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BCW-9500 / Chris Evans MP / Islwyn



Historically, the wards of Blackwood, Cefn Fforest, and Pengam were part of the old Islwyn
Borough Council.

It is for these reasons we support the boundary commissions proposal.

Yours sincerely,

Chris Evans MP

Rhianon Passmore MS
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It is for these reasons we support the boundary commissions proposal.
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BCW-9505 _I Llangollen

How is it reasonable to include Llangollen and the surrounding area in
Mongermyshire and Glyndwr, when it does not lie within Powys, Clwyd South is
historically connected to the North of Wales, and there is no reasonable connection
between the main area of the proposed constituency and the North.

Llangollen and the surrounds have more connection to Wrexham and Denbigh than
Welshpool or Newtown and this new constituency would not represent the people of
the area.

BCW-9506 I- ! Flint

Any Proposed Boundary change should accompanied by Proportional
Representation.

So called Safe Seats make a mockery of our Democracy.

Great play is made of our Democratic Country, in truth it is a complete and utter
farce.The voting system needs a radical overhaul.

BCW-9507 / _ | Cardiff

The changes are being done to benefit one group of people, namely the tory party.
Throughout the UK, boundaries will change to water down traditional seats where
Labour and Lib Dems stood a chance to effectively guarantee a permanent tory
government.

scw-os0s / NN | corditr

Overall | agree with the redrafting of boundaries to equalise constituency size.

In Cardiff West | have a few concerns over whether the incipient population of
Plasdwr has been considered in this proposal.



BCW-9509_ | Swansea

This is a disgraceful attempt to reduce the influence of Wales in the UK Parliament,
and is blatent gerrymandering. | strongly oppose this undemocratic reduction of the
number of constituencies in Wales.

BCW-9510 / _ / Bridgend

What has happened to Nant y Moel? It seems to be missing

BCW-9511 I_/ Hengoed

These boundary changes are completely wrong, wales needs a voice in westminster
while the union still exists., regardless of the powers that are transfered to Cardiff.

Whilst we still have the 'Eton Elite' running the affairs of the UK and doing a terrible
job of it we need the 40 MP's we have there at the moment to ensure the voice of
Wales is heard. Given the brexirt debarcle and the mess that followed with Covid we
need the MP count to stay at 40. the only changes i would like to see in paliament is
the reduction in MP's wages and fixed expenses.

they should have a wage that reflects 'Mondeo Man' level based on the av erage of
the entire country and expenses fixed to cover what is needed and nothing else.

BCW-9512 l_ / Llandysul

| think it's wrong to assign the boundaries based on population size. In rural areas
such as mine it means such an enormous area is then covered by only one MP and
it's impossible for them to hold surgeries in enough locations to suit all their
constituents. The MP would spend a huge amount of time travelling instead of
serving their community.
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BCW-9513 / _ | Swansea

The manipulation of the Brecon and Radnor boundary is nothing more than shameful
gerrymandering by the Welsh Labour Party to gain political advantage, a clear
demonstration of how utterly corrupt the Welsh Sennedd has become. It is basically
spitting in the face of democracy. An utter disgrace. And the people of Wales should
not allow it!

scw-o514 / NN | carir

What difference will it make moving area ? Never see anyone, whether local or
national

BCW-9515/ _ | Blackwood

The reduction of Welsh MPs can only have a detrimental effect on Wales as a whole.
The number of constituencies in Wales should remain unchanged

BCW-9516 / _ | Penmachno

This process is appalling. If you insist on reducing the number of constituencies,
then please make sure that you put ‘Nant Conwy’ back with Meirionnydd. What
exactly was wrong with the old constituency? These changes are to help one
political party only and it is completely undemocratic.

BCW-9517 / . | Caerphilly

Unacceptable just another saes attempt to take the power from our people, take the
food from our plates, clothes off our backs and to boot the slates from our roofs.
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BCW-9518 / _ | Wrexham

Whilst the community of Cefn Mawr certainly has more in common with the rural
areas of the new proposed constituency as opposed to Wrexham, which is only
concerned with gaining city status, the area of the new proposed constituency is too
large for one member to look after. If the area was to be reduced then | would have
no objection to the changes and would welcome less members and therefore less
money being spent on salaries

BCW-9519 / _ | Caerphilly

| do not believe that Caerphilly County Borough has the same social needs as the
City of Newport and should not be in the same ward

BCW-9520 I_ | Carmarthenshire

Tory stitch up and theft of representation of a country. vile!

BCW-9521 / _ | Lampeter

It seems that the addition of the Preseli area of Pembrokeshire to Ceredigion tries to
include an area that is (A) quite far from the bulk of Ceredigion, and (B) has a
dissimilar usage than that of Ceredigion. Ceredigion, as a whole, is mostly rural
farms with some Tourism destinations along the coast. Pembrokeshire, because of
its unique geographical shape as an elongated peninsula, is used at least as equally
for Tourism as for farming. The MP who has to take on this newly combined area will
have MUCH more travel across these very rural locations combined with different
usages & concerns. That MP may not be able to adequately represent all
constituents, thus leading to an unequal embodiment of the population.
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BCW-9522 / _l Llanerchymedd

| would challenge the need to reduce constituencies - change the law if necessary
Following the same boundaries as the Senedd makes sense

Be mindful that small, rural areas probably engage more

Take care not the create areas too geographically large

BCW-9523 / _ / Llangollen

There is no geographical connection between where | live and the bulk of the
proposed new constituency, nor is there a direct road link without having to go
outside the constituency.

BCW-9524 / _ | Bargoed

bargoed is in the rhymney valley and has more in common with blackwood
caerphilly and cardiff than abertillery blaina and ebbw vale

they are over in two valleys over so its easy a to get to cardiff than abertillery blaina
and ebbw vale the welsh goverment moved us from Glamorgan to gwent the
rhymney valley always get cut up by goverment

scw-9525 / NN | Rnydaman

This change is totally unnecessary. We need MORE representation in Wales not
less. MP’s and other representatives are hard pressed to keep up with the levels of
work they have now, making areas larger means their work load increases. It means
that ordinary people will find it even harder to access these representatives for any
help or advice. It also means a decrease in the number of representatives Wales
would have in the British parliament. The number we have there now is insufficient,
it in no way assures an equal voice as it is. All | can see this boundary shifting doing
is making Wales and it's people even LESS equal than ever. If we have no equality
under this obviously deeply flawed and possibly corrupt ‘system’, (because who are
these changes actually helping? What is actually behind them?), it is obvious that
independence is the only option. Proper equality, fair representation and self
determination for Wales.



13

Bcw-9526/ [ / Caerphilly

| am a resident of Caerphilly.
| wish to register my objection to the Rhymney Valley being carved up and
distributed to separate adjoining constituencies.

The geography of the South Wales Valleys north of Cardiff and Newport are such
that the valleys, rail lines and roads almost exclusively run north to south. Travelling
across valleys is difficult. Local Government is organised accordingly.

The current proposals involve splitting the top part of the Rhymney Valley joining with
an area to the east. A lower part of the Rhymney Valley is clubbed in with Merthyr to
the West, the mid part of the valley is given it's own entity "Islwyn" and the south of
the valley, surrounding the town of Caerphilly (and the adjoining Aber valley
containing Senghenydd) is included in Newport West.

The first objection is that the cultural entity of the Rhymney valley is being broken up
while others such as the Taff valley around Pontypridd and the Rhondda valleys are
being retained.

