mathern 

859 

Mathern 456   456 150 3 

7 Mathern Mounton 27   27 150 1 

Mathern Pwllmeyric 376   376 150 3 

Mitchel Troy 

1131 

Cwmcarvan 162   162 150 1 

9 

Mitchel Troy Dingestow 234   234 150 2 

Mitchel Troy Mitchel Troy 336   336 150 2 

Mitchel Troy Tregare 223   223 150 2 

Mitchel Troy Wonastow 77   77 150 1 

Mitchel Troy Pen Y Clawdd 99   99 150 1 

Monmouth 

9168 

Osbaston 1684 78 1762 500 4 

19 

Monmouth Drybridge 1721 168 1889 500 4 

Monmouth Overmonnow 1062 740 1802 500 4 

Monmouth Town 1676  1676 500 3 

Monmouth Wyesham 1679 174 1853 500 4 

Portskewett 
2344 

Leechpool 163   163 250 1 
10 

Portskewett Portskewett Village 1308 584 1892 250 7 
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Portskewett Sudbrook 289   289 250 2 

Raglan 

1659 

Gwehelog 223   223 250 2 

9 
Raglan Kingcoed 146   146 250 1 

Raglan Llandenny 220   220 250 2 

Raglan Raglan 1070   1070 250 4 

Rogiet 1370 Rogiet 1370   1370 250 7 7 

Shirenewton 
918 

Earlswood & Newchurch West 289   289 150 2 
7 

Shirenewton Shirenewton & Mynyddbach 610   610 150 5 

Skenfrith 

520 

Llanvethrine 121   121 150 2 

7 Skenfrith Cross Ash 267   267 150 3 

Skenfrith Skenfrith 132   132 150 2 

St Arvans 596 St Arvans 596   596 150 7 7 

Trellech 

1830 

Catbrook 319   319 150 2 

13 

Trellech Llanishen 212   212 150 1 

Trellech Narth 342   342 150 2 

Trellech Penalt 414   414 150 3 

Trellech Trellech Grange 72   72 150 1 

Trellech Trellech Town 389   389 150 3 

Trellech Whitebrook 82   82 150 1 

Usk 2187 Usk 1957 230 2187 500 7 7 

Whitecastle 

1051 

Llangattock-Viben-Avel 79   79 150 1 

10 

Whitecastle Llanvihangel - Ystern Llewern 77   77 150 1 

Whitecastle Newcastle 151   151 150 2 

Whitecastle Penrhos 145   145 150 2 

Whitecastle Rockfield & St Maughans 343   343 150 2 

Whitecastle Whitecastle 256   256 150 2 

Wye Valley 
1001 

Llandogo 441   441 150 3 
7 

Wye Valley Tintern 560   560 150 4 
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Appendix E – Initial representations recieved 

 

 

 

 

Review of Communities and Electoral Arrangements 

Representations received during initial proposals consultation 

March 2013 
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Community of Abergavenny 

Abergavenny Town Council 
Peter Johns – Abergavenny Town Council Clerk 
 

1. Abergavenny Town Council has considered the terms of reference of the review and 
feels that there is a case for a fairly radical look at the way in which communities are 
organised in Monmouthshire. Currently there are 33(?) Communities which vary 
widely in population and size, and although this is to be expected to some extent in 
an area with extensive rural hinterland surrounding the towns, the current tendency 
is to look at moving services down the structural chain and the big question is 
whether the local councils are fit for that purpose. 
 

2. Fitness for purpose can infer that the council has the will and the administrative 
resources to take on services which may not otherwise be carried out in the locality, 
thereby disadvantaging the local population. There is a point of view that by keeping 
its activity low and its costs down a Community Council is behaving appropriately, 
but if it is not doing anything useful for its community, it is questionable if that 
argument holds water. 

 
3. Financial resources will also play a part in this. If the council does not have a 

significant number of properties it will not be able to precept sufficient finance to 
benefit from the economics of scale that larger councils can have. The logical 
conclusion to this is that either several small councils will need to collaborate very 
closely to achieve the desired outcome, or there should be some movement to 
merge some of the smallest councils with their neighbours. History suggests that 
collaboration between smaller councils is not a natural thing, so that unforced 
collaboration is not very likely. 

 
4. Community of interest also plays a part in any deliberations. In some areas the local 

people can be confused with the different levels of local government and will 
assume that the larger councils representing the towns also cover their areas. In 
those cases it is not unreasonable to consider changes that reflect the public`s 
expectations. 

 
5. Taking the above points into account and applying them to Abergavenny, we believe 

that there are opportunities to alter community ward boundaries as follows: 
a) Include LF3  Llanwenarth Citra into the AB2 Grofield ward of Abergavenny. The 

river presently separates it from its parent community. This will bring the 
electorate in the Grofield Ward nearer the required average. 

b) Consider adding Llanfoist LF2 to Abergavenny as an additional ward. The 
development on that side of the river looks to Abergavenny as its local centre, 
and it is suited to inclusion as development of urban character. The projected 
electorate in that ward would be close to the average required of an urban ward 
when current developments are occupied. 

c) For similar reasons, the LP1 Croesonen East and LP2 West Wards of Llantilio 
Pertholey CC area could also be considered to be part of Abergavenny, and a 3 
member ward could be added to the Town to accommodate it. It would be 
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logical to include the LP3 Mardy ward as well, but it might be necessary to 
relocate elements of it into the adjoining wards of AB3 Castle, AB5 Priory and 
AB4 Lansdown rather than as a separate unit, leaving some of the more rural 
parts to be relocated into adjoining communities. 

d) If  these suggestions were to be agreed, it would add 2 wards with 6 members in 
total to the current 5 wards and 15 members of the Town Council. 

e) The effects that these changes have on the two communities of Llantilio 
Pertholey and Llanfoist Fawr could be mitigated by looking outwards to other 
adjoining communities such as Crucorney and Llanover respectively.  

 
6. Given the probability that the tendency for the County Council to divest itself of 

services will continue, and the additional powers, including the power of Well-being 
being promoted in the Local Government Wales Measure will add to the work 
commitments of local councils, these alterations would help the Town Council to 
deliver in its locality in a uniform way for local people.   
 

7. The Review Group are respectfully asked to consider these logical representations as 
part of their review. 

 
Representations received which also refer to this community:  

 Llanfoist Fawr Community Council 

 Llantilio Pertholey Community Council 
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Community of Caerwent 
 

Caerwent Community Council 

Just to confirm that we have on a few occasions requested that two Communty Councillors 
(rather than one) be responsible for our Dinham ward due to the fact that 132 additional 
houses are currently being built in that ward.  
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Community of Caldicot 

 

Caldicot Town Council 

Gail Mcintyre – Caldicot Town Council Clerk 

Town Council at its meeting on 27th February 2013 requested that Castle Lea be included in 
the Severn Ward in view of the redevelopment off Church Road and the distance voters 
have to travel in order to vote at elections. 

 

Caldicot Castle Ward 

County Councillor Pauline Watts 

The title “Caldicot Castle” is now historic and should remain.  Polling booth – Castle Park 

Primary School is very suitable, as residents who decline the offer of a postal vote, do not 

have to cross the busy Sandy Lane.  The four Castle Lea entries should be included in Green 

Lane.   
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Community of Chepstow 
 

Chepstow Town Council 

Sandra Bushell – Chepstow Town Council Clerk 

 
Chepstow Town Council wishes to submit the following representations in respect of the 
Review of Communities and Electoral Arrangements:- 
 

1. Thornwell Ward  
 

Recommendation: 
Extend the boundary of Thornwell Ward to include all of the Newhouse Farm 
Industrial Estate. 
 

Reason(s): 
1.1. For clarity and ease of administration, currently the majority of the estate lies 
within Chepstow Town Council’s Thornwell Ward and a small area lies within the 
Mathern Ward.  There are no residential dwellings in this area and thus electoral 
numbers would be unaffected, however, by placing all of the Newhouse Farm Estate 
in the Thornwell Ward, reporting lines and service enquiries to elected members 
would be clearer. 
1.2. Fairfield Mabey (now Mabey Bridge) has strong historic and economic links with 
Chepstow, as one of the town’s oldest and largest employers.  The Mabey Bridge 
factory will shortly relocate from Lower Chepstow to its new factory at Newhouse 
Farm in the minority of the estate which currently falls within Mathern.  

 
2. Larkfield Ward  
 

Recommendation: 
Extend the boundary of the Larkfield Ward to include the commercial and residential 
properties at the top of the A48 and to the west of the Wye Valley Link Road, 
removing them from St Kingsmark Ward. 
 

Reason(s): 
2.1. For clarity and ease of administration.  These properties currently border the 
Larkfield Ward and lie close to residential dwellings in that ward but some 
considerable distance from dwellings in their current St Kingsmark Ward 
location.  The small number of residential dwellings would have minimal impact on 
electoral ward numbers. 
 

3. St Kingsmark Ward  
 
Recommendation: 
Extend the boundary of St Kingsmark Ward to include Chepstow Racecourse, 
removing it from St Arvans. 
 
Reason(s): 
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3.1. For clarity, users of Chepstow Racecourse naturally assume that it lies within 
Chepstow and thus Chepstow Town Council is very frequently the first point of 
contact for queries, complaints and service enquires with regard to the Racecourse. 
3.2. The activities of the Racecourse have greatest impact on businesses in Chepstow 
and on the lives of residents in Chepstow, as visitors access the Racecourse by train, 
coach or car necessitating travel either through the town centre and/or residential 
streets of Chepstow. 
 

Save as above and in the light of our earlier representations we do not believe that any 
further amendments to either number of Councillors or amendments to Ward boundaries is 
appropriate. 
 

Representations received which also refer to this community:  
 Mathern Community Council 
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Community of Crucorney 

 

No representations received for Community  

Representations received which also refer to this community:  
 Abergavenny Town Council  
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Community of Devauden 

 

No representations received for Community   
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Community of Goetre Fawr 

 

No representations received for Community   
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Community of Grosmont 

 

No representations received for Community   
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Community of Gwehelog Fawr 

 

Llanbadoc Community Council 

Alun Window – Llanbadoc Community Council Clerk 

Please find below the observations from Gwehelog Fawr Community Council as agreed 
earlier. 

This is a review of Town and Community Council councilors, not County Councilors, and 
therefore we don’t really understand its purpose because reducing the number of 
community councilors will not have any cost saving benefit, but will potentially reduce the 
representation of the community through its elected representatives. The committee feel 
that having more than one representative from each ward assists the Community Council 
business when members are ill or not able to attend.  

Looking at Gwehelog Fawr CC and Llanbadoc CC the number of electors in each ward 
currently is: 

Gwehelog Fawr CC  

· Trostrey…....………….….…………...85 electors 

· Kemeys Commander….…………..34 electors 

· Gwehelog………..........……..……265 electors  

Total Electors Gwehelog Fawr CC 384  

Llanbadoc CC 

· Monkswood……………….…….245 electors 

· Glascoed………………………...221 electors 

· Llanbadoc……………..…………205 electors 

Total Electors Llanbadoc CC 671 

The proposed ratio of electors per councilor in rural areas is 150, but also no community will 
be represented by less than 7 councilors, so on the face of it both Gwehelog and Llanbadoc 
can have a maximum of 7 councilors. 

The ominous note however is where it states that ‘’The bandings will be applied to a 
community (council area) once the boundaries of that community have been created’’. With 
this in mind, since Gwehelog and Llanbadoc are both in the same County Councilor 
constituency, it could be that they will be merged to form one community council of 384 + 
671 = 1055 electors. Under those circumstances the new community council would only be 
represented by 1055 / 150 = 7 councilors. 

If this illustration is correct, then the exercise seems to be in direct opposition to the current 
government philosophy which is to enable localism and to encourage public participation. 
We would wish to oppose any moves to reduce the current levels of representation in both 
Gwehelog and Llanbadoc Community Councils. 

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to participate in this. 
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Community of Llangybi 

 

 

 

 



 

P a g e  | 190 
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Community of Llanarth 

 

Llanarth Community Council 

Melanie Mercer – Llanarth Community Council Clerk 

 

Please note the following representations from the Llanarth Fawr Community Council:- 

  

The Llanarth Fawr Community Council area is undoubtedly a very rural area with very small 

hamlets / villages dotted amongst the rural farming landscape. 

 

The very special geography and topography of this area requires committed and very local 

representation and this job is very capably filled by both the Community Councillors /the 

Llanarth Fawr Community Council. The size of the area is very large but is just capable of 

being closely represented by the current Community Council. The Llanarth Fawr Community 

Council has recently covered large issues - i.e. the new cattle market site and currently the 

proposed solar park at Llanvapley as well as being very proud of it's achievement of helping 

to provide 6 new affordable homes for local residents. 

 

These kind of issues as well as planning, highways, crime and community issues would not 

be effectively represented by a Council / Councillors who had to cover a wider area. 

 

The Llanarth Fawr Community Council / Councillors pride themselves as  being very active 

voluntary members of the local community and work tirelessly to ensure that the area has 

the maximum effective representation at a very minimal cost. Any surplus from the very 

small precept is diligently ploughed back into local community projects and is greatly 

appreciated by the whole community. All local village halls / groups are supported and many 

consultations take place at a very local level that ensures that the communities do not feel 

isolated. When a vacancy becomes available on the council it is quickly filled by enthusiastic 

local people who genuinely care about their communities and landscape. 

 

This kind of very special, local, support / representation not only maintains the tradition and 

heritage of the area but gives electors the feeling that although isolated they do have a 

voice that matters in local government.  

 

Llanarth Fawr Community Council requests that there is no change to the Councillor / 

Elector ratio and that Llanarth Fawr Community Council is maintained and not "diluted" or 

"merged" in any way. 
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Community of Llanbadoc 

 

Llanbadoc Community Council 
Response to the Review of Communities and Electoral Arrangements  

Description of Community Area 

We represent a large rural area which comprises the three ward communities of Llanbadoc, 

Glascoed and Monkswood.  There are no densely populated areas and none of the three 

wards has the central focus of shops, pubs or village halls which adds to the challenge of 

effective consultation and keeping in touch.  The area contains many farms. 

 

Special features  

 There are four large employers within our boundaries:  BAE Systems at Glascoed; 

Coleg Gwent, Monmouthshire CC’s new headquarters and Prescoed Open Prison in 

Llanbadoc.  There is also the industrial estate at Woodside with several local 

companies. This means there is a regular and significant influx of visitors to the area 

with resulting implications for our road systems.  We also have regular liaison with 

Prescoed Prison to keep the community informed of prisoner absconds and policy 

matters. 

 We own several areas of common land in Glascoed - much of which is woodland.  

This presents issues of maintenance, access and the rights of commoners.  In the last 

few years there has also been the problem of motor cycle scrambling in the 

woodland which is on-going.  We are currently engaged in resolving a legal issue 

concerning the erection/removal of gates to protect the woodland and curtail the 

nuisance for local residents. 