The second objection is that the bits of the Rhymney Valley that are being carved up
and dolled out are being grouped with areas that they have little in common with.
The most egregious illustration of this involves Caerphilly being included in Newport
West. Caerphilly is closer, geographically and demographically with Cardiff (The
transportation links run north - south). More eastern valleys, such as those
containing Risca and Blackwood have more in common with Newport (again, the
transportation links run north-south).

This has practical implications as a public transport journey from Senghenydd and/or
Caerphilly would likely have to go through Cardiff to reach Newport should the MP
set up their constituency surgery in Newport. The reverse would be true should the
surgery be set up in Caerphilly.

In conclusion | am of the opinion that more consideration should have been given the
constituency boundaries. Much more consideration of the geography and the
practicalities of managing the constituency is needed. The boundaries really need to
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be following the contours of the landscape (and therefore the major
transportation links) than they currently do.

BCW-9527 / _ / Bangor

| live in the village of Glasinfryn whose postcode falls under Bangor. However, under
the new proposed boundaries, | would be in an entirely different constituency than
Bangor. Despite living within the same city as my place of employment (based on the
postcode) and despite my house and place of employment being just 2 miles apart,
we find ourselves in two different constituencies that are extremely vast in size. |
think all of Bangor, including villages that fall under the Pentir ward of Bangor
postcode such as Glasinfryn, Caerhun, Pentir, Rhiwlas, and Minffordd, should stay
within the same constituency as the city of Bangor that we are a part of.

BCW-9528 _ / Ammanford

| live in a group of 4 villages, Tairgwaith, Gwaun-Cae-Gurwen, Cwmgors &amp;
Lower Brynamman, for many years these 4 villages have ben at the north west
extremity of the Neath constancy and the area covered by Neath Port Talbot CBC.
Being a 'remote community has made it easy for the are to be forgotten/ignored on
many levels.

The proposal that moves not only these 4 villages but all of the Swansea Vally into
the Brecon &amp; Radnor constituency will only reproduce the same situation. It
makes more sense in my view to include the Swansea Valley and associated
communities into the proposed Swansea North constituency. Swansea and the
Swansea Valley are a natural community and any division of the control/supervision
of services that separates them will be detrimental.
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BCW-9529 I_I Llanelli

The community of Gors-las has been moved into the nearby Llanelli constituency but
geographically aligns both socially, culturaly and connectivity wise with the
Caerfyrddin constituency.

Gorslas is more rural in nature to the post industrial element that strongly resides in
the Llanelli constituency.

BCW-9530 l_ | Bethesda

Relevant to the following constituencies:

While | believe that the boundaries are sensible, in general, in terms of the wards
along the north coast, fairly different areas are being combined. Including Bethesda
and the uplands/vale of Conwy with Conwy and Llandudno crosses significant social
and cultural boundaries, and splitting Denbigh and Ruthin and combining them with
Colwyn Bay or Prestatyn. Overall, the pattern is to create a constituency where
there is a threat of the more Welsh-speaking midlands to be dominated by the more
English-speaking coast.

In some of the initial guide maps, there was a tendency to combine the communities
along the coast and create a larger constituency in the Clwyd/Gwynedd uplands. |
believe that would be the best solution — the coastal communities of Colwyn Bay,
Prestatyn, Llandudno are much more similar to each other than they are to
communities such as Bethesda, Llanrwst, Denbigh, Llansannan etc, which are
further from the sea. | realise that the population balance is a very important
question in terms of these boundaries, but a larger constituency can be created from
the smaller communities. Otherwise, there is a risk that the culture and politics of the
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coastal towns will dominate and drown out very different voices, both politically
and culturally, in the more rural communities.

In my experience of living in Bethesda, the upland communities are much more
similar to each other than they are to the coastal towns. Therefore, | would advise
the commission to prioritise combining such communities to create a larger
constituency, and to create other constituencies along the coast. From my
understanding, the following would be possible: remove the wards in
Llandudno/Conwy/Llandudno Junction (around 12) from the Bangor/Bethesda/
Vale of Conwy constituency and combine them with the Colwyn Bay/Rhyl
constituency; combine the 9 upland/rural wards in Colwyn Bay (from Betws yn
Rhos and Glascoed/Trefnant inwards, including Denbigh but not St Asaph). There
is also an argument for including Ruthin and Llandyrnog.

BCW-9531 / _l Ammanford

It is ludicrous that residents in this area are under consideration to become part of a
an extremely rural/agricultural constituency. | would accept if the option was to move
towards the eastern Carmarthenshire constituency.

This area is a former (although forgotten) industrial area. How we would benefit, and
how an MP would be of any benefit to the suggested carve up is a mystery to me.

Someone behind a desk drawing lines on a map will only push forward the case for
Welsh Independence.

Are the people responsible for these suggestions aware of the geographic and
demographic variations? | doubt it very much.

If these proposals are accepted my voting paper will have one big cross through it
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BCW -9532/ _I Carmarthen

Although I now live in Johnstown, until recently we lived in Croesyceiliog - which
would be put in a different constituency to Caerfyrddin. | also know the rural area
immediately surrounding and to the south well. Although it is logical to put
Gwendraeth Fawr communities in the same constituency as Llanelli - shopping ties,
people travel to work, go to school etc in Llanelli, putting Llangynnwr, Croesyceiliog,
Cwmffrwd and communities down to Llangyndeyrn in with Llanelli rather than
Carmarthen is nonsensical. School catchments, travel to work areas and even
historic ties mean those communities gravitate *entirely* around Carmarthen.

There would be a much more obvious way to draw the line - currently the northern
edge of Llanelli as proposed is a strange zigzag -putting Llangynnwr (which to all
intents and purposes is part of Carmarthen town, and within walking distance of the
centre) with Llanelli while putting Porthyrhyd and Capel Hendre with Carmarthen. If
this line were smoothed out - in a curve running from Tycroes to Ferryside (with both
communities south of the curve, in Llanelli), and this curve extending upwards to
include Cross Hands and surrounding communities, you would have a much more
natural border.

In particular, Capel Hendre, Cwm Gwili, Pen-y-groes are ex-mining communities, as
is the rest of proposed Llanelli. They are also only a short drive or bus journey away
from Llanelli. Nantycaws, Llangyndeyrn and Llandyfaelog are agricultural
communities which have always looked to the market in Carmarthen, and have little
in common with the rest of the proposed Llanelli constituency. This would be a
simple alteration which would reflect the economic, historic and cultural patterns of
this part of Carmarthenshire much more naturally. in common with the rest of the
proposed Llanelli constituency. This would be a simple alteration which would reflect
the economic, historic and cultural patterns of this part of Carmarthenshire much
more naturally.

scw-9533 / NN, wrexham

Why are Minera, Bwlchgwyn and other villages to the west of Wrexham being added
to Alyn and Deeside/Flintshire when there is no historical or natural connection
between these areas? These villages have always formed a natural community with
Coedpoeth and look towards Wrexham as their local town. It’s a very artificial
division and the reduction of MP’s is an attack on democracy in Wales.
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scwios34 / NN Ry

Rhyl and Prestatyn should stay together in one constituency due to their historical
close links plus they work together re schooling (some Rhyl students attend
Prestatyn 6th and vice versa). The boundary historically has been the River Clwyd
and this should continue.

BCW-9535_ Machynlleth

As a resident at the far north of Ceredigion quite clearly the new constituency to
include preselli/pembs is geographically massive and is likely to impact voting
outcomes disproportionately.

BCW-9536 / -I Llangollen

Once gain Llangollen finds itself on the very edge of an electoral or county border
with little in common with the rest of the proposed region. Currently we are on the
fringes of Denbighshire and now we are to be in an area with Montgomery. Surely
not? Why can we not be included in the northern proposed changes such as
Wrexham? At least the majority of residents commute and interact with friends and
colleagues from within that ward. | wonder when the last time a resident of Llangollen
visited Montgomery? A ridiculous proposal.