 We have developed a rolling programme of footpath maintenance following a sharp 

deterioration in their condition over a number of years. 

 A large section of the Llandegfedd reservoir comes within our area. We have 

successfully worked with Welsh Water and MCC to develop plans for a trail around 

the reservoir.  Once this is completed (together with a new visitors centre and 

watersports facility) this will increase the number of visitors to the area. 

 In the last few years we have developed our website to improve communications 

with residents (www.llanbadoc.org) and we have a working group which meets 

periodically to ensure that this is kept relevant and current.  We also hand deliver a 

newsletter annually. 

 

Why have we not had contested elections? 

Any vacancies have been easily filled by co-option and at election time applicants have come 

forward to fill vacancies or we have used co-option shortly after the date of the election.  

We ensure that vacancies are given publicity to avoid limiting the pool to ‘who we know’. 

 

http://www.llanbadoc.org/
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Are there any anomalies which need to be looked at? 

 We request that the properties of Honeywell Cottage and Oak Ridge be moved into 

Llanbadoc ward from Glascoed ward so that they are in the same ward as other 

properties in the lane (R102).  The reason for their current designation is historical – 

they were built on land from an old farm, the farm house of which was situated in 

Glascoed. 

 Penpedairheol Farm at the crossroads of Rumble Street and Cefn Mawr Lane is the 

only property in Rumble Street not included in the Monkswood ward, being attached 

to Goetre Fawr.  We ask that it be moved into the Monkswood ward. 

 

Our submissions on preferred criteria 

Our current electorate numbers 671 and our councillor/elector ratio is 1/67.  We therefore 

fall below the preferred criteria of 1000 electors and our ratio is at the low end of the scale 

for the county and at variance with the suggested ratio of 1/150 for rural areas.  However in 

our view the current community area with the representation of ten councillors should 

remain in place for the following reasons: 

 The size and rural nature of our community area – three sparsely populated wards 

with housing dispersed throughout the area.  The lack of a ‘nucleus’ for each 

community makes effective representation more challenging and time consuming.  If 

the community area were to be extended to raise the number of electors this would 

make effective representation very difficult indeed because the bordering 

communities (with the exception of Usk) are also sparsely populated. 

 The special features set out above contribute to a more complex and demanding 

workload for the council and the current number of councillors is needed to meet 

these demands. 

 The council works efficiently and proactively.  We are in the process of streamlining 

our procedures for meetings and extending our use of working groups to increase 

our effectiveness – in particular there is a need for a group to manage projects 

affecting the common land and other environmental issues.  To make this group 

system work properly we need to maintain the present representation 

 There are minimal cost implications regarding the number of councillors.  We give 

our time freely and rarely claim for any expenses. 
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Community of Llanelly 

 

No representations received for Community   
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Community of Llanfoist Fawr 
 

Llanfoist Fawr Community Council 

Melanie Mercer – Llanfoist Fawr Community Council Clerk 

 

Please note the following comments / representations from the Llanfoist Fawr Community 

Council:- 

  

Llanfoist Fawr Community Council welcome a review of the number of Councillors per ward 

- due to exceptionally large amounts of housing being built in the Llanfoist Ward the ratio of 

Community Councillors per elector is currently not fully balanced between the wards. 

  

The Council would ask that Llanellen retains 2 community councillors and feel this is the 

right number as the community is both very "rural" and "mixed" population - the ratio 

would be approx. 1 cllr for 200 electors. 

  

Llanwenarth Ultra ward - again this is a large area with a "rural" and "mixed" population and 

therefore the council would request that the number of Councillors is maintained - the ratio 

would be approx. 1 cllr for 190 Electors. 

  

Llanwenarth Citra Ward - this ward has had historical links with Llanwenarth Ultra / Llanfoist 

Fawr for many centuries and is a totally rural area. The Llanfoist Fawr Community Council 

have noted the submission by Abergavenny Town Council that this ward should be added to 

the Grofield Ward and feel that this is totally unacceptable. The Ward has no links with 

Abergavenny Town - it's residents would certainly feel affronted at the thought that they 

were going to be represented by a Town when they have so obviously chosen to live in a 

very beautiful rural location. The town is the town - not the countryside around the town - it 

is a totally rural community with not even a mixed" area - i.e. no hamlets /village - it does 

not fit in any way into the classification of the Grofield Ward in Abergavenny. The planning 

applications for this ward are all through the Brecon Beacon National Park (as are a 

significant number of others for the Llanfoist Fawr Community Council Area) and it is 

believed that currently Abergavenny Town Council deal only with Monmouthshire County 

Council planning applications. (The two planning authorities do have very different views on 

planning matters and totally separate Local Development Plans, planning meetings, etc.). All 

the links forged with the Brecon Beacon National Park Authority for this community would 

be lost - and this goes beyond just planning to include tourism, forestry, environment and 

other matters. The ward has 1 very longstanding and valued Community Councillor 

(currently Vice-Chairman) and this represents a ratio of 1 cllr for 139 electors - very close to 

the ideal of 150 that is suggested for a rural ward. Please leave this ward in the Llanfoist 

Fawr Community Council with the current arrangement of 1 Councillor as this is how best to 

represent locally the small rural community. 
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Llanfoist Ward - this is the ward with all the development - some already completed, some 

"in progress" and some with planning approval. It currently has only 3 Community 

Councillors and this is short of the number required for what is a "mixed" community. The 

forecast for 2017 is 1,568 Electors that should be represented by 6 Community Councillors - 

this increase would give an excellent chance for new Community Councillors to be sought in 

the new housing areas. The Electors of Llanfoist Ward pride themselves on being in 

an active attractive village (not a part of Abergavenny Town as has been suggested by 

Abergavenny Town Council).  

  

To sum up - the Llanfoist Fawr Community Council wish to remain as 4 wards but with a 

review of the number of Councillors in the Llanfoist Ward. 

If members of the panel looking into this review require any further information Llanfoist 

Fawr Community Council would be only to happy to assist / liaise.  

 

Additional Representation from Llanfoist Community Council 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
Please find below the further comments of the Llanfoist Fawr Community Council regarding 
the review of Communities and Electoral Arrangements. I would be grateful if you can 
ensure that these comments are noted prior to any recommendations on this matter. 
 
Llanfoist Fawr Community Council object strongly to the proposal put forward by 
Abergavenny Town Council to integrate the Llanfoist Ward into a larger Abergavenny Town 
ward. It must be noted that no consultation regarding this proposal has been even 
mentioned to members of Llanfoist Fawr Community Council -despite appropriate forums in 
existence for such matters- let alone discussed within the spirit of mutual co-operation.  
 
Our objections are grounded in the following reasons:  
 
Llanfoist is geographically separate to Abergavenny with the river forming an obvious 
boundary. It also feels itself to be a rural community despite Monmouthshire County 
Council's attempts to double the population with new housing developments at Gypsy Lane 
and the old Coopers filters site. It has a very distinctive and separate identity to 
Abergavenny which those who live in the ward have fought hard to maintain and develop 
over many years. The argument put forward by Abergavenny Town Council that those who 
live in the new development near the bridge consider themselves to have more affinity with 
Abergavenny than Llanfoist is not founded in reality.  
 
The increase in population once all proposed housing is occupied ensures that the existing 
Llanfoist Fawr Community Council area remains a viable and extremely effective community 
council with members who have developed good working relationships over many years 
with the electorate, with each other and with the planning authorities at Monmouthshire 
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County Council and Brecon Beacon National Park. The ward has its own County Council 
representation which we would be loath to lose.  
 
Llanfoist is the gateway to the Blaenavon World Heritage Site and there has been 
considerable work within the village in collaboration with the Forgotten Landscapes Project 
and the World Heritage Site to promote the distinctiveness of Llanfoist and the important 
role the village played in the industrial development of the area and its continuing 
development as a tourist attraction. Whilst there is much to ally us with Abergavenny in this 
respect we feel it would be detrimental to the identity of Llanfoist to be incorporated into 
Abergavenny Town Council; our needs as a rural community are very different to those of 
the town.  
 
Llanfoist Fawr Community Council recognises the need to work collaboratively and 
imaginatively with other community /town councils to achieve the best possible outcomes 
for the electorate and does not feel that the proposals for a larger Abergavenny ward are an 
appropriate way forward.  
 
It is further noted that Llanfoist residents would have to suffer an increase in council tax due 
to the considerably higher precept of the Abergavenny Town Council V Llanfoist Fawr 
Community Council - indeed for 2013/14 Llanfoist Fawr Community Council have reduced 
the burden on householders by maintaining the same precept despite an increase in the 
number of dwellings. 
 
Abergavenny Town Council use the argument that as Llanwenarth Citra Ward is on the town 
side of the river it should be included in the town council area - a matter previously disputed 
by Llanfoist Fawr Community Council. They then put forward a recommendation to have the 
whole of Llanfoist Ward - which is wholly the "wrong" side of the river - is this not a case of 
not knowing their own identity and just trying to make up ward numbers from any direction 
? 
 
Llanfoist Fawr Community Council would not be "Llanfoist" Fawr Community Council 
without the Llanfoist Ward - it would leave a ridiculous situation whereby the other wards 
are totally disjointed with a large geographical gap in the middle that could not be joined up 
by annexing other Community Council's Wards as suggested by Abergavenny Town Council 
and Llanfoist Fawr Community Council are sure that Llanover Community Council would not 
appreciate this suggestion being even considered without full and proper public 
consultation. 
 
Llanfoist Fawr Community Council formally request that this matter is struck from 
consideration as it is not an appropriate suggestion and for all the above reasons. 
 
Once again the Llanfoist Fawr Community Council would like to re-iterate their offer to 
discuss matters further with the review panel or if helpful to provide and further 
information required. 
 
Yours Sincerely 
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Melanie Mercer 
 
Clerk of the Council 
Llanfoist Fawr Community Council 
 

Representations received which also refer to this community:  
 Abergavenny Town Council  
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Community of Llangattock Vibon Avel 
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Community of Llangwm 

 

No representations received for Community   
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Community of Llanhennock 

 

No representations received for Community   
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Community of Llanover 
 

Llanover Community Council 

Hugh Candler – Llanover Community Council Clerk 

 

I acknowledge receipt of the amended Notice regarding the above Review.  
I have noted that there is due to be a series of Regional Seminars which I and one or two 
other members of this Council are likely to attend.  
However, I am instructed to inform you that this Council considers the Review a complete 
waste of time and money. The present situation is working perfectly well and people know 
in which community they are located. To change the arrangement will merely be change for 
change’s sake. Any possible benefit, such as equalising the number of electors in each ward, 
will be far outweighed by the inconvenience and uncertainty which will be caused. My 
Council’s advice is to leave well alone.  
 

Representations received which also refer to this community:  
 Abergavenny Town Council  
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Community of Llantilio Crossenny 
 

Llantilio Crossenny Community Council 

Katherine Jordan – Llantilio Crossenny Community Council Clerk 

 

Thank you for the helpful presentation at Abergavenny Town Hall last night requesting 
feedback from community councils before the review panel considers matters in detail. 
Having discussed the review with our Chairman of Llantilio Crossenny Community Council I 
have been requested to reply to you on behalf of the council. 

 
It is considered that the traditional boundaries and historic situation in our area works very 
well and that any changes would be unlikely to bring any real benefits. Our community 
council has responsibility for a large rural area, and we have no issues to report. If our area 
was smaller it would not be workable. So far as the boundaries are concerned there is a 
small "bubble" near The Hendre in the Parc Grace Dieu area, but other than that the 
boundaries are considered to be straightforward with no anomalies. 
 

Our demands have not changed, as there has been very little development in our area, and 
little has changed in recent years. 

 
It is the view of Llantilio Community Council that the status quo should be maintained for 
our area as there are no issues or problems to report. I hope this response is of assistance, 
and would be very grateful if you would acknowledge receipt for my records. 
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Community of Llantilio Pertholey 
 

 

Secondary representation submitted by Llantilio Pertholey Community 

Council 

Following submission of views to the Monmouthshire County Council’s consultation exercise 
on the Review of Communities and Electoral Arrangements, Llantilio Pertholey Community 
Council has felt compelled to respond to the observations submitted during the exercise by 
Abergavenny Town Council. 
 
Members of Council object to the Abergavenny Town Council’s inference that the existing 
Community arrangements in Monmouthshire are not fit for purpose to deal with ‘the 



 

P a g e  | 206 

current tendency to look at moving services down the structural chain’.  Members must 
assume that the Town Council includes itself in that statement, as it is currently part of those 
arrangements. Indeed, the Town Council seems to demonstrate a degree of naivety if it 
believes that in devolving certain service downwards that there would not be an expectation 
amongst Community Councils that appropriate financial resources would be included in any 
such arrangements.    
 
While Members accept that all Council’s would need to introduce new methods for dealing 
with any major delegation of services, this could prove an opportunity for Council’s to work 
more closely together to provide the necessary services in the best and most economical 
ways for the benefit of their residents.  In a small way this is already happening in North 
Monmouthshire via the North Monmouthshire Liaison Committee, which comprises 
Crucorney, Llanfoist Fawr, Llanover, Llantilio Pertholey Community Councils and Abegavenny 
Town Council.  For your general information, this was established following the initiative of 
Llantilio Pertholey Community Council   
 
The current Community arrangements allow for local knowledge, relationships and 
community cohesion that benefit the residents.  Big is not always better. 
 
From the submissions of other Councils to the consultation exercise, it appears that the 
Town Council is somewhat out on a limb with its suggestion that ‘there is a case for a fairly 
radical look at the way in which communities are organised in Monmouthshire.’  All other 
responses submitted, including that of Llantilio Pertholey Community Council, have looked 
at Ward boundaries within their community, to ensure that they meet the terms of 
reference of the exercise, and provide the best representation for the electorate within 
those Councils. 
 
In fact Llantilio Pertholey Community Council did, in its submission, suggest realigning the 
boundary between itself and Abergavenny Town Council for residents in Heol Hamelin, Clos 
Durand and Clos Bury Capel to become part of the Town Council’s area as, due to their 
location to the town, they would feel more affinity with the town than with the Community 
of Llantilio Pertholey. 
 
In response to Abergavenny Town Council’s specific suggestions for their annexing of the 
Croesonen East, Croesonen West and Mardy Wards of Llantilio Pertholey Community 
Council, Members would like to make the following observations: 
 

 Residents within those wards associate with the village of Mardy and not the town of 
Abergavenny. 

 The Town Council has no experience of managing buildings or Playing Fields.  Llantilio 
Pertholey Community Council owns and manages the Community Hall, Playing Field 
and Children’s Play Area. 

 The wellbeing of residents is well catered for in Llantilio Pertholey Community 
Council’s area with the Community Hall and Playing Field used regularly for 
educational, sporting, fitness and rehabilitation activities. 