BCW-9537 / _ Aberdare

You claim to take in local ties and boundaries, but the proposed new boundaries
actually cut the Cynon Valley in half , and join Aberdare with Merthyr Tydfil, which is
in an adjacent valley , and Mountain Ash with Pontypridd, but Aberdare is its
neighbouring town and in the same valley ! This does not make sense.
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BCW-9538 / _ Aberdare

You claim to take in local ties and boundaries, but the proposed new boundaries
actually cut the Cynon Valley in half , and join Aberdare with Merthyr Tydfil, which is
in an adjacent valley , and Mountain Ash with Pontypridd, but Aberdare is its
neighbouring town and in the same valley ! This does not make sense.

BCW-9539 / _l Swansea

Whilst the postal address is ystalyfera in Swansea county. we are currently in Neath,
Port Talbot area. It makes absolutely no sense for this area to be put in the massive
area of Brecon and Radnor when we are closer to the area you have marked
Swansea West and Neath.

scw-9540 / I Newport

Seems like a very large area for only one candidate. There should be a Newport
East as displayed but Newport West should be separate from Caerphilly-both have
different local councils, how will anything get resolved?

Also will the representative be representing everyone’s interests when the area is so
vast? The issues concerning someone in the Caerphilly borough may be totally
irrelevant to someone from Newport West and vice-versa!
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scw-9541 / N &ort

Clearly, the system to designate new boundaries and the VERY specific population
requirements has been designed by people with no experience, knowledge or regard
for the rural areas of Wales.

| was both born and raised in St Davids and now reside in North Ceredigion. | can’t
actually think of two areas of Wales, connected by the same coastline, that are more
dissimilar. How can an elected member of parliament represent such different issues
and populations?

It doesn’t take a genius to look at the recent general election results by wards to see
how differing the political preferences are in these two areas. Ultimately, this will
mean one thing, communities that were once represented won'’t be in the future.

But what can us mere political plebs do? We can’t suggest a constituency who’s size
is outside of 69-77k and we must reduce our numbers of seats - because god forbid
that Celtic lot east of England have some proportionate representation that reflects
their language, geography, culture, economy and population.

However, | am partly reassured that matters that are really important to me (like
Health and Education) are devolved to Welsh Ministers, and this realignment (or
more accurately reduction in representation) doesn’t impact my representation on
these devolved matters.

English centric plans, from an English centric Government.

BCW-9542 l_ Llanidloes

If this goes ahead then Powys needs a district general hospital central in Powys as if
would mean that the area needed to be covered by health services would increase
and there isn’t currently any DGH support to meet the patients needs.



21

BCW-9543/ - Cardigan

Keep Ceredigion to its own region & Pembrokeshire to its own region.

scw-o544 / NN virwaun

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on this proposed important change.
| oppose it for a number of reasons:

Firstly, | feel Beth Winter is a very effective and involved MP, who has been very
visible in the community and courageous in her defence of the community’s interests
and, | feel, values.

It would be a terrible loss to see her lose her seat through re-selection procedures,
and feel her lack of time in her position may unfairly affect her chances here.

Secondly, of course, the more general reduction in number of Welsh MPs certainly
appears politically motivated. Whether it is, or not, a perceived reduction in the
Welsh voice in Parliament will further calls for independence, and support for
independence. This will be disruptive and damaging.

Thirdly, there are some arbitrary lines of geography imposed here. A visit to the
valleys will show you that most people live along the valley (Eg the Cynon Valley).
Social ties, education, work, for myself and most people | know, operate along the
Cynon Valley. Interactions from Hirwaun/Aberdare to Merthyr are more and more
reduced simply to shopping trips to the out-of-town shopping estates. The smaller

Merthyr area villages, too, are places I, or many people my age - have never
been. Likewise, there seems to be even less interaction of people from Merthyr with
the town of Aberdare, or Hirwaun.

There is, in fact, real separation between communities, especially now that the
valleys are largely post-industrial. In fact, despite a history where these communities
may have been more united (as formerly, when they were the same constituency),
there is now MUCH more contiguity between the communities WITHIN the current
constituency, along its whole length, than there is in the proposed constituency.

Fourthly, the proposed constituency would encompass two large towns, Aberdare
and Merthyr. At present, Aberdare is the only large town within the constituency. This
current configuration means that the MP can afford more time for the peripheral,
smaller conurbations. Beth Winter’s multiple trips to Penderyn, recently, being an
excellent case in point. The MP would, under these proposals, end up splitting time
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between the two hubs, and contact with the smaller communities would be
diminished. This would be of particular concern to me as places like Hirwaun,
Penderyn and Rhigos are quite liminal places, between industry, post-industry and
agriculture, and some unique political needs arise from this. | would fear the MP
losing touch with these concerns.

Overall, then, | feel the proposals lack real experience of The Valley, its economy,
ecology, cultural behaviour and institutional organisations (especially schools).
While it may appear sensible on a map, or may even have been more workable 50
years ago, the proposals are artificial and do not represent the interests of the
community. Far better to have separate MPs, with close working relations, as we
have now. That would better ensure a basis for cross-community political
representation - a basis that is attuned to, and represents, rather than
homogenises, these distinct communities.

BCW-9545/ - Pontarddulais

We live right out in the countryside, (similar to Gower) we have absolutely NOTHING
in common with the city centre!!!

BCW-9546 / _I Aberdare

| find it beggers belief that you wish to amalgamate the counvil wards to reduce the
number of Councillors while trying to increase the number of members of the Welsh
Government.

Amalgamation of the valleys councils has lead to the devastation of valley towns and
this grandiose scheme will further devastate valley communities to the benefit of the
largest town in the new ward.

scw-o547/ NN por Taibot

West Glam until 96 LGR, then NEATH PORT TALBOT - now Aberafan Porthcawl!
That’s without all the health board boundary changes - what a gross misuse of public
money and why. It makes no sense whatsoever to be lumped with Porthcawl - Briton
Ferry yes, maesteg maybe - parts of the Neath valleys yes - but Porthcawl no sense.
How frequent is public transport - does Port Talbot cease to exist - why is this
happening now - tell us how we benefit and tell us the actual costs of this nonsense.
| am going to research a little ,
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scw - 9545 / NN, Fisnguard

In my humble opinion North Pembrokeshire has far more in common with South
Ceredigion than it does with places like Milford Haven, Neyland and Haverfordwest;
so whilst | am dismayed that Wales will have fewer representatives in Parliament |
welcome the proposed new constituency.

BCW-9549 / -I Narbeth

Are you seriously proposing one constituency running from St Davids to north of
Borth? Just how on earth is that going to work properly.

Why not just make the county of Sir Benfro one constituency following the line of the
old county boundary? You have a nice compact peninsula which doesn't involve
miles of unnecessary travelling - something we are all being encouraged to embrace.

Change for the sake of change?

BCW-9550/ _I Milford Haven

Should Include the whole of Pembrokeshire!
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BCW-9551/ - Cardiff

Our comments relate to the whole of Wales and are fully contained, with illustrative maps,
in the attached document.

The Association of British Counties (ABC) is the national body representing the 92
historic counties of the United Kingdom. We believe that the historic counties are an
important element in the identity and cultures of many of our local communities,
giving people a sense of belonging, pride and community spirit. They play an
important part in the country’s sporting and cultural life as well as providing a
reference point for local tourism and heritage. They should be respected and
cherished.

ABC is not proposing a return to the use of the historic counties as a basis for
parliamentary constituencies or, indeed, for any administrative purpose. Rather, we
promote the existence and importance of the historic counties as totally distinct
entities to any set of administrative areas.

We are, however, delighted to see historic county names used within constituency names
where this helps to reflect the geographical and cultural identity of that constituency.

ABC disagrees strongly with the BCW’s approach that, for a new constituency, the
name should normally reflect that of the principal council (or principal councils)
wholly or mainly contained in the constituency. In our view, constituency names
should be geographically accurate and based on culturally relevant entities such as
cities, towns, valleys and historic counties. Many local authority names are contrived
and do not reflect either established geography sense or cultural identity. They are
also likely to be of short duration since local government is frequently reorganised.
They should not be used as the basis for parliamentary constituency names.

Our two main concerns with the 2023 Review are that:

. where an historic county name is used in a constituency name then the historic
county name should be used accurately and with appropriate qualification.

. where an historic county name, with appropriate qualification, is the best way to
describe the location and area of a constituency then that historic county name should
be used.

We are delighted to see that the vast majority of the proposed constituency names meet
these concerns. Here we highlight the three constituency names with which we have an
issue and suggest an alternative name in each case.

1. The proposed 'Monmouthshire' constituency:

We suggest this would be better named 'East Monmouthshire' / ‘Dwyrain Sir Fynwy’.

In Section 28 of its Initial Proposals, the Commission states that if constituencies

remain largely unchanged, the existing constituency name should usually be kept.
The proposed new ‘Monmouthshire’ constituency actually covers almost the same
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area as the current ‘Monmouth’ constituency. We therefore suggest that the present
‘Monmouth’ would be an acceptable name for the new constituency.

There is certainly no good reason to change this name to ‘Monmouthshire’ and very
good reason not to, since the constituency covers only about 60% of the area of the
historic county of Monmouthshire and only includes about 17% of the historic
county’s population.

We suspect that the BCW'’s proposed new name results from its notion of basing new
constituency names on current principal areas. This constituency actually illustrates
the ill-advisability of such an approach. The principal area’s name is geographically
inaccurate and confounds the history and cultural identity of the real Monmouthshire.

Our suggested alternative name of ‘East Monmouthshire’ / ‘Dwyrain Sir Fynwy’ much better
reflects the geographical and cultural identity of this constituency.

2. The proposed 'Brecon and Radnor' constituency:

We suggest this would be better named 'Brecon and Radnorshire' / ‘Aberhonddu a Sir
Faesyfed’.

In Section 28 of its Initial Proposals, the Commission states that if constituencies
remain largely unchanged, the existing constituency name should usually be kept.
The proposed new ‘Brecon and Radnor’ constituency actually covers almost the
same area as the current ‘Brecon and Radnorshire’ constituency. In particular both
the current and proposed new constituency contain the whole of the historic county
of Radnorshire. The change of name is unnecessary.

The name ‘Radnor’, used without prefix or suffix, is ill-advised in that it doesn’t actually
relate to a definable place. The proposed Welsh version of the constituency name
refers to Maesyfed which is the town of New Radnor. Hence, there is an inconsistency
between the BCW’s proposed English and Welsh Names.

Our suggested name of ‘Brecon and Radnorshire’ / ‘Aberhonddu a Sir Faesyfed’ better
reflects the geographical and cultural identity of this constituency.
3. The proposed 'Ceredigion Preseli' constituency:

We suggest this would be better named 'Cardiganshire and North Pembrokeshire' /
'‘Ceredigion a Gogledd Sir Benfro'.

The constituency covers the whole of the historic county of Cardiganshire and the
northern part of the historic county of Pembrokeshire. Clearly, using the historic
counties in the constituency name would make perfect sense.

We do, therefore, have two issues with BCW’s suggested name of ‘Ceredigion Preseli’:
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. The use of the Welsh version of the county name (‘Ceredigion’) to the total
exclusion of the English name (‘Cardiganshire’) is not consistent with the BCW’s
stated approach to constituency names or its practice when using other historic
county names. Why would we use the Welsh version of the county name for the
English version of the constituency name? Instead, ‘Cardiganshire’ should by used in
the English version of the constituency name. ‘Ceredigion’ should be used in the
Welsh version of the name.

. The use of ‘Preseli’ for an area which occupies the northern part of
Pembrokeshire is contrived and geographically inaccurate. The Preseli Mountains
occupy only a relatively small part of the constituency. It seems sensible that ‘North
Pembrokeshire’ should be used in place of ‘Preseli’. We note that the rest of the
county will lie in the constituency of ‘Mid and South Pembrokeshire’.

Our suggested name of ‘Cardiganshire and North Pembrokeshire’ / ‘Ceredigion a Gogledd
Sir Benfro’ much better reflects the geographical and cultural identity
of this constituency.

Submission to 2023 Review of Parliamentary
Constituencies

This document presents the Association of British Counties’ submission to the Boundary Commission
for Wales’ consultation on its initial proposals for the 2023 Review of Parliamentary constituencies.

The importance of the historic counties

The Association of British Counties (ABC) is the national body representing the 92 historic counties
of the United Kingdom. The Government’s recently published guidance on Celebrating the historic
counties of England summarises ABC’s view about the historic counties of the whole of the UK:

“The historic counties are an important element of English traditions which support the identity
and cultures of many of our local communities, giving people a sense of belonging, pride and
community spirit. They continue to play an important part in the country’s sporting and cultural
life as well as providing a reference point for local tourism and heritage. We should all seek to
strengthen the role that they can play.”

The Office for National Statistics in its Index of Place Names in Great Britain (see Appendix)
relates each place to its historic county and says about the geography of the historic counties:

“While no longer a statistical geography, the historic counties are now included in the IPN for

those users who wish to use them for historic, traditional or cultural purposes. They are
recommended as a stable, unchanging geography which covers the whole of Great Britain.”

The naming of parliamentary constituencies

ABC is not proposing a return to the use of the historic counties as a basis for parliamentary
constituencies or, indeed, for any administrative purpose. Rather, we promote the existence and
importance of the historic counties as totally distinct entities to any set of administrative areas.
We are, however, delighted to see historic county names used within constituency names where
this helps to reflect the geographical and cultural identity of that constituency.
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ABC disagrees strongly with the BCW’s approach that, for a new constituency, the name should
normally reflect that of the principal council (or principal councils) wholly or mainly contained in
the constituency. In our view, constituency names should be geographically accurate and based on
culturally relevant entities such as cities, towns, valleys and historic counties. Many local
authority names are contrived and do not reflect either established geography or cultural identity.
They are also likely to be of short duration since local government is frequently reorganised. They
should not be used as the basis for parliamentary constituency names.

Our two main concerns with the 2023 Review are that:

» where an historic county name is used in a constituency name then the historic county name
should be used accurately and with appropriate qualification.

« where an historic county name, with appropriate qualification, is the best way to describe the
location and area of a constituency then that historic county name should be used.

We are delighted to see that the vast majority of the proposed constituency names meet these
concerns. Here we highlight the three constituency names with which we have an issue and suggest
an alternative name in each case.
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Monmouthshire (Sir Fynwy) CC

East Monmouthshire (Dwyrain Sir Fynwy) CC

The map shows the area of this constituency in relation to the historic county of Monmouthshire.

In Section 28 of its Initial Proposals, the Commission states that if constituencies remain largely
unchanged, the existing constituency name should usually be kept. The proposed new
‘Monmouthshire’ constituency actually covers almost the same area as the current “Monmouth’
constituency. We therefore suggest that the present ‘Monmouth’ would be an acceptable name for
the new constituency.