 Llantilio Pertholey Community Council actively engages with its residents.  Press 
releases are issued after Council meetings, the Croesonen County Councillor’s 
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newsletter and parish magazine are used to advertise Council activities, and the long 
established website is used to promote Council business.  The website is also a 
means for residents to contact Council with questions and views, and for 2013/2014 
Council have set a goal to establish Surgeries for residents to meet with Councillors to 
raise and discuss issues. 

 The Council has installed  notice boards in each ward that convey information such as 
the contact details for Councillors, notice of Council meetings,  Neighbourhood 
Watch and other community activities. 

 Llantilio Pertholey Community Council was the first Council in the greater 
Abergavenny area to install Dog Waste Bins. The Council manages the emptying of 
those bins as well as litter bins which it has purchased and installed in its area. 

 Council also run a Garden of the Year competition, provide Christmas lighting and is a 
major financial supporter of the local branch of the Citizens Advice Bureau, as the 
Bureau has shown that many of their visitors are resident in Llantilio Pertholey 
Community Council’s area. 

 Following the introduction by Monmouthshire County Council of the current refuse 
collection regime, Council hold stocks of the various coloured bags for local residents 
use, at the Community Hall, the Assembly Hall Llandewi Skirrid as well as the local 
store, this is managed by a Llantilio Pertholey Community Council. 

 
If the 3 Wards were moved to Abergavenny Town Council it would leave Llantilio Pertholey 
Community Council with 3 single Member Rural Wards, Sgyrrid East, Sgyrrid West and 
Pantygelli.  This would mean a Council of 3 Members and would not be viable as a separate 
Community.  Those Wards would then need to be allocated to neighbouring Communities, 
(Crucorney/Grosmont) to which they would have no local connection. 
 
The 2013/2014 Monmouthshire County Council Council Tax figures show the Community 
Council precept band D equivalent for Llantilio Pertholey Community Council as £21.14 
compared to Abergavenny Town Council’s £44.54.  Would residents of the 3 wards that 
Abergavenny Town Council wish to take from Llantilio Pertholey receive the same 
commitment from the Town Council as they currently receive from the Community Council, 
especially if their Council Tax was likely to rise. 
 
The Community Council is non-political, Members working for the benefit of its residents 
and not a political party, unlike the Town Council which is party political. The Council 
believes that this approach provides a more inclusive partnership between themselves and 
their residents.  
 
The Community Council uses its precept to provide services for its residents, unlike the Town 
which uses a percentage of its precept for Mayoral and Ceremonial events, twinning 
arrangements and annually approved allowances, which does not directly benefit the Town 
residents. 
 
Council hope that from these examples you can see that the residents of Llantilio Pertholey 
are well served by the current Community Council arrangements and request you dismiss 
the suggestions of Abergavenny Town Council presented in their submission. Indeed, any 
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major changes to the current boundary structure are likely to affect the community cohesion 
and pride that the Council has helped to build over many years.  
 

Representations received which also refer to this community:  
 Abergavenny Town Council  
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Community of Llantrisant 

 

Llantrisant Fawr Community Council 

John Turner – Llantrisant Fawr Community Council Clerk 

 

Members of Llantrisant Fawr Community Council have requested I write in response to your 

letter of 3/12/12 and to the recently published Terms of Reference for the above review. 

The Terms of reference state that the main driver for the review is the wide variation in 

levels of representation from one community to another. Whilst this is clearly true from 

the data you have provided and notwithstanding your accepted variations between the 

3 categories of communities mentioned, due consideration to geography must be given 

when considering levels of representation. We believe that strict adherence to set levels 

of representation are less important than recognition of geographical factors and the 

natural boundaries of communities based on settlement. 

The 2 wards of Llantrisant Fawr Community Council are reported to have the most 

generous level of representation in the County and therefore perceived ripe for 

reorganisation/merger with one or more surrounding communities. Llantrisant Fawr 

Community Council covers a large area of about 25km2 covering the adjacent 

communities of Llantrisant, Llanllowell, Llangeview and Gwernesney. Any enlargement 

of the community area to include other areas would result in a loss of local community 

focus. A new larger Council with at least 1000 electors would have to represent a much 

larger number of scattered communities which may not have all that much in common 

with each other and have different priorities and interests. The prime function of a local 

council is to represent the views, interests and act on behalf of well defined community 

based on patterns of human settlement and not a predetermined councillor to elector 

ratio. 

For this reason we believe that the current arrangements as they pertain to Llantrisant 

Fawr Council have proved effective in that it represents a cluster of small settlements 

with shared sense of location and community identity. We have 329 residents which is 

clearly above the minimum number of electors required for a community council. We 

also have 7 councillors which also conforms with the published terms of reference. We 

are of the opinion that the generous level of about 1 councillor to about 50 electors is 

acceptable given the rural and scattered character of our area. We therefore propose no 

change to our community area boundaries or wards. 
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Community of Magor with Undy 

 

No representations received for Community   
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Community of Mathern 
 

Mounton Ward – Mathern Community Council 

Councillor & Vice Chair Carolyn Ovenden – Mounton Ward 

Following our discussions at last night's meeting at Bulwark Community Centre re. review of 
Communities and Electoral Arrangements, may I summarise and suggest the following re. 
the above Ward, which I represent: 

 Though a small Ward, Mounton Village is a distinct, stand-alone, rural community 
with a unique local history which is nevertheless allied to that of its near (but more 
densely-populated) neighbours of Mathern and Pwllmeyric.  

 The houses at the upper end of Mounton Lane should be incorporated into Mounton 
Ward on a line which roughly follows a continuation of St. Lawrence Lane. This 
would simplify matters relating to Highways and the maintenance of Mounton Road. 
Also give a more distinct boundary to Mathern CC area as a whole.  

 The property known as Wellhead Lodge, on the Usk Road, be removed from 
Mounton Ward (possibly being placed in St Arvans - see map). 

Mathern Community Council 

Councillor & Vice Chair Carolyn Ovenden  

 
Outline of existing Community Council 
 
Mathern Community Council comprises 3 Wards with a current electoral total of 874 voters.                       
These are represented by 9 Community Councillors in 3 Wards as follows:  
Mathern – 118 voters per Councillor (5), Mounton – 77 voters per Councillor  
(1) and Pwllmeyric – 109 voters per Councillor (3).  
 
JUSTIFICATION OF CURRENT FORMAT OF MATHERN COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
 

1. The three Wards are each distinctive but historically linked e.g. paper manufactured 
in Mounton village was shipped from Mathern before the railway was built, whilst 
the owners of Mounton House had a close relationship with Pwllmeyric residents in 
the last Century. 

 
2. There is currently a thriving community life involving residents from all three villages 

within the Community Council area, e.g Mathern Village Hall events and combined 
efforts by residents of all three Wards in various floral display competitions. 

 
3. The Wards are diverse and thriving with a wide range of housing-types. All age 

groups are well-represented throughout and the community is a well-balanced one.  
 

4. The three villages are either rural or semi-rural and geographically separate from 
similar areas nearby. 
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5. The area encompassed by the Community Council includes part of the Wye Valley 
AONB (Mounton) and a Conservation Area (Mathern), reflecting the individual 
character of the area. 

 
6. The Community Council itself is well-balanced and the three constituent Wards work 

well together, frequently towards common goals. These may be both pro-active 
(recent publication of Local Walks leaflets) and reactive (currently working towards 
safer road conditions on the A48). Such matters are local to the area and 
affect/involve the entire community.   

 
7. Proposed new building under the Local Development Plan will increase voting 

population of Mathern Ward. 
 

8. Mathern Community Council and (enthusiastic) local residents of all 3 Wards    
         are to devise a Community Led Plan under the auspices of adventa. This  
         project was due to start in January but was delayed till next week by poor  
         weather conditions.  

 
POSSIBLE CHANGES TO WARD BOUNDARIES WITHIN AN UNCHANGED MATHERN 
COMMUNITY COUNCIL AREA     
 
     1. In view of potential new housing in Mathern village (LDP) and hence a larger 
         electorate, all properties to the west of the A48 i.e. Hayesgate, Broadwell 
         Farm areas to be moved from Mathern Ward to Mounton Ward. 
       
     2. Mounton House to be removed from Mounton Ward and placed in Pwllmeyric     
         Ward, where it’s main entrance is situated. Also the two houses above 
         Mounton House (Brynderwin & Bigwood). 
 
     3. Mounton Ward: see previous communication re. Wellhead Lodge and “old” 
         Bayfield. 
 
     4. The new buildings, including the Veterinary Practice, at High Beech round- 
         about should be wholly incorporated into Pwllmeyric Ward, rather than only  
         the driveway leading to them.  
 
These changes would retain the status quo whilst making voting numbers more in line with 
targets. 
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Representations received which also refer to this community:  
 Chepstow Town Council  
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Community of Mitchel Troy 
 

Mitchel Troy Community Council 

Ann Davison – Mitchel Troy Community Council Clerk 

 

Mitchel Troy Community Council discussed this review at its meeting last night.  The minute 
reads as follows: 
 
"Councillors expressed a strong sense of identity, and had no wish to increase, decrease, or 
alter the boundaries of the wards within the council.   While the “electors per councillor” 
figures are relatively low in the area, it was felt that the concept of “over representation” is 
irrelevant, since community councillors are voluntary and therefore costless.  They also 
represent a large area that is sparsely populated." 
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Community of Monmouth 

 

Monmouth Town Council 

Sue James – Monmouth Town Council Clerk 

 

Please see below responses from Monmouth Town Council  
 
Cllr Hayward explained details to members again at a meeting last Monday, and he has been 
delegated authority by the Council to submit any further changes/suggestions made to him 
by MTC Councillors (and received in the Clerk’s office by 1st March) to yourself/John Pearson 
by 15th March. 
 

 Dixton with Osbaston ward boundary should be re-established to follow the River 
Monnow rather than Osbaston Road, from the old Slaughter Houses (Priory Street), 
and hence then include the Forge and Osbaston CIW School 
 

 An additional Councillor should represent the Drybridge Town Council ward 
 

 The County Council ward of combined Town and Drybridge Town Council wards 
should be re-examined, with a more natural combination being Town and 
Overmonnow Town Council wards 
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Community of Portskewett  

 

No representations received for Community   
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Community of Raglan 

 

No representations received for Community   
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Community of Rogiet 

 

No representations received for Community   
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Community of Shirenewton 
 

Shirenewton Community Council 

Hilary Counsell – Shirenewton Community Council Clerk 

 

Hi John, during discussion of the above, members gave consideration to the following:  
 
- overall boundary of the Council, 
- individual ward boundaries, 
- links between wards, 
- the warding structure. 
 
In response to the consultation, members wish to make the following points - 
 
- that the current four wards of Shirenewton, Mynyddbach, Earlswood and Newchurch West 
are a distinct area with an identifiable community. 
- there are several positive links between the wards, such as the CC having responsibility for 
the poor land field and an area of forestry in Earlswood, Also for Earlwood Village Hall and 
the Recreation Hall and playing field in Shirenewton, as well as the green at 
Mynyddbach.  The CC also offers financial support to all the churches and chapels and 
several organisations in the community. 
 
Members feel that it might be beneficial to reduce the community to two wards - 
Shirenewton and Mynyddbach, and Earlswood and Newchurch West.  Earlswood and 
Newchurch West historically regard themselves as a community. Councillors suggest the 
boundary of the two wards be at Cock a Roosting (bridleway BR86, on to the road at lower 
Argoed, to Cock a Roosting, then BR54, BR53, Footpath51, 45, 46 to the CC boundary. The 
electors could then be realigned for voting purposes, with the Earlswood/Newchurch West 
ward voting at Earlswood Hall and the Shirenewton/Mynyddbach ward voting at 
Shirenewton Recreation Hall. This would rationalise the current arrangements where 
several of the Earlswood electorate pass Earlswood Hall to vote in Shirenewton. Members 
did feel it important that all the village names are kept in the ward titles to retain their 
identities. 
 
According to the Terms of Reference, as this Council has 915 electors, the number of 
Councillors representing the wards will be reduced, possibly to eight rather than the current 
ten. If this is the case, members would suggest five for the Shirenewton/Mynyddbach ward 
and three for the Earlswood/Newchurch West ward. 
 
Perhaps you would kindly calculate how this would work out as a ratio of electorate to 
Councillors in each ward and advise us accordingly. 
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Shirenewton County Councillor G. Down  
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Community of St Arvans 
 

St Arvans Community Council 

Alan Bolton – Chair of St Arvans Community Council 

 

May I thank you for the opportunity to make a representation to the forthcoming review of 
Communities and Electoral Arrangements 2012. 
 

It is noted from the Terms of Reference that St Arvans falls into the "Mixed " category of 
Community Councils where the ideal Councillor/Elector ratio is c 250. Clearly with 625 
Electors and 8 Councillors, the village is over -subscribed with Councillors and would 
mathematically be better suited to forming a Ward of a larger Community to meet the 
above criterion and the second criterion of a minimum of 7 Councillors per Community. 
 
However, St Arvans is a very self-contained and succinct Community and does not naturally 
link geographically with any other local Community to be considered a Ward. Its Councillors 
are all St Arvan's residents who know the village and its residents and their needs well, and 
work conscientiously for the betterment of services and environmental issues within the 
Community. 
 
The Community Council therefore recommends that the existing arrangements are 
maintained because; 
 

 There are no costs involved.  
 The numbers afford a good distribution of Councillors across the several sub-groups 

that manage the various responsibilities of the Council.    
 All Councillors are in daily contact with other St Arvans residents and literally form 

part of the "Community". 

 

Representations received which also refer to this community:  
 Chepstow Town Council 

 Mathern Community Council  
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Community of Tintern 

 

St Arvans County Councillor Ann Webb 

Just a note to say that I as the local member for Trellech Grange would strongly oppose this 
being included into the Trellech United Ward. There are historical reasons for this being 
within St Arvans Division. If you would like we could discuss this in more detail, but firstly I 
wanted to make sure you knew my feelings!! 

 

Representations received which also refer to this community:  

 Trellech United Community Council 

 Community Councillor George Weston, Llanishen Ward, Trellech United Community 
Council 
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Community of Trellech United 

 

Trellech United Community Council 

Ann Davison – Trellech United Community Council Clerk 

 

At its meeting on 18th February the Community Council discussed its current ward 
boundaries and representation. 
 
1. The council felt that the level of representation is about right, and did not want to either 
increase or decrease the number of councillors. 
 
2. They had two suggestions for changes to ward boundaries, although felt that this really 
depended on the views of electors living within the two areas. 
(a) Trellech Grange (as its name suggests) "belongs" with Trellech rather than with Tintern, 
and the suggestion is to move the boundary of the Llanishen ward to run from Whitelye 
Common and below The Fountain Inn .  The parishes of Llanishen and Trellech Grange have 
always been linked, the primary school catchment is to Trellech school, and The Fountain is 
the "local" for Catbrook within TUCC. 
 