There is certainly no good reason to change this name to ‘Monmouthshire’ and very good reason
not to, since the constituency covers only about 60% of the area of the historic county of
Monmouthshire and only includes about 17% of the historic county’s population. We suspect that
the BCW’s proposed new name results from its notion of basing new constituency names on current
principal areas. This constituency actually illustrates the ill-advisability of such an approach. The
principal area’s name is geographically inaccurate and confounds the history and cultural identity
of the real Monmouthshire.
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Our suggested alternative name of ‘East Monmouthshire’ / ‘Dwyrain Sir Fynwy’ much better
reflects the geographical and cultural identity of this constituency.

Brecon and Radnor (Aberhonddu a Maesyfed) CC

Brecon and Radnorshire (Aberhonddu a Sir Faesyfed) CC

The map shows the area of this constituency in relation to the historic counties of the area.

In Section 28 of its Initial Proposals, the Commission states that if constituencies remain largely
unchanged, the existing constituency name should usually be kept. The proposed new ‘Brecon and
Radnor’ constituency actually covers almost the same area as the current ‘Brecon and Radnorshire
constituency. In particular both the current and proposed new constituency contain the whole of
the historic county of Radnorshire. The change of name is unnecessary.

The name ‘Radnor’, used without prefix or suffix, is ill-advised in that it doesn’t actually relate to
a definable place. The proposed Welsh version of the constituency name refers to Maesyfed which
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is the town of New Radnor. Hence, there is an inconsistency between the BCW’s proposed English
and Welsh Names.

Our suggested name of ‘Brecon and Radnorshire’ / ‘Aberhonddu a Sir Faesyfed’ better reflects the
geographical and cultural identity of this constituency.

Ceredigion Preseli CC

Cardiganshire and North Pembrokeshire (Ceredigion a Gogledd Sir
Benfro) CC

The map shows the area of this constituency in relation to the historic counties of the area.

The constituency covers the whole of the historic county of Cardiganshire and the north part of the
historic county of Pembrokeshire. Clearly, using the historic counties in the constituency name
would make perfect sense. We do, therefore, have two issues with BCW’s suggested name of
‘Ceredigion Preseli’:

* The use of the Welsh version of the county name (‘Ceredigion’) to the total exclusion of the
English name (“‘Cardiganshire’) is not consistent with the BCW’s stated approach to constituency
names or its practice when using other historic county names. Why would we use the Welsh
version of the county name for the English version of the constituency name? ‘Cardiganshire’
should by used in the English version of the constituency name. ‘Ceredigion’ should be used in
the Welsh version of the name.
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« The use of “Preseli’ for an area which occupies the northern part of Pembrokeshire is contrived
and geographically inaccurate. The Preseli Mountains occupy only a relatively small part of the
constituency. It seems sensible that ‘“North Pembrokeshire’ should be used in place of “Preseli’.
We note that the rest of the county will lie in the constituency of ‘Mid and South
Pembrokeshire’.

Our suggested name of ‘Cardiganshire and North Pembrokeshire’ / “Ceredigion a Gogledd Sir
Benfro’ much better reflects the geographical and cultural identity of this constituency.

Appendix - Extract from Office for National Statistics’s Index of Place Names in Great Britain
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BCW-9552 I-I Newport

This is blatant oppression of the Welsh people, the corrupt English government
forcing the removal of 8 welsh representatives is nothing but gerrymandering and
oppression.

Increasing the size of constituencies will make it harder than it already is to contact
our representative, as they will have a larger amount of people that also want their
attention.

This will also make Lobbying and corruption by big corporations easier as they can
focus more on the lower amount of individuals.

The English government should only focus on themselves and leave our country to
our own Senedd.

This is a spit in the face of democracy and more akin to a dictatorship.

BCW-9553 / _I Abergavenny

| support the proposed Constituency of Monmouthshire where | live.

The proposed seat is coterminous with the local authority. This is very logical and most
convenient. The Local Authority would have to deal with just one MP as opposed to the
current position where it has to deal with 2 MPs and both those MPs have to deal with
another local authority as well as Monmouthshire. The proposal is therefore an
improvement on the present arrangement.

Bcw-9554 / . 1shmael
I From:

7o I —
To:

Subject: RE: Cyhoeddi Cynigion Cychwynnol - Initial Proposals Published

Good morning,

St Ishmael Community Council have asked me to respond and express their strong
objection to the boundary changes.

St Ishmael currently forms parts of the Carmarthen East and Dinefwr Constituency
and under these proposals would be moved to Llanelli. The Community Council feels
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that it has little connection or common identity with the Llanelli constituency and
therefore would like to strongly object to these proposals.

Kind regards,

Clerc / Clerk

Wned Llanismel / St Ishmael Community Council

scw-9555/ NN caroi

Llanrumney is neither geographically or culturally part of cardiff central and in my view it should
retain its place as being a part of Cardiff south and Penarth

scw-9556/ NN coiwyn Bay

Colwyn Bay would, in my opinion, be better joining with Conwy and Llandudno.
There are very strong cultural, linguistic, family and transport links and all 3 areas are urban. The
seat could also include Abergele, Towyn and Kimmel Bay.

BCW-9557 /| Cynwyd Community Council / Corwen

Cynwyd Community Council has voted unanimously to state our objection to being
included in the Glyndwr Maldwyn constituency. Our area would be cut off from much of the new
constituency, and there are no traditional ties.

The Cynwyd area is traditionally a part of Meirionnydd, and it would be much better if
we became part of the Dwyfor Meirionnydd constituency. The new Clwyd constituency would also
be better than Glyndwr Maldwyn
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BCW-9558/ _I Pontypool

Torfaen should be joined back with Monmouthshire and the name Gwent Restored.

BCW-9559 / _I Bridgend

The boundary cutting through a large chunk of Bridgend itself makes no sense on a
local level. Gerrymandering comes to mind. However the tories may have just
created 2 safe Labour seats!

BCW-9560 I_I Denbigh

We need no mans land boundaries recognised by both councils to represent better
and maintain roads and other council obligated subjects as both are neglecting
duty’s of care to the public and residents

BCW-9561/ _I Rogerstone

Changing the constituency boundary to merge with an area outside of your council is
confusing and counterproductive. The changes that would result from re-positioning
the boundaries would be minor and the confusion, cost and resources needed to
make the change would be wasteful to the public purse. The benefits will never
outweigh the costs of making such a change.
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scw-9562 / N | ruthin

I’'m afraid it appears that not much thought has gone into this reorganisation. It looks
like a statistician behind a desk somewhere (who does not know the area at all) has
drawn a red line on a map to make the numbers fit the target.

It does not appear that any consideration has been given to the area’s demography.
The Clwydian hills naturally divide Ruthin from the rest of the proposed constituency.

| have lived in Ruthin for 18 years, and | have very little contact with any of the towns
and villages of the proposed Delyn constituency - | would have to turn on the sat nav
to find most of them! On the other hand, | often travel up and down the Vale of Clwyd
to Denbigh, Corwen, St. Asaph, etc.

The town of Ruthin has been carved out of the adjacent villages which feed into it
under the new scheme (Ruthin in Delyn and the adjacent villages which consider
Ruthin as their main town in Clwyd). This makes no sense.

| am also concerned as to the effect on the Welsh language and the wider area. The
rest of the proposed Delyn constituency are anglicised areas, while Ruthin is still
considered very Welsh in nature.

In addition, | would urge the commission to take into consideration the rural nature of
the market town of Ruthin compared with the rest of the Delyn constituency which is
more industrial.