(b) Far Hill, which is currently within the Llanishen ward, lies more naturally within Trellech 
Town.  There is no direct road link between Far Hill and Llanishen.  When residents of Far 
Hill wish to vote at an election they need to drive straight past the polling station in Trellech, 
in order to reach Llanishen.  For the same reason other community links and activities tend 
naturally towards Trellech rather than Llanishen.  
 

Trellech United Community Council 

George Weston – Community Councillor Llanishen Ward 

 

Introduction: 

The following considerations are personal to me and do not necessarily represent those 

held by TUCC, of which I am an elected member. However, they were presented as such to 

TUCC at their meeting on 18th February and received no objection from the members 

present. 

I approached the exercise on the basis of “community of interest” or, if you will, “sense of 

place”, rather than as an exercise in load-balancing. However, it can be seen that my 

recommendations, if adopted, would result in the Llanishen Ward of TUCC having the exact 

county average of 150 electors per community councillor.  

1. Trellech Grange: 

Trellech Grange is clearly historically linked to the Trellech area by its name but is 

currently – inexplicably - part of Tintern community. Trellech Grange is also one of 

the three linked historic parishes of Llanishen, Trellech Grange and Llanfihangel-tor-

y-Mynydd; the local priest-in-charge is responsible for all three churches. Trellech 
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Grange’s strong links with Llanishen are also reflected in the Trust Deed of the 

charity which owns and operates Llanishen village hall; the deed states that the 

“area of benefit” of the charity consists of those three historic parishes. 

(It should be noted at this stage that whilst Llanfihangel-tor-y-Mynydd is also linked 

in this way, its ties with Llanishen are perhaps not so strong, as that settlement tends 

to identify more closely with its proximity to Llansoy and  Devauden Community. 

Moreover, as far as the Post Office is concerned, Llanfihangel-tor-y-Mynydd is part of 

Llansoy. I have therefore not considered any changes which would involve 

Llanfihangel-tor-y-Mynydd or Devauden Community.) 

Returning to Trellech Grange, I also note that many addresses in that historic parish 

have NP16 6Q* postcodes and Llanishen postal addresses. Many residents of 

Trellech Grange therefore have a strong natural “community of interest” with 

Llanishen and consider themselves to be part of the Llanishen community. The 

boundary of Trellech Grange with Llanishen is also very close to the village centre of 

Llanishen. However, Trellech Grange is currently a Ward of Tintern Community, 

notwithstanding the fact that Tintern is anything up to 4 miles away and is directly 

accessible only via a narrow road through the Angidy valley (this road is currently 

closed owing to a landslip). Trellech Grange’s “community of interest” with Tintern is 

therefore as not as strong as it is with Llanishen. There are 36 properties in Tintern 

Community’s Trellech Grange Ward and 72 electors. 

For the above reasons I therefore propose that consideration be given to 

transferring the Trellech Grange Ward of Tintern Community to TUCC and 

incorporating it into TUCC’s Llanishen Ward. 

 

2. Far Hill: 

Far Hill is currently part of the Llanishen Ward of TUCC. However, it is relatively 

isolated from “Llanishen proper”. The preferred access to and from Far Hill is via 

Trellech, where a good, direct minor road leading off the B4293 (R76/C45-7) links the 

two settlements. Access to Far Hill from Llanishen is possible but via a long, 

convoluted route of narrow lanes leading off the road that leads out into the 

countryside towards Llangovan. The residents of Far Hill therefore naturally have a 

much greater “community of interest” with Trellech than they do with Llanishen. 

There are 25 properties listed in the electoral register as being in in Far Hill with 55 

electors. However, I note that 3 of those properties, Glyn Farm, Glyn Farm Barn and 

Lower Glyn Farm are incorrectly listed as being in Far Hill;  they are actually in 

Llanishen. The natural boundary between Llanishen and Far Hill is the Penarth Brook, 

which I have shown as a red line on the accompanying map (Far Hill to the north, 

Llanishen to the south).  

I therefore propose that consideration be given to transferring the properties to the 

north of the Penarth Brook which lie currently within the Llanishen Ward of TUCC to 
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the Trellech Town Ward of that Council. The properties transferred would be those 

served by the following highways: R76/C45-7, C46-1, C46-2, C46-3 and C46-4. The 3 

properties to the south of the line which are mentioned above as being erroneously 

shown on the electoral register as being in Far Hill should remain in Llanishen Ward 

of TUCC. 

Statistics: 

(a) Current arrangements: 

TUCC, Llanishen Ward: 141 properties, 274 electors 

TUCC, Trellech Town Ward: 168 properties, 327 electors   

TUCC, Far Hill settlement (part of Llanishen Ward): 25 properties, 55 electors 

Tintern CC, Trellech Grange Ward: 36 properties, 72 electors 

 

(b) After proposed changes: 

TUCC Llanishen Ward: 155 properties, 300 electors 

(net gain = 14 properties, 26 electors) 

TUCC Trellech Town Ward: 193 properties, 382 electors 

(net gain = 22 properties, 46 electors)  

 

(c) Resultant community losses and gains 

Tintern Community would lose 36 properties and 72 Electors 

Trellech United Community would gain those 36 properties and 72 electors  

 

Llanishen Ward, Trellech United Community Council 

A resident of Far Hill 

 

I would like to add my support to the proposal that Farhill be part of Trellech Town ward 

instead of Llanishen ward. This fits far better with the local geography, and most Farhill 

residents see Trellech as their local community focus rather than Llanishen  

By road Trellech is much closer, and indeed it is usual to go through Trellech to get to 

Llanishen form Farhill 

Llanishen Ward, Trellech United Community Council 

A resident of Far Hill 

 

I would like to add my support to the proposal that Far Hill be part of Trellech Town ward 

instead of Llanishen ward.  I would suggest that Penarth Brook forms an appropriate 

boundary. 

  

Most Far Hill residents see Trellech as their local community focus rather than Llanishen.  By 
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road Trellech is much closer, and indeed it is usual to go through Trellech to get to Llanishen 

from Far Hill.  

 

Llanishen Ward, Trellech United Community Council 

A resident of Far Hill 

With regard to the above we are writing to confirm that we support the proposal that Far 
Hill be included in the Trellech Town Parish and be removed from Llanishen Parish. We have 
lived at Ty Newydd, Farhill for the past 10 years. 

 

Llanishen Ward, Trellech United Community Council 

A resident of Far Hill 

This is to state that as a resident of Far Hill I very much support moving the boundaries of 
Trellech Town to include Far Hill. 

 
It makes far more sense for us to be represented by Trellech than Llanishen. We all drive to 
Trellech to get off the hill and on our way to Monmouth or Chepstow, we go to the doctor 
there, the pub and the church. We all feel part of Trellech, not Llanishen and would very 
much appreciate being represented by the Trellech councillors.  

 

Llanishen Ward, Trellech United Community Council 

A resident of Far Hill 

We understand that it's being considered whether Far Hill remains in Llanishen Parish or 
becomes part of Trellech Town Parish. If so, we would prefer to be linked with Trellech since 
it's logical - this village is much closer to us and is our social hub. 
 

Additional Representation Submitted by Community Councillor George Weston, Llanishen 

Ward 

I have received and read the initial representations document with interest.  

Of particular concern to me is the comment from County Councillor Ann Webb (MCC St. 
Arvans Division) with regard to my submissions regarding proposals affecting the Llanishen 
Ward of Trellech United Community Council (TUCC), which have been endorsed by TUCC. 

County Councillor Webb’s comment reads as follows:  

“Just a note to say that I as the local member for Trellech Grange would strongly oppose this 
being included into the Trellech United Ward. There are historical reasons for this being 
within St Arvans Division. If you would like we could discuss this in more detail, but firstly I 
wanted to make sure you knew my feelings!!”  

I would make two points in response to this statement:  

1. County Councillor Webb is not “the local member for Trellech Grange”. That post on 
Tintern Community Council is held by Mr Stephen Pocock. County Councillor Webb’s County 
Ward of St. Arvans does include the Trellech Grange Ward of Tintern Community Council – 
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indeed, she resides in Trellech Grange. However, she is not a member of Tintern Community 
Council and has not indicated that her comments have been endorsed by that Community 
Council. I note further that Tintern Community Council have not submitted any 
representations themselves.  

2. County Councillor Webb mentions that she would “strongly oppose this being included 
into the Trellech United Ward. There are historical reasons for this being within the St. 
Arvans Division...” However, she does not give these reasons in her submission or provide 
any statistics or cogent arguments to support her views. Additionally, her comments would 
seem to suggest that the reasons for her opposition could be discussed between her and 
you, presumably in private. I would submit that any such discussions might be outside the 
terms of reference of your consultation and might perhaps be anti-democratic. Moreover, 
the consultation does not concern itself with County Council Divisions/Wards but 
Community Councils and their own Wards. I note that no other County Councillor has 
submitted any comments and I therefore consider County Councillor Webb’s comments to 
be ultra vires.  

I trust that you will take my comments on board prior to engaging in any discussions with 
County Councillor Webb. 
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Community of Usk 

 

No representations received for Community 

 

Appendix F – Minutes of Public Consultation Sessions 

Appendix G – Representations Received in relation to Draft 

Proposals 

 

 



   

REVIEW OF COMMUNITIES AND ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS  

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SESSION NOTES 

 

Appendix F – Minutes of Public 

Consultation Meetings 

 
Date: Tuesday 7th January 2014 
Communities Reviewed: Abergavenny, Raglan and Shirenewton  
 

 
Present: 
 

Working Group Members: County Councillors: P.A.D. Hobson, R. G. Harris and G. 
Howard. 

 
Officers: J. Pearson – Local Democracy Manager and A. Gullick – Local Democracy 
Officer. 
 
Also in Attendance: County Councillors: G.L. Down, D.L. Edwards, M. Hickman, P. 
Jones and M. Powell.  
Abergavenny Town Council: M. Harris. 
Gwehelog Community Council: S. Carbury, S. Hoselitz and P. Frampton.  
Raglan Community Council: D. Brown, R. Moorby, T.D. Phillips and H. Williams. 
Shirenewton Community Council: I. Moore and K. Morton. 
 
The Chairman of the Working Group for the Review of Communities and Electoral 
Arrangements welcomed members of the public, Town and Community Council 
representatives, Officers and Working Group Members to the session.  
 
The session provided an opportunity for members of the public and Town and 
Community Council representatives to respond to the draft proposals that had been 
approved by Full Council on 21st November 2013. 
 
A question was raised relating to why the review was taking place and the reasoning 
behind the reduction in the number of Town and Community Councillors. The 
Chairman of the Working Group explained that a Terms of Reference was 
formulated by the Working Group, which was circulated to Town and Community 
Councils for consultation and was subsequently approved by Full Council on 22nd 
November 2012. The Terms of Reference set out categories for communities being 
Urban, Rural or Mixed and a councillor:elector ratio was applied to each category.  
 
The Chairman of the Working Group stated that if any Town or Community Councils 
felt that the number of Councillors proposed for their ward would be detrimental to its 
working, then they should provide detailed evidence of their case, which would assist 
the Working Group in making their final recommendations.  
 
 



 

 

 
Working Group members welcomed representations on the draft proposals for the 
following communities: 
 

Community of Abergavenny 

 

Representatives from Abergavenny Town Council made no further representations 
regarding the proposals for Abergavenny and were happy with the draft proposals.  
 
The County Councillor for Grofield welcomed the addition of the Llanwenarth Citra 
ward and felt that the number of Councillors, which had increased from 15 to 17, 
would be manageable.  

Community of Raglan 
 

Questions were raised as to whether the Local Development Plan (LDP) had been 
taken into consideration when the proposals were drafted. We noted that figures 
were included as they were at the start of the review and any significant 
developments had been included. If there had been any changes that the Working 
Group was unaware of that need to be apportioned then this can be looked at. 
 
Further questions were raised with regard to the reduction in Councillors, which for 
Raglan were reduced from 11 to 7. Community Council representatives were 
concerned that the reduction could render meetings inquorate or leave an area 
without representation. In response to this point, the Local Democracy Manager 
explained that the Local Government Act in order for a Community Council to be 
quorate it must have no less than a third of members present but in no case can the 
quorum be lower than three. The Working Group having regard to research from the 
Aston Business School and their own experiences felt that a suitable minimum 
number of Councillors representing a community would be seven, which was two 
higher than the minimum number of Councillors required.  
 
Representatives from Raglan expressed grave concerns that the Community Council 
would not be able to operate with only 7 Councillors due to the large and diverse 
area that was covered by Raglan Community Council. The question was asked as to 
how many Councillors would be acceptable for the Council to operate, if the current 
proposals for the community were to be approved. Representatives felt that 9 or 10 
councillors would be more viable, due to the large area covered and the more work 
that would need to be undertaken, which was done so on a voluntary basis.  
 
The Chairman of the Working Group welcomed information from the Community 
Council and stated that consideration for increasing the number of Councillors could 
be given if detailed evidence could be provided to support. The representation 
received from Llantilio Pertholey was given as a good example, as they provided a 
detailed representation at the start of the review, which guided the Working Group 
with local knowledge when drafting the proposals.  



 

 

 
Representatives from Raglan agreed with the views expressed by Gwehelog 
Community Council, that the Gwehelog ward had more of an affinity with Usk and 
not Raglan.  
 
Concerns were expressed that people would not want sit on Community Councils if 
there was an increase in workload, due to the reduction in councillors. The Chairman 
of the Working Group stated that the high levels of uncontested and co-opted 
elections were taken into consideration but a happy medium needed to be 
established. It was expressed that individuals wanted to contribute to their 
communities and not want to stand for election. In response to this point, the ward 
Member for Shirenewton felt that when Community Councillors were co-opted and 
did not stand for election, it was sometimes difficult for County Councillors to have 
complete confidence in knowing whether the views of the community were being 
represented. Representatives from Gwehelog refuted this point and felt they were 
closer to the public than Councillors at a County level.  
 
Representatives questioned why Cockoo’s Row had been taken out of Raglan and 
put into Mitchel Troy. The Local Democracy Manager explained that having regard to 
legislation, the Working Group used easily identifiable boundaries, which in this case 
the junction on the A40. Representatives were advised that local knowledge was key 
and their responses were vital to rectifying any mistakes that may have been made. 
 

Community of Gwehelog 
 
Representatives from Gwehelog Community Council attended the meeting in relation 
to the recommendation that the Community of Gwehelog be disbanded with electors 
in the Gwehelog ward being included in the community of Raglan, with its own 
Gwehelog ward.  
 
The following concerns were raised by representatives from Gwehelog Community 
Council: 
 

 Representatives stated that Gwehelog was a thriving Community Council that 
would cease to exist if the proposals were finalised.  

 Gwehelog would lose its voice being incorporated into the Community of 
Raglan. 

 There would be a loss of local expertise and knowledge. 
 It was felt that there was little synergy between Gwehelog and Raglan. 
 There was a greater connection between Gwehelog, Usk and Llanbadoc.   
 Representatives felt that geographically, the proposals did not make sense 

and had written a comprehensive response to be submitted which was 
welcomed by the Chairman of the Working Group.  

 Fears were voiced that the changes would result in little else other than higher 
precepts.  



 

 

 It was suggested that Bettws Newydd had a greater connections to Gwehelog 
as they were similar rural areas and all the churches in the area had the same 
vicar.  

 It was expressed that there were no connections to Llanarth.  
 The question was asked as to how many Councillors would be acceptable for 

the Council to operate, if the current proposals for the community of Raglan 
were to be approved. Representatives felt that they could not currently answer 
and would put their answer into their written representation, but agreed that 
one would not be suitable. 

 It was expressed that households were not the only criteria that could have 
been used to base the proposals, hectors and land could have been used. 

 
Representatives from Gwehelog Community Council were invited to attend the public 
consultation session on the 23rd January when the community of Gwehelog was 
scheduled to be discussed, to put forward their presentation and supporting 
evidence. 

Community of Shirenewton 

The County Councillor for Shirenewton expressed that he was broadly happy with 
the draft proposals for the community of Shirenewton.  

The following points were raised by the representatives from Shirenewton 
Community Council: 

 The proposals currently state that the community would be represented by 7 
councillors; however it was felt that 8 would be the preferred option. 

 There were several properties on Crick Road that should be included in 
Shirenewton and not Caerwent; those mentioned were Dinwood Cottage, the 
Coalpits and properties north of the military base. In addition, a few properties 
at the Northern boundary of the ward of Wentwood including Goytre Farm 
should be included in the community of Shirenewton. The Chairman and Vice 
Chairman of Shirenewton Community Council were happy to compile a list of 
any anomalies where properties on the boundary may have been missed. 

 Shirenewton Community Council had recommended reducing the number of 
wards within the community to two, which had been undertaken by the 
Working Group. However it was asked that the original names be retained 
and that the two wards be named Shirenewton & Mynyddbach and 
Newchurch West & Earlswood. 
 
 

 
Meeting concluded at: 7:05pm.  



   

REVIEW OF COMMUNITIES AND ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS  

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SESSION NOTES 

 
Date: Thursday 9th January 2014 
Communities Reviewed: Caerwent, Tintern and Rogiet 
 

 
Present: 
 

Working Group Members: County Councillors: G.C. Burrows, R. G. Harris and 
P.A.D. Hobson. 

 
Officers: J. Pearson – Local Democracy Manager and A. Gullick – Local Democracy 
Officer. 
 
Also in Attendance: County Councillors: A.E. Webb and L. Guppy 
 
The Chairman of the Working Group for the Review of Communities and Electoral 
Arrangements opened the meeting welcomed all to the meeting and provided 
introductions. 
 
The session provided an opportunity for members of the public and Town and 
Community Council representatives to respond to the draft proposals that had been 
approved by Full Council on 21st November 2013. 
 
Working Group members welcomed representations on the draft proposals for the 
following communities: 
 

Community of Caerwent 

 

No representatives were present at the meeting.  
 
 

Community of Rogiet 
 
The County Councillor for Rogiet acknowledged the reduction in councillors for the 
community of Rogiet from 11 to 7 and felt content with the reduction, as the 
community council had rarely had a full quota of community councillors and often 
had vacancies and co options. We were informed that the Community Council had 
been forewarned that the proposals included the reduction in councillors.  
 
The County Councillor for Rogiet welcomed the neatening of the boundaries which 
were felt to be clearer.  



 

Community of Tintern 

The following representation was provided to support the view that Trellech Grange 
should remain within the community of Tintern: 

County Councillor A. Webb: 

‘Tintern Abbey established around 900 years ago, became a large community of 
Cistercian Monks who established themselves in the surrounding area. One such 
area is Trellech Grange (one of 14 such Granges). The Monks had a very ordered 
system of farming also having living accommodation in Great House, Trellech 
Grange and used what is not Trellech Grange Church as a House of Prayer; this is 
still used today for services every other Sunday. I appreciate the number of dwellings 
suggested to be transferred are not great but on taking soundings from some of the 
residents they would be disappointed at this change as you can see Trellech 
Grange, should be retained as part of Tintern Community Council. Looking at this 
from a geographical point of view it might appear to be a small scattered group but I 
feel it would be a shame to alter this Ward for the sake of a few dwellings and 
bearing in mind the very important historical attachment. What is the gain?’ 

The Chairman welcomed the representation and noted residents’ feelings of the 
historical link between Trellech Grange and Tintern Abbey for consideration by the 
Working Group.  

We noted that the Community Council would be submitting a written representation.  

  

 

 
Meeting concluded at: 6:25pm.  
 



   

REVIEW OF COMMUNITIES AND ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS  

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SESSION NOTES 

 
Date: Tuesday 14th January 2014 
Communities Reviewed: Chepstow, Llantilio Pertholey and Usk. 
 

 
Present: 
 

Working Group Members: County Councillors: R. G. Harris and P.A.D. Hobson. 
 

Officers: J. Pearson – Local Democracy Manager and A. Gullick – Local Democracy 
Officer. 
 
Also in Attendance:  
Llantilio Pertholey Community Council: A. Brown, M. Harris, P. Jones and N. 
Watkins. 
Usk Town Council: R. Galletley and A. Leathwood.  
 
The Chairman of the Working Group for the Review of Communities and Electoral 
Arrangements opened the meeting welcomed Town and Community Council 
representatives, Officers and Working Group Members to the session and provided 
introductions. 
 
The session provided an opportunity for members of the public and Town and 
Community Council representatives to respond to the draft proposals that had been 
approved by Full Council on 21st November 2013. 
 
The Chairman opened the session by explaining that the Council has a duty under 
the Local Government Act 1972 to keep under review the boundaries and electoral 
arrangements of the communities within Monmouthshire. 
 
A Terms of Reference was formulated and sent to all Town and Community Councils 
for consultation before being approved by Full Council on 22nd November 2012. 
Following this a 12 week consultation period commenced inviting initial 
representations from stakeholders to submit their views to the Working Group for 
consideration.  
 
Working Group members welcomed representations on the draft proposals for the 
following communities: 
 

 

 



 

Community of Llantilio Pertholey 
 
The following representation was provided from Community Councillor P. Jones on 
behalf of Llantilio Pertholey Community Council: 
 
‘On behalf of Llantilio Pertholey Community Council can I say what a useful exercise 
this has been in prompting a review of some historical situations and we believe will 
result in an improvement of Monmouthshire County Council (MCC), Llantilio 
Pertholey Community Council (LPCC) and our electorate. 
 
We are extremely pleased to note agreement thus far by the Working Group with 
regard to our proposed boundary changes and proposed amalgamation of Wards. 
 
However, we feel most strongly that there remains one area of extreme concern. 
This is the proposed southern boundary of Croesonen West Ward. Point 5 in this 
most recent document states, “to ensure there is a clear definition between the two 
communities” i.e. Abergavenny’s Lansdown Ward and Llantilio Pertholey’s 
Croesonen West Ward.  
 
Currently, this boundary runs from St Teilo’s Road at the south east of Croesonen 
West Ward along Llwynu Road splitting properties situated either side of this road. 
As stated in this report this may “cause confusion for electors and administration 
purpose “. 
 
We totally agree with the aim to reposition boundaries within the County so that this 
anomalie is removed. However, the proposal that all properties of Llwynu Lane, 
including Vale View and Lavender Gardens are included in the Lansdown Ward of 
Abergavenny will cause a greater level of confusion to this electorate and the 
Councillors representing them who will require a qualification in map reading. 
 
This proposed boundary change would mean that the Senior Citizens bungalows 
presently in Llwynu Road and St Teilo’s Road would be split between Lansdown and 
Croesonen Wards while the boundary would then, as seen on the map of this area, 
follow an extremely ‘ragged’ line which loops behind Lavender Gardens, again 
looping right into part of Llwynu Lane, on the main part of Llwynu Lane until shooting 
off right to traverse a lane behind Vale View and re-join at the top of Llwynu Road 
opposite Seri View school. This is a direct contrast to the existing straight line 
boundary along Llwynu Road. 
 
LPCC feel that this course of action is completely unnecessary since simply moving 
the existing boundary to the left so that ALL properties in Llwynu Lane would fall 
within Croesonen Ward would offer immediate clarification and remove any 
confusion. Croesonen Lane to the north of Lansdown Road would remain the 
northern town boundary abutting to the southern boundary of Croesonen West Ward. 
 



 

Should the Working Group’s recommendation go ahead, having spoken with some of 
the electorate within Llwynu Road, Vale View and Lavender Gardens, great concern 
has been expressed at the probable increase in Council Tax incurred by a totally 
unnecessary move from their rural community situation into Abergavenny’s 
Lansdown Ward. 
 
LPCC Members are concerned that as a result of the recommended to move to take 
all of Park Crescent into the same Ward, for understandable reasons, the proposed 
‘clawing’ of properties from Croesonen West Ward is simply a numbers exercise. 
 
LPCC therefore asks the Working Group to re-examine the southern boundary of 
Croesonen West Ward.’  
  
A Member of the Working Group noted the issues with LLwynu Lane and stated that 
the this could be reassessed, keeping in mind the Terms of Reference and the 
potential ‘knock on’ effect any changes could make. The Chairman of the Working 
Group stated that the Terms of Reference state that where possible whole streets 
would be kept in one ward.  
 
It was suggested by representatives from LPCC that the proposed boundary for 
Llwynu Lane be moved to the left and continue down the road as one straight line. 
   
A further concern raised by a member of the Community Council was with regard to 
potential increases in Council Tax for those residents who may be moved out of the 
current ward. 
 
The Chairman of the Working Group offered to make a site visit with representatives 
of the Community Council to assess the present situation and gain a visual 
understanding.  
 
In closing, a representative noted that in point 5.3 of the report for the Community of 
Llantilio Pertholey the following was stated: 
 
‘The eastern boundary of the Croesonen ward is slightly amended to follow the 
centre of the A465…’ 
 
However, we were informed that the road in question is actually unclassified and not 
the A465. This point was noted by members of the Working Group. 
 
Community of Usk 
 
Representatives from Usk Town Council stated that to reduce the number of 
Councillors from 12 to 7 was foolish and would likely make the Town Council 
inquorate at meetings. 



 

It was stated that the Town Council were looking to expand services to the 
community and the Town Council would not be able to do this with the reduction in 
Councillors. It was also expressed that Town and Community Councillors received 
no allowances and were not a cost to the Authority. 

In addition the following points were raised by representatives from Usk Town 
Council: 

 Sessions House is managed by the Town Council and requires a lot of money 
and organisation to run. 

 Potential for other services from MCC being placed with the Town Council 
that they would not be able to do. 

 It was expressed that it would have been useful for the work load of Usk town 
Council to have been taken into consideration during the review. However, it 
was noted that no representations were made by Usk Town Council at the 
initial stage of the review. 

 We noted that Usk Town Council currently had 15-20 working committees 
reporting back from 60 voluntary organisations. A large number of which 
expected representation from the Town Council at their meetings. 

 If the draft proposals were to be approved as they currently stand, non-
elected members would be selected to act on the Town Council without the 
ability to vote. 

 There would be a loss of expertise and intimate local knowledge if Councillors 
were reduced to 7. 

 Tourism is the main industry outside of agriculture in Usk, the example was 
given of the Open Gardens weekend where 15,000 visitors come to Usk. This 
takes a lot of organisation and time which is all completed on a voluntary 
basis. 

 It was suggested that the Community of Lanbadoc considered itself a part of 
Usk.  

 Representatives expressed no concerns with regard to several properties to 
the right of the boundary in Gwernesney being incorporated into Usk.  

 We noted that Usk Town Council needed to raise an additional £5000 to 
break even with their budget, which was only found by Councillors 
undertaking fund raising activities.  

 
Community of Chepstow 

 

No representatives were present at the meeting.  

 

 
Meeting concluded at: 6:35pm. 



 

 



   

REVIEW OF COMMUNITIES AND ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS  

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SESSION NOTES 

 
Date: Thursday 16th January 2014 
Communities Reviewed: Crucorney, Mitchel Troy, Llantilio Crossenny & 
Llangattock Vibon Avel.  
 

 
Present: 
 

Working Group Members: County Councillors: R. G. Harris, P.A.D. Hobson and 
A.M. Wintle. 

 
Officers: J. Pearson – Local Democracy Manager and A. Gullick – Local Democracy 
Officer. 
 
Also in Attendance: County Councillors: R. Edwards, S.G.M. Howarth and D.W.H. 
Jones.  
Crucorney Community Council: S. Cooper, R. Evans, K. Jordan and R. Morgan.  
Llantilio Crossenny Community Council: C. Lewis, E. Phillips and A. Watkins,  
Llangattock Vibon Avel Community Council: R. Bowen, G. Edmunds, R. Nicholas 
and D. Pugh. 
Members of the public from the Community of Raglan were also in attendance. 
 
 
The Chairman of the Working Group for the Review of Communities and Electoral 
Arrangements opened the meeting welcomed members of the public, Town and 
Community Council representatives, Officers and Working Group Members to the 
session and provided introductions. 
 
The session provided an opportunity for members of the public and Town and 
Community Council representatives to respond to the draft proposals that had been 
approved by Full Council on 21st November 2013. 
 
The Chairman opened the session by explaining that the Council has a duty under 
the Local Government Act 1972 to keep under review the boundaries and electoral 
arrangements of the communities within Monmouthshire. 
 
A Terms of Reference was formulated and sent to all Town and Community Councils 
for consultation before being approved by Full Council on 22nd November 2012. 
Following this a 12 week consultation period commenced inviting initial 
representations from stakeholders to submit their views to the Working Group for 
consideration.  



 

The Chairman also expressed that the Working Group were open to making site 
visits to gain a greater understanding of specific areas of concern. 
 
Working Group members welcomed representations on the draft proposals for the 
following communities: 
 

Community of Crucorney 
 
Representatives from Crucorney Community Council made the following 
representations: 
 

 Questioned were raised as to why the number of Councillors was being 
reduced from 10 to 7 when Councillors worked on a volunteer basis. 
Crucorney was also the biggest area in Monmouthshire with the lowest 
population. 

 The merging of Upper and Lower Cwmyoy was not welcomed as there was a 
14 mile stretch between the top and bottom of the two areas. 

 Concerns were raised with regard to the devolution of services, increased 
workloads and diminishing volunteer workforces. 

 There was potential for building in the area of Pandy and further 
developments from the Brecon Beacons National Park (BBNP).  

 It was felt that special consideration should be given to rural communities. 
 