In summary, | feel strongly that the town of Ruthin should be part of the Clwyd
constituency, as should the adjacent villages and other similar towns in Denbighshire
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scw-9563/ N pebigh

The reduction in the number of MPs from 40 to 32 shows that Wales has no say in
Parliament.

scw-o564/ NN Newtown

Honestly it’s fine by me. Much better than the Powys county as a whole.

scw-o565/ NN coiwyn Bay

The proposed boundary changes are undemocratic, and will result in Wales having
les say on its affairs than before.

scw-o566/ NN neatn

Wouldn'’t it make more sense for Neath Port Talbot to be grouped together the same
way as we currently are as a local authority.



38

scw-9567 / NN chirk

Chirk seems to have been added on to make up the numbers. The area looks very
large with a variety of rural areas.

Frankly, this looks like what’s left, a collection of bits that don’t seem to have a
centre.

| have always felt Chirk and North Wales was a neglected area with regards to the
Welsh Assembly and sadly this proposal seems to confirm this.

BCW-9568 l- Bangor

Why wouldn’t penrhos garnedd and ysbyty Gwynedd not considered aberconwy area
when there attached to the city of bangor , this dividing the city into 2 parts. Would
also balance out the numbers between the constituency it’s currently in and the new
one it would create

BCW-9569 I_ Lampeter

It is only fair that all constituencies should be of the same size so change is needed.
It is hard to understand why Ceredigion has been put together with North
Pembrokeshire rather than North Carmarthenshire where there are greater links.
North Carmarthenshire is much closer to the rest of the county/constituency whilst
there are few links with the St David's area.
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BCW-9570 /_ Carmarthen

| understand from the map that Carmarthen town railway station is outside the
proposed boundaries of the new constituency. Since the residents of this local area
form the majority of the station users, the fact that the Member of Parliament for
Llanelli will be responsible for this resource is totally confusing and foolish. The
requirements of the people of Llanelli are totally different from the requirements of
the requirements of the mostly rural population of Carmarthen.

Llangynnwr has much closer links with Carmarthen than Llanelli. Children from
Llangynnwr attend the town’s schools, and the residents attend the shops, chapels,
meetings/concerts etc. in the town.

Let us feel that we belong as one big family in this fairly small area. Do not divide the
people of Llangynnwr and Carmarthen from each other.
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Bcw-9572/ [ ' Brymbo

From:

Sent: 22 October 2021 11:29

To: BCW <bcw@boundaries.wales>

Subject: Alternative proposal for the Alyn & Deeside constituency

| am a constituent living in Alyn & Deeside, in the ward of Treuddyn.

| am attaching a PDF of an alternative plan for the constituency.

In brief summery: This counter proposal suggests removing Brymbo and Minera , and
then adding Northop and Northop Hall. The proposal is worked up to deal with any
knock on consequences in other constituencies, and is completely self consistent.

| hope you will consider adopting this scheme as it provides a much more satisfactory
arrangement with regards to the local community ties than the original proposal.

Yours

Submission regarding the current proposed changes to
the parliamentary boundaries

| am a resident in Alyn and Deeside. And | would like to make a counterproposal regarding
the proposed boundary changes.

Summary

It is not appropriate to add 2 wards (Brymbo and Minera) from Wrexham into A&D.

The current boundary proposal does not comply well with the statutory factors with respect
to local government boundaries and local community links, whereas this counter-proposal
greatly improves that position in both respects. The two wards that are being proposed to
be added are both in Flintshire, and there are existing strong community links which will be
strengthened, and therefore improves the plan with respect to local government
boundaries and community ties.
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PS I have included a table at the end detailing exactly which wards are to be allocated to
which constituency.

Reasons for the proposed changes

| whol heartedly agree with the boundary commission’s proposal to include in A&D the
wards of Leeswood, Argoed and New Brighton, from the current Delyn constituency.

In particular the area around Argoed is an urban conurbation made up of housing that
merges seamlessly into the Buckley area. There are no geographical features which divide
the communities, and the current boundary in many places runs down streets in a housing
estate. Moving the Argoed community (comprised of the Argoed and the New Brighton
wards), into A&D is in line with the requirement of strengthening local ties.

Leeswood is a distinct village that has a lot in common with the nearby ward of Treuddyn,
which is in A&D. Most pupils from the village attend Castell Alun high school, in Hope, which
is in the A&D constituency. Again this move strengthens the local ties that already exist.

However it is also being suggested that A&D takes in two wards from the Wrexham County
Borough , namely Brymbo and Minera. | oppose this change on the following grounds It
unnecessarily breaks the commission’s guidelines on both of these grounds

* Links with local authorities

* Local ties broken from existing constituencies
These wards are from the county borough of Wrexham. This leads to an anomaly of only 2
wards and under 5,000 (7%) electors in A&D not being in Flintshire. All the rest of A&D is
under Flintshire county council. The wards of Brymbo and Minera have no ties to Flintshire
and see themselves as part of Wrexham. These wards need to be moved into the Wrexham
constituency.

Proposed changes to A&D

See map in Fig 1. Removal of Brymbo and Minera back in to Wrexham will have some knock
on effects that | propose to deal with by adding back into A&D two additional wards from
the existing Delyn constituency. The proposed wards are Northop and Northop Hall. These
areas have strong community links to the area around Ewloe and Hawarden and will be a
natural fit with A&D. As an illustration of this, the local primary school in Northop Hall which
states “We enjoy strong links with other schools in our local consortium and pupils have
many opportunities to work on a wide range of activities with pupils from the other five
schools in the Hawarden cluster.” Also it is noted that most children from the school move
on to Hawarden High school. Thus the proposed move of these wards into A&D is in keeping
with the remit of the commission to take into account local community ties .This also
improves the proposal in terms of local government, as all of the constituency of A&D is
now within the Flintshire local government area.
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Fig 1
Map of the proposed new A&D The blue outline indicates the boundary commmisions

proposal and the black the individual wards. The area shaded in yellow is the proposed A&D
in my submission.

Dealing with the knock on effect on surrounding constituencies

Fig 2

Map of the surrounding constituancies.
1 Yellow Alyn & Deeside (A&D)

2 purple Delyn

4 blue Montgomeryshire and Glyndwr (M&G)
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Change to proposed Delyn constituency

The proposed Delyn constituency has 76,074 electors which is towards the top end of the
allowed size range. The removal of Northrop and Northrop Hall can be absorbed, and results
in my proposed Delyn having 73,247 electors, which is within the parameters of allowable
electorate.

Change to Wrexham constituency and Montgomeryshire and Glyndwr constituency

The current proposal has Wrexham at 75,596 electors. The addition of Brymbo and Minera
would increase this to 80,487. As this is too big wards need to be lost elsewhere.

It is suggested that the community of Rhosllanerchrugog which consists of the wards of
Ponciau, Pant, and Johnstown, be moved into Montgomeryshire and Glyndwr (M&G).
However M&G now becomes too large. Hence it is suggested that the community of
Ruabon, which consist of the wards of Ruabon and part of the ward of Penycae and Ruabon
South, are to be moved to the Wrexham constituency.

See map 3 of the proposed split in the Penycae and Ruabon South ward, in line with the
existing community boundaries.

Fig 3
A map detailing the community boundaries in pink

B map indicating which wards are in M&G, shown in blue, and Wrexham, shown in pink. The
long ward seen in the middle is to be split along the community boundary.
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scw-9575/ NN Averystwyth

This area is much too large, it looks as if it's designed to help the tory party

BCW-9576/ _l Cardiff

Where is the promised North Cardiff recycling center?

scw-o577/ NN vengoed

The re-aligned boundary makes no sense. The area where | live has always had
close ties to old the Rhymeny Valley boundary. Views and opinions are often shared
with the community and splitting this means different voices can change and affect
me and my family which are alien to the area. Would it make sense to revisit the old
community council boundaries and then merge a few rather than splitting almost all
up?