The Chairman reiterated the fact that the ratio which was applied to the Community 
of Crucorney of 150 electors per councillor was done so, in line with the Terms of 
Reference. No representations were received from the community to guide the 
Working Group in their drafting of the proposals. However, it was expressed that 
there was still time for counter proposals to be submitted with the relevant evidence 
and local knowledge that the ratio applied would not suffice.  
 
Representatives from Crucorney were asked to submit a written submission with 
evidence of why the draft proposals were unsuitable for the area and an explanation 
of what would be suitable, for consideration by the Working Group. 
 
Community of Mitchel Troy 

 

No representatives from the Community of Mitchel Troy were present at the meeting.  
 
A resident of the community of Raglan questioned why The Warrage and Cuckoo’s 
Row which had been included in Raglan had now been moved to be included in the 
Tregare ward of Mitchel Troy. It was noted that there had been 5 developments at 
The Warrage. It was felt that both The Warrage and Cuckoo’s Row should remain in 
the community of Raglan. 
 



 

The Chairman noted the points raised which had also been raised by representatives 
from Raglan at a previous public consultation session.  

 
Communities of Llantilio Crossenny & Llangattock Vibon Avel  
 
Representatives from both Llantilio Crossenny and Llangattock Vibon Avel were 
strongly opposed to the draft proposals for both communities, which saw complete 
changes to the internal and external boundaries of each community.  
 
The Chairman began the discussion explaining that the Working Group began their 
investigations with blank maps and asked to draw where they believed current 
boundaries to be and where they thought they should be. Therefore, members of the 
Working Group had no preconceived views on the boundaries. Local knowledge of 
the areas was vital to assist the Working Group in their decision making, without it, 
members had to look to the Terms of Reference for guidance, using perceived direct 
lines of communication and natural boundaries as deciding factors.  
 
During discussions, the following points were raised by representatives of both 
Communities: 
 

 Representatives from both communities stated that their communities ran 
north to south and not east to west as suggested in the draft proposals. 

 It was felt that there were no links between Llangattock Vibon Avel and 
Rockfield and St Maughans. 

 A representative from Llantilio Crossenny Community Council stated that in 
40 years of being a Councillor there had been no elections held for the 
Community Council. 

 Concerns were raised with regard to the devolution of services. The Chairman 
explained that the question of devolution did not exist at the start of the 
review. 

 Representatives from both communities strongly disagreed with the ratio of 
number of Councillors per ward and felt that no ward should have only one 
Councillor; two or three councillors were needed. 

 It was stated that Councillors work on a voluntary basis and therefore there 
was no monetary savings to be made from the changes. 

 Both communities rejected the draft proposals and stated that their initial 
representations were to make no changes. 

 It was expressed that as rural communities there had been little or no change 
in the number of people in the areas in over 40 years. 

 It was expressed that the extent of changes to the existing wards would mean 
there would be a loss of experience and knowledge from Councillors who may 
not stand for election in different wards. 

 It was noted that Llantilio Crossenny was mostly an agricultural area. 



 

 The clerk to Langattock Vibon Avel Community Council stated that 
unclassified roads were very important and should be taken into 
consideration. Rockfield was only 1 mile from Monmouth and children go to 
Cross Ash School and secondary school in Monmouth, it was important to 
keep them together. 

 The first Llangattock Vibon Avel Community Council meeting was 130 years 
ago.  

 There were currently 6 notice boards in the community of Llangattock Vibon 
Avel and the Council work very effectively and harmoniously.  

 
The Chairman of the Working Group recognised the strength of feeling in opposition 
to the draft proposals for both communities and given the wealth of local knowledge, 
representatives were urged to put in a counterproposal, detailing what the 
boundaries for wards should be, anticipated workloads and number of Councillors for 
each ward etc.  

 
 
 
 
 
Meeting concluded at: 7:20pm  
 



   

REVIEW OF COMMUNITIES AND ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS  

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SESSION NOTES 

 
Date: Monday 20th January 2014 
Communities Reviewed: Goetre Fawr, Portskewett and Mathern 
 

 
Present: 
 

Working Group Members: County Councillors: R. G. Harris and P.A.D. Hobson.  
 

Officers: J. Pearson – Local Democracy Manager and A. Gullick – Local Democracy 
Officer. 
 
Also in Attendance: County Councillors: G.L. Down and B. Jones. 
 
Goetre Fawr Community Council: I. Blacker, C. Deakins and S. Welford. 
Portskewett Community Council: A. Griffiths, I. Standing and P. Watkins.  
Mathern Community Council: J. Kelley and C. Overden.  
 
The Chairman of the Working Group for the Review of Communities and Electoral 
Arrangements opened the meeting welcomed members of the public, Town and 
Community Council representatives, Officers and Working Group Members to the 
session and provided introductions. 
 
The session provided an opportunity for members of the public and Town and 
Community Council representatives to respond to the draft proposals that had been 
approved by Full Council on 21st November 2013. 
 
The Chairman opened the session by explaining that the Council has a duty under 
the Local Government Act 1972 to keep under review the boundaries and electoral 
arrangements of the communities within Monmouthshire. 
 
A Terms of Reference was formulated and sent to all Town and Community Councils 
for consultation before being approved by Full Council on 22nd November 2012. 
Following this a 12 week consultation period commenced inviting initial 
representations from stakeholders to submit their views to the Working Group for 
consideration.  
 
Working Group members welcomed representations on the draft proposals for the 
following communities: 
 

 



 

Community of Goetre Fawr 
 
Representatives from Goetre Fawr Community Council raised the following points 
during discussion: 
 

 Under the draft proposals, the village of Little Mill is to be incorporated into the 
community of Llanbadoc as its own ward; it was felt that Little Mill had more of 
an affinity to Goetre Fawr. Many of the children go to school in Goetre or 
secondary schools in Caerleon or King Henry in Abergavenny. Little Mill 
identified more with Pontypool and Cwmbran and to a limited extent 
Abergavenny. However, we noted that nearest doctors surgery was in Usk. 

 We were informed that a planning notice had been placed on the affordable 
houses site by Melin Homes for 45 properties.  

 A possible 15 affordable homes could be placed in Little Mill, pending the 
inspectorates report. 

 Upon being asked, how many Councillors would be needed for the 
Community Council to run effectively, representatives were unsure, but would 
include this in their written response. 

 Apart from the loss of Little Mill, representatives of Goetre Fawr Community 
Council were content with the draft proposals for the community of Goetre 
Fawr. 

 
The comments made by representatives from Goetre Fawr Community Council were 
supported by County Councillor B. Jones.  
 
 
Community of Portskewett 

 

Representatives from Portskewett Community Council raised the following points: 
 

 No issues were raised with regard to the ward of Portskewett Village. 
 Questions were raised with regard to the land at the top of Leechpool and why 

it partly taken up to the A48. The Chairman stated that the Working Group 
followed farm land at the top of Leechpool. 

 We were informed that planning approval had been granted for a 40 unit 
caravan site in Leechpool, however it was unclear whether these were 
permanent or semi-permanent residence.   

 With regard to Sudbrook, we noted that approval had been given for 45 
properties on the old Shipyard site and 190 dwellings on the old Paper Mill 
site. With regard to the old Paper Mill site it was explained that pending 
appeal to Welsh Government the number of properties could increase to 350. 

 Due to the increase in properties in Sudbrook it was felt that the reduction in 
Councillors for 2 to 1 would not be suitable and at least 2 Councillors would 
be needed. 



 

 We noted the possibility of additional properties at Treetops, Portskewett.  



 

 
Community of Mathern 
 
The following representations and observations were provided by County Councillor 
G. Down and present representatives of Mathern Community Council: 
 

 Generally happy with the number of councillors for the Community of Mathern. 
 Pleased that the property on Usk Road, ‘Woodside’ was no longer 

incorporated into Mathern as there were no links between the two. 
 It was felt with regard to the eastern boundary that the A466 made a sensible 

division between Chepstow and Mathern and using the M48 towards the 
estuary to include Newhouse Farm Industrial Estate into Mathern.   

 In relation to High Beech roundabout, the properties off the roundabout should 
be included in Mathern, those being High Beech Barns. We noted that the 
entrance to High Beech is off the A48. 

 It was expressed that it was very important to retain the Bund within Mathern 
as the Community Council had fought for it and it was now the largest of its 
type in Europe.  

 The current boundary between Mounton and St Kingsmark runs through a 
property and therefore it was agree this needed to be altered. It was felt that 
Bayfield should be moved into Mathern following above Mounton Road and 
using the A466 as the boundary.  

 In relation to the west of Mathern it was felt that Parkwall Farm and all 
properties off the A48 should be included in Mathern. Residents do not feel a 
part of Crick or Caerwent.  

 The draft proposals have taken Runston Chapel remains out of Mathern, 
which should also be incorporated into Mathern. We noted that Mathern 
church, on occasion, have held services at the ruins.  

 At the southern boundary of Pwllmeryic and Mathern, where the boundary 
makes a deep V shape, there is one property in the area of Newton Green 
that should be included in Mathern and not Pwllmeryic and the boundary 
should be drawn behind it. 

 We were informed that there were also preferred sites in the LDP for Mathern; 
1 site of 15 properties in the ward of Mathern and 1 site of 15 properties in 
Pwllmeryic.  

 It was felt that the ward of Mathern would not be able to cope with a loss of 2 
Councillors. The draft proposals state a reduction from 5 Councillors to 3, 
which would result in a loss of specialist expertise.  

 

 
Meeting concluded at: 6:45pm. 
 



   

REVIEW OF COMMUNITIES AND ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS  

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SESSION NOTES 

 
Date: Monday 20th January 2014 
Communities Reviewed: Llantrisant Fawr & Llangwm, Grosmont and Caldicot.  
 

 
Present: 
 

Working Group Members: County Councillors: D.J. Evans, R. G. Harris and P.A.D. 
Hobson.  

 
Officers: J. Pearson – Local Democracy Manager and A. Gullick – Local Democracy 
Officer. 
 
Also in Attendance: County Councillors: P. R. Clarke, D.W.H. Jones and P.A. 
Watts. 
Llantrisant Community Council: J. Turner. 
Llangwm Community Council: C. Evans, P. Gough and B. Pugh. 
Grosmont Community Council: T. Beavan. 
 
The Chairman of the Working Group for the Review of Communities and Electoral 
Arrangements opened the meeting welcomed members of the public, Town and 
Community Council representatives, Officers and Working Group Members to the 
session and provided introductions. 
 
The session provided an opportunity for members of the public and Town and 
Community Council representatives to respond to the draft proposals that had been 
approved by Full Council on 21st November 2013. 
 
The Chairman opened the session by explaining that the Council has a duty under 
the Local Government Act 1972 to keep under review the boundaries and electoral 
arrangements of the communities within Monmouthshire. 
 
A Terms of Reference was formulated and sent to all Town and Community Councils 
for consultation before being approved by Full Council on 22nd November 2012. 
Following this a 12 week consultation period commenced inviting initial 
representations from stakeholders to submit their views to the Working Group for 
consideration.  
 
Working Group members welcomed representations on the draft proposals for the 
following communities: 
 



 

 
Community of Llantrisant 
 
The Clerk to Llantrisant Community Council explained that the Community Council 
had submitted their response to the draft proposals to the Local Democracy Manager 
but wished to raise the following additional points: 
 

 We noted that Llantrisant Community Council were opposed to the proposals 
to combine with Llangwm Community Council to form a new Council area. 

 It was expressed that although the proposals had been undertaken in a logical 
fashion, the reduction in the number of Councillors for both communities 
would greatly reduce the level of representation for the rural communities. It 
was felt that the reduction would have an adverse effect on local democracy 
and would reduce the involvement of local residents who would like to get 
involved in community affairs through the Community Council. 

 It was expressed that although Llantrisant had a relatively low electorate of 
around 300 residents, the community areas of Llantrisant and Llangwm was 
large. Therefore, a merge in the communities would result in a loss of local 
focus as interests of each community would be different. 

 The reduction in Councillors provide no financial savings for the Council 
neither are they a cost to the Council. 

 The draft proposals do not demonstrate or give any evidence as to how the 
work of local Councils and local democracy will be enhanced or improved by 
make the recommended changes. 

 Criticism of single member wards was expressed. Under the draft proposals 
Gwernesney would reduce from 3 to 1 Councillors.  

 In the past 24hours the Williams report has been published and although it 
gives no specific proposals it does explain that a review of Communities will 
be looked at. Therefore, it was felt that bigger changes could be afoot and 
perhaps the Council should suspend the current reorganisation to see what 
comes from the Williams report. In response to this point, the Chairman stated 
that the Williams report does point out that there should be fewer larger 
Councils to be initiated by the Boundary Commission. However, the Council 
have a statutory duty to conduct a review and now have a time line to conduct 
the review. The Council are in constant contact with the Boundary 
Commission and have not been told to stop and therefore must continue. 

 
 
Community of Llangwm 

 

Representatives from Llangwm Community Council raised the following points: 
 

 Llangwm Community Council missed the first round of consultation but wished 
to support the views raised by Llantrisant Community Council. 



 

 Llangwm was a small but much dispersed area and it was felt that the correct 
representation was currently in place.  

 Representatives agreed with Llantrisant Community Council and felt that there 
would be a loss of local focus if merged with another Community area. 

 There were concerns that people may not want to get involved with the 
Community Council or local issues when they would have to act on a larger 
scale. 

 It was felt that the Llangwm Community Council was correctly sized to deliver 
services to the community. 

 Under the draft proposals Llansoy would be represented by one Councillor. 
Concerns were raised whether one person could effectively represent a ward. 
Questions were raised as to what would happen if that person was ill or away, 
that ward would have no representation under the draft proposals.  

 Concerns were also raised with regard to the fact that the community of 
Llantrisant and the community of Llangwm were in different County divisions 
which could cause further upheaval.  

 
Members of the Working Group noted the difficulties of one Councillor wards, 
especially when the wards have been merged and the area which the Councillor 
must cover is much greater. Representatives were asked to include in their 
submissions the reasons why one Councillor wards would not suffice and how many 
they feel they would need to operate effectively.  
 



 

Community of Grosmont 
 
The following representations and observations were provided by County Councillor 
G. Down and present representatives of Mathern Community Council: 
 

 It was noted that it was often difficult in rural communities for those outside of 
the community, to understand the complex issues within that rural area. 

 There were many traditions and links within the wards and community itself. 
 It was felt that although it was good to undertake a review, there was little 

need for change as there had been very little development. 
 The current 4 wards of Grosmont worked cohesively with each other and were 

all part of the same church group.  
 There was little in common between Llanvetherine and Skenfrith, which were 

approximately 10 miles apart.  
 The B4521 has been used as the link for the Llanvetherine ward being 

situated in the community of Llantilio Crossenny, however it was expressed 
that people only travel the B4521 as a through road. 

 Concerns were again raised with regard to single member wards. 
 The preferred option would be no change to the existing arrangement. 
 Consideration was given to including properties at The Bont into the 

community division.  
 
The Chairman agreed with the difficult nature of rural wards and asked 
representatives from Grosmont what the connection between Llanvetherine and 
Grosmont was which was unclear to the Working Group when assessing the area. It 
was explained that it was difficult to see on the map, the links have been established 
through previous generations. We noted that it was about 5/6 miles stretch from 
Grosmont to Llanvetherine.  
 

Community of Caldicot  

We were informed by representatives present that the Town Council were happy 
with the overall proposals, which improved the community of Caldicot. The only 
opposition raised was to the naming of the ward ‘Caldicot Town’. It was suggested 
that as the area was often referred to as the village, ‘The Village’ could be a possible 
option. The Chairman stated that any suggestions of name were welcome for 
consideration as local knowledge of the area may be able to assist.  

 
Meeting concluded at: 7pm.  
 



   

REVIEW OF COMMUNITIES AND ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS  

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SESSION NOTES 

 
Date: Thursday 23rd January 2014 
Communities Reviewed: Gwehelog, Llanover and Llanbadoc   
 

 
Present: 
 

Working Group Members: County Councillors: R. G. Harris and P.A.D. Hobson.  
 

Officers: J. Pearson – Local Democracy Manager and A. Gullick – Local Democracy 
Officer. 
 
Also in Attendance: County Councillors: S. Jones and V. Smith. 
Gwehelog Community Council: S. Carbury, P. Frampton and S. Hoselitz.  
Llanover Community Council: H. Candler, R. Jones and A. Nevill.  
Llanbadoc Community Council: O. Beaumont, M. Harkness, T. Storey, S. Waring 
and J. Wright. 
Raglan Community Council: T. Phillips. 
 
 
The Chairman of the Working Group for the Review of Communities and Electoral 
Arrangements opened the meeting welcomed members of the public, Town and 
Community Council representatives, Officers and Working Group Members to the 
session and provided introductions. 
 
The session provided an opportunity for members of the public and Town and 
Community Council representatives to respond to the draft proposals that had been 
approved by Full Council on 21st November 2013. 
 
The Chairman opened the session by explaining that the Council has a duty under 
the Local Government Act 1972 to keep under review the boundaries and electoral 
arrangements of the communities within Monmouthshire. 
 
A Terms of Reference was formulated and sent to all Town and Community Councils 
for consultation before being approved by Full Council on 22nd November 2012. 
Following this a 12 week consultation period commenced inviting initial 
representations from stakeholders to submit their views to the Working Group for 
consideration.  
 



 

The Chairman acknowledged the recent publication of the Williams Report, which 
makes reference to the reorganisation of Town and Councils and that there should 
be fewer, larger Town and Community Councils to enable better representation of 
community interests.  
 
Working Group members welcomed representations on the draft proposals for the 
following communities: 
 

 
Community of Gwehelog 
 
We noted that representatives from the Community of Gwehelog had attended a 
previous meeting on 7th January 2014 when discussions were held regarding the 
Community of Raglan. Following the meeting, a written response to the draft 
proposals has been received from Gwehelog Community Council. 
 
Representatives from the community of Gwehelog made the following points: 
 

 The draft proposals propose that the community of Gwehelog is disbanded 
and would be split between the communities of Raglan and Llanarth, which 
was strongly opposed by representatives from Gwehelog. 

 It was felt that there was no natural affiliation between the communities of 
Gwehelog and Raglan. 

 It was felt that the community of Llanarth was already a large rural ward and 7 
councillors, as proposed, would not suffice. 

 Concerned were voiced that the reduction of councillors from 4 to 1 for the 
ward of Gwehelog would result in the loss of its voice within the community of 
Raglan. 

 There would also be an increase in precept for the residents of Gwehelog. 
 It was expressed that the main channel of communication through the 

community was via the R61 Llancayo Road and not as suggested in the draft 
proposals via the B4598 and Usk Road.  

 The issue of reduction in the number of councillors was raised. It was stated 
that the councillors were of no cost to the Council and there would be a loss of 
local knowledge and expertise if their numbers were to be reduced. It was 
expressed that the exercise of using the number of electors per ward to apply 
a ratio for the number of councillors did not work in rural areas. Many rural 
areas were low on electors but large in area and therefore the area could not 
be represented by fewer councillors. 

 With regard to the reduction in councillors a question was asked of how 
devolution of services played into the draft proposals, as Town and 
Community Councils were likely to be asked to take on more work with a 
potential smaller workforce. The Chairman stated that when the review began 



 

almost 18 months ago, devolution of services was not on the agenda for 
discussion; however this must now be taken into consideration. 

 The County Councillor for Llanbadoc noted that reviews of this kind were 
good; she wished to congratulate Gwehelog Community Council on 
addressing the issues that were not known to the Working Group previously. 
The community although on a map looks scattered it was very tightly knit 
together and residents were very active with the Community Council.  

 
The Chairman thanked representatives from Gwehelog for their comprehensive 
written response, which would be put forward to the Working Group as a whole for 
consideration. The Chairman noted that single member ward representation had 
been raised throughout the consultation period by various communities and would be 
re-evaluated by the Working Group.  
 
It was explained that once all of the consultation sessions have been concluded, the 
representations from all communities will be taken back to the Working Group for 
discussion and where needed, re-evaluation of the draft proposals will be undertaken 
given the local knowledge and evidence provided during the consultation stage. 
Following this, the final proposals will be taken to Full Council for approval, once 
approved the proposals will be sent to the Boundary Commission, who will then 
report to the Welsh Assembly. Any representations to the final proposals should be 
made to the Boundary Commission and not the Council, following its acceptance of 
the final proposals at Full Council. Final proposals will be sent to all Town and 
Community Councils. 
 
  
Community of Llanover 

 

We noted that the draft proposals for the newly structured Little Sgyrrid Community 
were rejected by the County Councillor for Llanover, who sat on the Working Group.  
 
Representatives from Llanover Community Council raised the following points: 
 

 Representatives approved the addition of the Llanvapley ward in the 
community of Llanover (proposed as the Little Sgyrrid community). 

 It was expressed that Llanover Community Council had little objection to the 
overall draft proposals as they stood. 

 It was felt logical for the ward of Llanover to be moved into the community of 
Goetre Fawr. It was explained that Upper Llanover was already split into the 
community of Goetre Fawr and the proposed change would make Upper 
Llanover one piece again.  

 Concerns were expressed regarding single member wards; this was felt to be 
unsatisfactory. We noted that currently the ward of Llanover was represented 
by 3 councillors, one of which represented Upper Llanover who advised on 



 

issues of the National Park. It was therefore proposed that at least 2 
representatives for the ward of Llanover was necessary, one being from 
Upper Llanover. 

 We noted that the estates in the area were presently split between 2 
community areas and the draft proposal outline a split between 3. There had 
been no representations received from the estates on this matter. The 
community council felt this was not a factor for them to take into consideration 
but for the estates to make any representations, if needed. 

 It was felt that the proposed name of the community ‘Little Sgyrrid’, which was 
situated on the extreme edge of the community, was not really relevant. The 
Community Council asked that they be given the opportunity to propose a 
name for the community, which the Chairman of the Working Group 
welcomed.  

 Concerns were expressed with regard to the ‘mixed’ category for 
elector/councillor ratio for the community of Goetre Fawr as it was felt that 
Llanover was rural in nature. We noted that within the report, consideration 
had been given to maintaining two separate community areas of Llanfoist and 
Abergavenny due to their distinctive nature and boundaries.  

 Connections to Brecon Beacons National Park and the canal were important 
to maintain. 

 We noted Llanover has a high number of tenants on the estate, which means 
the electorate of 241 can fluctuate. 

 We noted that the ‘wall of Llanover’ was split by a stream. 
 
 

The Chairman noted concerns of the representatives present, that if following the 
approval of the final proposals, the Boundary Commission undertakes remote 
consultation. It was hoped that the Boundary Commission would attend local 
consultation with the communities in question. 
 
Given the discussion regarding Upper Llanover and Llanover, representatives were 
asked whether there was scope/potential to create two wards of Upper Llanover and 
Llanover. The Community Councillor from Upper Llanover felt that the current 
arrangement worked well and that there were links between all 4 of the villages and 
would not personally wish to restrict their interests in Upper Llanover. However, it 
was reiterated that there should be representation from Upper Llanover within the 
ward of Llanover.  
 
The County Councillor for Llanover wished to support the views raised by 
representatives from Llanover Community Council and welcomed the decision that 
the Community Council could propose a name for the community. The County 
Councillor wished to echo the concerns regarding lack of representation and single 
member wards. 
 



 

Community of Llanbadoc 
 
Representatives from Llanbadoc Community Council raised the following points: 
 

 The addition of the Little Mill ward was welcomed. 
 It was felt that the response to the initial consultation from Llanbadoc 

Community Council had not been taken into consideration, as the response 
stated there were no densely populated areas but the draft proposals stated 
the opposite. 

 It was felt that the volume of work undertaken by the Community Council had 
not been taken into consideration, which took a significant amount of time for 
councillors to undertake on a voluntary basis. We noted that : 
- There were 4 sub-groups, with 4 members that meeting in between the 

Community Council meetings. 
- There were 4 large employers being, BAE Systems, Coleg Gwent, 

Monmouthshire County Council Headquarters and Prescoed Open Prison. 
Each of these required representation from the Community Council at their 
individual liaison group meetings. 

- There were 4 areas of common land owned where there were issues of 
maintenance that was dealt with by a community councillor.  

- Issues with anti-social behaviour, noise and nuisances with bikes in the 
area which required councillor time. 

- A rolling programme of footpath maintenance (over 100miles) which 
required significant councillor time and a working group was set up. 

- Questionnaires were produced which had taken 2/3 councillors to 
undertake the work over a period of time. 

- The Community Council developed plans for a trail around the reservoir 
which took 2 councillors 18 months to undertake. 

- A working group met periodically to develop and improve a community 
website and newsletter. Newsletters are also hand delivered annually. 

- Each Councillor on average attended meetings 1 or 2 times a month 
between the Community Council meeting. 

- Representatives felt that they would not be able to cope with the current 
workload with a reduction of more than 1 councillor, subject to the ward of 
Little Mill maintaining its current 3 councillors.  
 

 The County Councillor for Llanbadoc stated that following an exercise she had 
undertaken by visiting each Community and Town Council meeting that she 
was struck by their individual characters. Each Town and Community Council 
was aware of its local need and should be utilised. Furthermore, it was felt 
that the addition of the Little Mill ward was sensible as County Councillor for 
Llanbadoc she often received submissions relating to Little Mill. 

 The Community Council requested that the name of the Community is not 
changed and remains as Llanbadoc.  



 

 
The Chairman welcomed the additional information brought from Llanbadoc 
Community Council. The Chairman asked that this information be included in their 
written submission, detailing Councillor workload, number of sub groups that 
required Councillor representation and time spent on each issue. All evidence on 
workloads would enhance the counterproposal from the Community Council. 
 
 

 
Meeting concluded at: 7:15pm.  
 



   

REVIEW OF COMMUNITIES AND ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS  

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SESSION NOTES 

 
Date: Monday 27th January 2014 
Communities Reviewed: Llanelly, Llanarth and Trellech United. 
 

 
Present: 
 

Working Group Members: County Councillors: R. G. Harris and P.A.D. Hobson.  
 

Officers: J. Pearson – Local Democracy Manager and A. Gullick – Local Democracy 
Officer. 
 
Also in Attendance: County Councillors: D. Blakebrough and S. Jones. 
Llanelly Community Council: A. Edwards and B. Kemp. 
Llanarth Community Council: B. Spencer, D.H. Jones, C. Oatly. 
 
 
The Chairman of the Working Group for the Review of Communities and Electoral 
Arrangements opened the meeting welcomed members of the public, Town and 
Community Council representatives, Officers and Working Group Members to the 
session and provided introductions. 
 
The session provided an opportunity for members of the public and Town and 
Community Council representatives to respond to the draft proposals that had been 
approved by Full Council on 21st November 2013. 
 
The Chairman opened the session by explaining that the Council has a duty under 
the Local Government Act 1972 to keep under review the boundaries and electoral 
arrangements of the communities within Monmouthshire. 
 
A Terms of Reference was formulated and sent to all Town and Community Councils 
for consultation before being approved by Full Council on 22nd November 2012. 
Following this a 12 week consultation period commenced inviting initial 
representations from stakeholders to submit their views to the Working Group for 
consideration.  
 



 

The Chairman noted that a previously a general theme that ran through the meetings 
was the elector/councillor ratio. The Chairman accepted that this was a blunt 
instrument that did not take into consideration the workloads for Councillors or local 
need. The elector/councillor ratio would need to be reassessed by the Working 
Group given the local knowledge and expertise expressed by community 
representatives.  
 
Working Group members welcomed representations on the draft proposals for the 
following communities: 
 

 
Community of Llanelly 
 
Representatives from the community of Llanelly made the following points: 
 

 We noted that the Brecon Beacons National Park (BBNP) development plan 
describes an increase of dwellings in Gilwern. 33 properties had been built 
and occupied in Ty Mawr Lane. 92 new properties in the south of Gilwern 
have been included in the BBNP UDP. An approximate increase of 120 
properties in Gilwern, which would maximise the electorate and expand 
outside of the boundaries. 

 On the basis of the continued expansion of Gilwern a greater representation 
was needed rather than less. 

 The Community Council had taken over operation of the village toilets and 
was in discussions on taking over the village library. The workload of 
councillors was expected to increase year on year. Therefore, there would be 
a detrimental effect of service delivery. 

 
  
Community of Llanarth 

 
Representatives from Llanarth Community Council raised the following points: 
 

 Concerns were raised at the loss of the ward of Llanvapley. The Chairman 
stated that members of the Working Group struggled to see the connection 
between Clytha and Llanvapley. Representatives stated that there was a 
direct link between the two wards. 

 It was expressed that Llanarth was a very large rural community and the 10 
Councillors that currently served the community were all necessary. It was 
further expressed that at least 2 Councillors per ward were needed for 
effective and efficient operation.  

 The loss of expertise and local knowledge was raised with regard to the 
reduction of Councillors. 



 

 It was expressed that the alteration made to the boundary at the south of 
Llanarth would result in the Clytha Arms pub, Sir Richard Hanbury Tenison’s 
estate and other properties in the vicinity would not remain in the Clytha ward. 

 Concerns were expressed that the biggest ward in the Community of Llanarth 
was the Clytha ward which was to be reduced to 1 Councillor according to the 
proposals. 

 It was explained that the 4 Churches in the Community would be split into 
different wards. 

 We noted that current boundaries followed old streams and footpaths. 
 