BCW-9578/ _I Deeside

Why are you including the area around New Brighton (Wrexham) with Alyn &amp;
Deeside, but omitting Northop and Northop Hall which are more closely part of the
area?
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scw-9579 / NN | Avertitiery

This is just a sneaky underhanded way to thin out the number of Labour
constituencies.

scw-o550 N / ccrohily

| strongly object to the proposed changes, Caerphilly is very independent from
Newport and its already a farce that the emergency unit is in Newport, 40 mins away
or even longer in rush hour traffic.

| like many Caerphilly residents have strong links to Cardiff, only a short way over
Caerphilly mountain road, and consider Caerphilly independent from Cardiff and
Newport and more connected to the Valleys, just north of Caerphilly in the current
greater Caerphilly County Borough, with strong historical connections and current
socio-economic bonds we hold dear.

This will also shift the voting demographic away from the current strong local
connections, and our ability to govern ourselves at a time where democracy is
already being eroded scarily rapidly.

Please consider the views of the electorate and act honourably and dutifully to avoid
this catastrophic proposal.

BCW-9581 / _ | Caernarfon

| would like to make a few comments mainly regarding the new constituencies of
Dwyfor Meirionnydd and Aberconwy (Dwyfor Meirionydd, Arfon and Aberconwy at
present).

| feel the Arfon constituency is appropriate at the moment because of the linguistic
similarity between the different areas as well as their historical and present
connections e.g. many people from the constituency work in Bangor and Caernarfon
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and also visit the towns for shopping etc. But | accept that the numbers must come
down to 32 constituencies and that Arfon in its present form is too small.

| believe the reintroduction of the former Caerrnarfon constituency and adding the
rest of Arfon to it (Dyffryn Ogwen and Bangor) is a good idea, but | believe the
constituency would still be too small, so | propose including Llanfairfechan and also
Penmaenmawr if needed. Both of theses villages have strong connections with the
slate industry ac they are very similar to Dyffryn Ogwen in many ways (also they
used to be part of the Conwy constituency, along with Bangor and Dyffryn Ogwen).

The remaining part of the present Dwyfor Meirionnydd could extend further east to
include the Conwy Valley and part of the Vale of Clwyd. It would be possible to
create a coastal constituency for communities such as Conwy, Llandudno and
Colwyn Bay.

| also feel it is important to note that Penrhosgarnedd is now a part of the city of
Bangor, so whatever happens, Penrhosgarnedd should go into whatever
constituency the rest of the city goes. Putting Penrhosgarnedd in a different
constituency to the city centre would be an insult to the identity of Bangor as a city.

BCW-9582 / - / Undy

To move Magor/Undy/Caldicot into the Monmouthshire parliamentary constituency
from Newport East is eminently sensible. Not only does it comply with the required
re-adjustment of population, but needs of the rural and semi-rural areas of
Magor/Undy/Caldicot are quite at odds with the city areas of Newport East, and have
never sat comfortably in that constituency. The residents all live in Monmouthshire,
and the new boundaries now align exactly with the county council and community
council boundaries
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BCW-9583 I_ / Glyn Ceiriog

Maybe changing boundaries will mean we get potholes etc sorted, as Wrexham don’t
seem to want to know about our villages.

scw-95s4 / NN | porthcawi

I’'m convinced it's going to be great for Porthcawl to get away from the shambles that
is BCBC!

We might well get a decent town and seaside if PT are involved.

scw-oess / I/ carair

Cardiff Central doesn't really apply to the majority of its area, Cardiff central oddly
seems to cover Cardiff east? It doesn't make any sense, surely it should be Cardiff
central/Eas

scw-ossc / NN | - i

Sadly this 'exercise' is being seen as nothing more than self interested politicians
playing at 'consultation' and | am inclined to agree. Over the past couple of decades,
possibly even further back, those who are supposed to serve the public have
become more inclined to 'feather their own nest' and seemingly act in a self serving
manner. The day politicians actually listen and do something instead of issuing
platitudes and 'lessons will be learned' hollow words because a lot of those 'lessons'
should be common sense is too far off for anyone to actually believe a response to a
review such as this will actually achieve anything.
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Basically you politicians don't listen to the public so why should we start to believe in
you

BCW-9587 l_/ Llanddaniel

| object to these changes as they will result in the less densely populated areas of
the UK being dominated politically by the more densely populated areas of the UK,
and as a result Wales will be governed by England which is not respectful of Wales'
sovereignty as a nation within the UK. To avoid this the boundaries should be
defined by a combination of population size and land area: this would create a fairer
balance of representation for more rural areas and less densely populated nations
within the UK like Wales.

scw-osss / NN/ 6.coey

This is the first | have heard about these proposals.
1. Is this a UK parliamentary proposal or a Welsh idea ?
2. What is to happen to the Flintshire we already have?

3 | notice the resurection of the old Clwyd name, what will happen to all the
address databases in use at present? (I still get mail addressed to Clwyd)

4 Will NHS Wales use these new boundaries or continue with there own
Buckley North and Buckley South without telling the public where the boundary is?

BCW-9589 / _ | Pontardawe

This may be a silly question but how will this affect health authority boundaries? I'm
currently in Neath Port Talbot council but would be in Brecon and Radnor so which
hospital/hospitals would | be using if the proposal goes ahead.

Secondly why do most people not know about these proposals?
Thirdly how will this affect our council tax.

Lastly will refuge collections be affected?
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BCW-9590 / - / Llandysul

How on earth can Ceredigion take on more work when they can't manage what they
have now. Four years ago | retired from the highways department and they struggled
then and it is even worse now, according to those | know still working, to take on
more is ridiculous, and as a tax payer | believe obscene at the money | see wasted.

BCW-9591 / _ | Caernarfon

| take no issue with the boundaries of the new Proposed Dwyfor Meirionydd seat
area. | would suggest that a more appropriate name be adopted, a name which
reflects the fact that much of the old Arfon Borough is included in the seat. The
proposed name is the name of the old South Gwynedd seat and would not reflect the
change.

| would suggest a name such as Eryri which has historical connotations and
connects the seat to parts of the National Park or Gwynedd as the seat links the area
to the old Kingdom of Gwynedd

scw-9s02 / NN Fishguard

The constituency should be the county | live in not mixed as it is!

The only reason for change is to give the Tories a bigger advantage over the other
political parties!

So a fair system for the rural counties like Carmarthenshire, Ceredigion and
Pembrokeshire would to keep each separate.
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BCW-9593/ _ Pontardawe

This new proposal for my area is ridiculous. At the moment | am currently 5 miles, a
10 minute drive, away from my local MP’s clinic. With the new boundary | will be part
of Brecon and Radnor whose MP’s clinic is currently based in Llandrindod Wells,
which is a massive 62miles, or a 1 and a half hour drive, away from where | live.

The new distance means that my new MP will have zero knowledge, and probably
just as little interest, in the local matters that affect my area. It also means it will be
virtually impossible for some people to ever see their MP, something which should
be a basic right to everyone.

On your website you state the following:

“‘we try to have regard to local ties, geographic factors, local government boundaries
(as they were known at 1 December 2020), existing constituencies, and minimising
disruption caused by proposed change®

However you have clearly taken no regard for the residents in my area as if you had
you would have noticed we have no local ties with the new constituency.

The nearest large town to us is Neath and we are close to Swansea, meaning that
our local ties are to these two areas, and the vast majority of us have little, if any, ties
to the Brecon and Radnor area.