 

 



 

Community of Trellech United 
 
The County Councillor for Trellech United raised the following points on behalf of 
Trellech United Community Council: 
 

 Disappointment was expressed that critical comments from the initial 
representation made by Trellech United Community Council had not been 
included. The Local Democracy Manager pointed out there was no mention of 
Llandogo in the original response from Trellech United Community Council. 

 The Community Council expressed discontentment that the Llandogo ward of 
Trellech United was moved into the community of Tintern. It was stated that 
there was a social and emotional connection between the ward of Llandogo 
and the community of Trellech United. 

 It was expressed that there was an indication that the Community Council 
were happy with the inclusion of the ward of Trellech Grange into the 
community of Trellech United. Residents of Trellech Grange tended to go to 
Llanishen and Catbrook to use the village halls and therefore there were 
social links. We noted that there was opposition from Tintern Community 
Council to the loss of Trellech United due to its historical links to Tintern 
Abbey. 

 We noted that there were cross-border links where joint liaison meetings are 
held with Herefordshire and Gloucestershire. 

 The County Councillor stated that the main concern for the Community 
Council was the loss of Llandogo and that they were happy with the other 
amendments and was happy with 1 Councillor of smaller wards. 

 We noted that there had been no response to date from One Voice Wales and 
that the Boundary Review was to be placed on the agenda for their meeting 
on the 6th February 2014. 

 
 

 

Meeting concluded at: 7pm.  
 



   

REVIEW OF COMMUNITIES AND ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS  

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SESSION NOTES 

 
Date: Tuesday 28th January 2014 
Communities Reviewed: Llanfoist Fawr, St Arvans and Magor with Undy. 
 

 
Present: 
 

Working Group Members: County Councillors: D.J. Evans, R. G. Harris and P.A.D. 
Hobson.  

 
Officers: J. Pearson – Local Democracy Manager and A. Gullick – Local Democracy 
Officer. 
 
Also in Attendance: County Councillor: A.E. Webb  
Llanfoist Fawr Community Council: D.D. Carpenter, M. Mercer and H. Stockham. 
St Arvans Community Council: A. Bolton, J. Bolton, M.L. Davies, B.E. Howell, J.B. 
Howells and A.L. Vickers.  
 
Public Attendance: C. Hatcher and M. Hatcher.  
 
The Chairman of the Working Group for the Review of Communities and Electoral 
Arrangements opened the meeting welcomed members of the public, Town and 
Community Council representatives, Officers and Working Group Members to the 
session and provided introductions. 
 
The session provided an opportunity for members of the public and Town and 
Community Council representatives to respond to the draft proposals that had been 
approved by Full Council on 21st November 2013. 
 
The Chairman opened the session by explaining that the Council has a duty under 
the Local Government Act 1972 to keep under review the boundaries and electoral 
arrangements of the communities within Monmouthshire. 
 
A Terms of Reference was formulated and sent to all Town and Community Councils 
for consultation before being approved by Full Council on 22nd November 2012. 
Following this a 12 week consultation period commenced inviting initial 
representations from stakeholders to submit their views to the Working Group for 
consideration.  
 



 

The Chairman noted that a previously a general theme that ran through the meetings 
was the elector/councillor ratio. The Chairman accepted that this was a blunt 
instrument that did not take into consideration the workloads for Councillors or local 
need. The elector/councillor ratio would need to be reassessed by the Working 
Group given the local knowledge and expertise expressed by community 
representatives.  
 
Working Group members welcomed representations on the draft proposals for the 
following communities: 
 

 
Community of Llanfoist Fawr 
 
Representatives from Llanfoist Fawr Community Council made the following points: 
 

 The Clerk to Llanfoist Fawr Community Council raised concerns with regard to 
the proposals for Llanwenarth Ultra. The King George V playing field, the 
village hall and sports pavilion all belonged to Llanwenarth Ultra. 

 Llanfoist had taken on a large recreation area and the old school playing 
fields. We noted that the community of Llanfoist owned buildings in Govilion 
and therefore there would be legal expense if the split was to go ahead. 

 Concerns were expressed that the creation of the community of Govilon and 
its split from the community of Llanfoist would increase the precept for 
residents in Govilon.  

 In addition there would be higher administration costs across the two 
communities. A current grounds maintenance contract with MCC of £15,000 
would have to be split between the areas. Insurances on buildings and public 
liability had been amalgamated will increase if the split went ahead.    

 It was expressed that the draft proposals would diminish the community of 
Llanfoist’s ability to take on more functions, as suggested with devolution of 
services. 

 We noted the existing imbalance of Councillors for Llanfoist ( 3 Councillors for 
1026 electors) and Govilon (1 Councillor for Llanwenarth Citra, 139 electors 
and 6 Councillors for Llanwenarth Ultra, 1140 electors) which needed to be 
addressed, as indicated in the draft proposals. 

 We noted that there were housing developments in Llanfoist – 80 in planning 
and 50 properties on West Gate.   

 In relation to Llanwenarth Citra, which was a small rural ward, was not 
overwhelmed within the current arrangements but would be if governed by 
Abergavenny Town Council. The ward was currently well represented by a 
Councillor who had lived in the area for 27 years. It was felt that the ward was 
too rural to be moved into an urban area. 

 
 
 



 

Community of St Arvans 

 
Representatives from St Arvans Community Council raised the following points: 
 

 The Community Council wished to retain 8 Councillors for the Community, 
due to their workload and areas of responsibility. It was explained that there 
was no problem in maintaining this level and 2 recent resignations have been 
filled speedily by co-option. 

 Shock was expressed at the extent of the changes proposed for the 
community. 

 It was felt that that the residents of St Arvans are more affected by the 
Racecourse events than the residents of Chepstow. St Arvans Community 
Council has developed close working arrangements with Racecourse 
management. It was felt there was limited impact on Chepstow from the 
Racecourse, as they got the visiting trade. The road impact on the community 
of St Arvans was felt to be in excess of Chepstow. 

 The Community Council work closely with the Racecourse management with 
regard to issues of the boundary wall, which borders the cycle track and 
brambles are dealt with. 

 The working relationship between St Arvans Community Council and the 
Racecourse was good. The land at the side of the Village Hall was owned by 
the Racecourse; however there was a long standing agreement that that 
playing field be managed in agreement with St Arvans Community Council. 

 We noted the historical links between the Piercefield Estate and St Arvans. 
 We noted that Chepstow Town Council, in their representation had proposed 

that the Racecourse be incorporated within the community of Chepstow. 
 It was expressed that Chepstow Football Club used the playing fields at St 

Arvans, however it was strongly argued that the use of the playing fields were 
open to other residents and not exclusively used or restricted to Chepstow.  

 The Community Council agrees with the transfer of properties on the Itton 
Road beyond Fryth Wood to Itton. 

 It was felt that The Cot should not be placed in Itton and has a clear 
connection to St Arvans. 

 The Tout should be included in SACC. 
 The northern boundary should be fixed to just include Fairoak Farm. 
 A number of premises on Penterry Lane must use the roads and links of St 

Arvans. 
 
Mr and Mrs Hatcher of Mistletoe Cottage explained that their property which was the 
old workers cottages of Piercefield House and that they own the wall along their 
boundary with Piercefield Park and one of the temple gates. It was expressed that if 
Piercefield House and all its land was to become part of Cheptow Town Council it 
made sense that their property did as well, as one half of the Temple Gates would be 
under Chepstow Town Council and the other (being theirs) in St Arvans. It was 



 

proposed that the A466 becomes the boundary to include their property and the 
property next door, which is also outside of the village boundary.  
 
 
Community of Magor with Undy  

 
No representatives were present at the meeting.  

 

Meeting concluded at:  7:20pm 
 



   

REVIEW OF COMMUNITIES AND ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS  

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SESSION NOTES 

 
Date: Thursday 30th January 2014 
Communities Reviewed: Devauden, Llangybi & Llanhennock and Monmouth 
 

 
Present: 
 

Working Group Members: County Councillors: D.J. Evans, R. G. Harris and P.A.D. 
Hobson.  

 
Officers: J. Pearson – Local Democracy Manager and A. Gullick – Local Democracy 
Officer. 
 
Also in Attendance: County Councillor P. Clarke and S. White. 
Devauden Community Council: I. Cavill.  
Llangybi Fawr Community Council: J. Love and G. Rogers. 
Llanhennock Community Council: I. Williams. 
Monmouth Town Council: S. Chivers (Representing Overmonnow ward). 
 
 
The Chairman of the Working Group for the Review of Communities and Electoral 
Arrangements opened the meeting welcomed members of the public, Town and 
Community Council representatives, Officers and Working Group Members to the 
session and provided introductions. 
 
The session provided an opportunity for members of the public and Town and 
Community Council representatives to respond to the draft proposals that had been 
approved by Full Council on 21st November 2013. 
 
The Chairman opened the session by explaining that the Council has a duty under 
the Local Government Act 1972 to keep under review the boundaries and electoral 
arrangements of the communities within Monmouthshire. 
 
A Terms of Reference was formulated and sent to all Town and Community Councils 
for consultation before being approved by Full Council on 22nd November 2012. 
Following this a 12 week consultation period commenced inviting initial 
representations from stakeholders to submit their views to the Working Group for 
consideration.  
 



 

The Chairman noted that a previously a general theme that ran through the meetings 
was the elector/councillor ratio. The Chairman accepted that this was a blunt 
instrument that did not take into consideration the workloads for Councillors or local 
need. The elector/councillor ratio would need to be reassessed by the Working 
Group given the local knowledge and expertise expressed by community 
representatives.  
 
Working Group members welcomed representations on the draft proposals for the 
following communities: 
 

 
Community of Devauden 
 
We noted that the Community Council were happy with the overall proposals for the 
community of Devauden. However, it was asked if a 30 year wrong could be put 
right. The properties, Dyers House on Itton Court Road, The Old Saw Mill and White 
Mill had previously been moved into the community of Shirenewton, however their 
social and community networks are in Itton and therefore the properties should be 
placed back into the community of Devauden. The traditional boundary was Mounton 
Brook. 

 
 
Communities of Llangybi and Llanhennock 

 
Representatives from Llangybi Fawr Community Council raised the following points: 
 

 The Chairman of Llangybi Fawr Community Council felt reassured that the 
Councillor ratios will be looked at again. Concerns were raised with regard to 
single member wards and that the draft proposals recommend 5 out of the 6 
wards as having single member representation. 

 We noted that the LDP proposed 10 new houses for Llangybi, planning 
application had been approved for 2 new barn conversions. It was suggested 
that the population of Llangybi would significantly increase over the coming 
years. 

 It was expressed that there was little synergy between Llangybi and 
Llanhennock. 

 Concerns were expressed over the size of the area covered by the 6 
community wards, which would be too vast an area for one Community 
Council. 

 Llangybi Community Council were responsible for playing fields and were 
currently extending grounds, sign posting, litter picking and the village hall. 
Contributions are made to grounds maintenance for the churches in the area. 
The Community Council had installed 3 defibrillators in the ward.    

 It was felt important to note that Councillors represented a range of people, 
who may have sensitive issues, who need to be appropriately represented.  



 

 It was requested that Llangybi be retained as a Community Council area. 
 
The County Councillor for Llangybi stated that Llangybi Community Council was a 
committed Council, with responsibility for playing fields, allotments etc. With regard 
to Llanhennock, 5 farmers make up the largest area and have full awareness of what 
goes on in their area and therefore Llanhennock should stand alone. Llanhennock 
and Llangybi are fundamentally different areas that look in different directions.  
 
The Chairman of Llanhennock Community Council provided members of the 
Working Group the response from Llenhennock Community Council to the draft 
proposals. 
 
The Chairman of Llanhennock Community Council raised the following points: 
 

 It was agreed that Llanhennock and Llangybi did not sit well together. 
 The wards of the community of Llanhennock were very rural by nature. 
 It was explained that Llanhennock had one of the lowest precepts, whereas 

the precept for Llangybi was higher. 
 We noted that the expenditures for Llanhennock Community Council minimum 

due to its rural nature. 
 Concerns were expressed due to the reduction in Councillors from 8 to 3. IT 

was explained that there was sometimes vast distances between houses in 
the area and 1 Councillor would not be able to cover the entire area and some 
more elderly residents, who rely on Community Councillors for information, 
may become disenfranchised. 

 The Community Council had no problem filling vacancies when they arose. 
Currently, the Councillors covered a diverse spectrum of knowledge and 
experience that will be lost, which would have a detrimental effect on local 
matters. 

 
The representation from both Llangybi Fawr Community Council and Llanhennock 
Community Council was to retain both communities and that the Councillor numbers 
for each ward was reassessed.  
 
 
Community of Monmouth  
 
The County Councillor for Overmonnow strongly objected to the draft proposals for 
the ward of Overmonnow. It was felt that the heart of Overmonnow was being taken 
away from the ward, losing its Church and Church Hall. It was explained that the 
Overmonnow ward was steeped in history and its roots go back to the ancient 
settlement of Overmonnow, being the village on the other side of the Monnow.  
 



 

The ward of Overmonnow was described as a very diverse area with small 
businesses which would be lost if the draft proposals were to be agreed as they 
currently stand.  
 
The County Councillor for Overmonnow expressed deep sadness that the members 
of the Working Group from Monmouth had not recognised the importance of the 
Overmonnow ward as the jewel in the crown of the community of Monmouth. 
 
With regard to questions relating to the LDP figures, it was explained that the 
proposals for Wonastow Road must be taken into consideration.   
 
The Community Councillor from Wyesham explained that he was happy with the 
proposals for Wyesham and the move of Rockfield Studios. 
 
At this point, the Chairman of the Working Group wished to briefly adjourn the 
meeting, to discuss with members of the Working Group the way forward, as there 
were concerns that Community Councillors within Monmouth Town Council that were 
unaware of the review and the draft proposals. The Local Democracy Manager 
stated that the draft proposals had been made public and sent to the clerks of all 
Town and Community Councils to distribute to their Councillors. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7pm and recommenced at 7:10pm. 
 
Upon recommencement, the Chairman of the Working Group stated that the Working 
Group would re-examine the Community of Monmouth. In addition, the clerk to 
Monmouth Town Council would be contacted asking that each Town Councillor be 
informed of the review and asking for their individual and/or Town Council 
representations to the draft proposals as they currently stand. 
 
The Chairman also stated that members of the Working Group were happy to make 
site visits, to better understand the area in greater detail. 
 
It was noted by the Community Councillor from Wyesham that it had been proposed 
by another Councillor that a ratio of 850 electors per Councillor would suffice as 
displayed in England. Therefore, the community of Monmouth would be represented 
by 15 Councillors, 3 Councillors per ward. This would be a reduced of 1 Councillor to 
the current arrangements for the community of Monmouth.  
 
It was felt that the community of Monmouth had enough Councillors to undertake 
their work efficiently and effectively and having more Councillors would make things 
more difficult. 

 

Meeting concluded at:  7:15pm 
  



 

Appendix G – Representations received in response to the Draft 

Proposals 
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