We are separated from the majority of it by vast distances, as mentioned previously it
will take over an hour to get to our new MP’s clinic.

You are separating us from our local government (and completely ignoring the local
government boundaries), as we are part of Neath Port Talbot Borough Council and
have been since it's formation.

You are causing massive disruption to our democratic rights. Due to the difficulty in
getting to our MP’s clinics those who live closer to the MP will find it much more
accessible to visit their clinics and as such their issues will be more visible, and as
such given greater importance, than ours.

| hope that these proposals are reconsidered, for the sake of my local community as
| feel this will have a severe effect on the area.

Kind regards,
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BCW-9594 / _ | Caerphilly

First | am angry that this parliament is allowed to get away with what is no more than
gerrymandering. By decreasing the number of seats in areas which do not vote
traditionally for the conservative government, they are engineering future wins. This
government is removing our right to have say in who governs us and to live within a
democracy.

On the merger of Caerphilly into Newport, Caerphilly is and always has been a
valleys town, welsh through and through. Newport has a split personality, and cannot
decide whether they would rather have remained English or not. Our culture and
heritage (Caerphilly) is as far from that of Newports as can be. We are badly
connected transport wise to Newport. An hours bus trip for the 9 miles journey or a
train to Cardiff and change for a train to Newport. We go on nights out to Cardiff not
Newport, we go out shopping in Cardiff not Newport, we even chose to use the
University Hospital of Wales in Cardiff rather than travel to Newport and the Royal
Gwent. | fail to see how somebody could see that these places should be linked.

However, given that these things are invariably set in stone, despite the charade that
suggests the public are genuinely being consulted, then perhaps one might look at it
being Caerphilly and Newport, in alphabetical order but subsuming the more
anglicised area into the welsh area rather than the other way round

BCW-9595 / _ | Caernarfon

| live within Gwynedd near the south end of the Arfon constituency. | notice that your
initial plan is to cut Arfon in half and divide it between Dwyfor and Aberconwy. |
would suggest that the population of Bangor and Bethesda have more in common
with Caernarfon and the surrounding area than they do with Llandudno and the
Conwy Valley. Given the recent award of World heritage site status to the North
Wales slate quarries in conjunction with Gwynedd Council, you'd be separating part
of that area from the rest. Surely it would be better if a single MP represented the
entire area. Perhaps some of the south-east part of the Gwynedd council area would
be a better fit with Aberconwy than Bangor/Bethesda?
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scw-9596 / NN s.anse-

Pontardawe and adjoining urban area has always been politically connected to the
Lower Swansea region and the Neath valley (semi Industrial areas) Adding it to the
Brecon & Radnor constituency which is a geographically large rural area shows a
total contempt and lack of knowledge of this part of South wales. Our local MP may
not be the most visible of people but at least she lives and is based locally within 5
miles of us. The MP for Brecon & Radnor is based at least 40 miles away and has no
connection with Pontardawe. The proposal may be a numerical easy-fit solution but
socially is inept and shows a complete lack of locality.

BCW-9597 / _ | Pontardawe

Pontardawe and adjoining urban area has always been politically connected to the
Lower Swansea region and the Neath valley (semi Industrial areas) Adding it to the
Brecon and Radnor constituency which is a geographically large rural area shows a
total contempt and lack of knowledge of this part of South wales. Our local MP may
not be the most visible of people but at least she lives and is based locally within 5
miles of us. The MP for Brecon and Radnor is based at least 40 miles away and has
no connection with Pontardawe. This constituency is already too large for one MP to
manage and adding Pontardawe will make it impossible for them to serve the
constituents properly.The proposal may be a numerical easy-fit solution but socially
is inept and shows a complete lack of locality.

BCW-9598 I_ | Treorchy

The Rhondda boundary extends to far Southerly. Villages such as Llanharry are not
a part of the Rhondda's heritage and should not be included. End it at Coedely.
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BCW-9599 / _ / Pontyclun

| am writing in a personal capacity as a resident of Pontyclun; | was recently the
for the Senedd elections 2021.

Whilst understanding the difficulty of redrawing a constituency map that will please
everyone, | must protest very strongly at the incorporation of the settlement of
Pontyclun into Cardiff West, and urge you to retain it in the Pontypridd constituency.

Pontyclun is a major settlement - the most populous and fastest-growing along the
M4 corridor between Cardiff and Bridgend. It is economically and psychologically
independent from Cardiff, and is administered at a local authority level by Rhondda
Cynon Taf council. It has very little in common geographically and demographically
with Cardiff West.

At present Pontyclun retains a strong voice within the Pontypridd consituency as
arguably the next major settlement in the consituency after Pontypridd itself. Its
residents enjoy fair concern and representation by the sitting MP.

Moving it to Cardiff West would massively disenfranchise its residents; it would
become, in terms of electorate, an outer suburb of West Cardiff, when its concerns
and issues are very different.

| very strongly urge you to reconsider this boundary change for the sake of the
people of Pontyclun.

vours, I NGTIE
BCW-9600 / _ | Pontardawe

It is unsuitable that the town of Pontardawe be included in the constituency of
Brecon and Radnorshire. It is a post-industrial town, as opposed to the rural and
farming villages of the proposed constituency, and the views of the people reflect
this. Our needs and wants are different to constituents in rural areas, and grouping
us with them will result in flawed representation. Currently, the constituency of Neath
Port Talbot has elected a Labour MP, yet Brecon and Radnorshire are represented
by a Conservative MP; this already shows the disparity in views of constituents. It
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would be detrimental to residents of Pontardawe to be included in the constituency of
Brecon and Radnorshire.

scw-9601 / NI/ Neath

Neath should not be grouped in with Port Talbot as Neath and Port Talbot drags the
Neath area down as who wants to be associated with a dump like Port Talbot.

BCW-9602 I_ | Tredegar

As | suspected Blaenau Gwent bundled in with thumbed another massively deprived
area which will undoubtedly mean that our council tax rate will continue to be the
highest in the country!

One thing at least you are consist in pushing Blaenau Gwent to one side

scw-9603 / NG / Merthyr Tydfil

| agree that this proposed boundary change will be beneficial and | hope that this
plan succeeds
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scw - 9604 / NN | c.crohinly

| am unclear as to "why" these changes need to be made. | am concerned that
Wales' representation in parliament is significantly decreased meaning our interests
in general will be even more unrepresented than they are now. In terms of the
constituency boundary; | think there is a vast difference in the makeup of the area
covered and it is spread across unitary authorities. | think looking at more rural areas
across Newport and Caerphilly makes sense but including Caerphilly town seems
like needs across the area will be too diverse to represent well.

scw-oc05 / NN portn

| disagree with the naming of the constituency to Rhondda, as large areas within this
new constituency are not in the Rhondda proper.

Two big parts of the constituency are segregated from each other because of poor
transport links. Under these plans, the main area of the constituency down to Coed
Ely is blocked off from the rest of it (Llanharan, Llanharry and Brynna) due to poor
transport links. There is only 1 minor road lane that connects these two areas, but
you have to actually leave the constituency (in Pontyclun) to actually get to the other
parts of the constituency. Pontyclun has also been divided by these plans.

Because of the lack of links and connection to identity between these areas, These
new proposals look as though the residents of the constituency have been an
afterthought.

Under existing arrangements, Tonyrefail, Coed Ely, Llanharan, Pontyclun, Llanharry,
and Brynna fall under the Pontypridd constituency. All of these have good transport
and connectivity links to Llantrisant, which was named in the 2018 proposal.

The previous proposal of Rhondda and Llantrisant would have been more
appropriate for this new constituency.

Please reconsider these plans. A possibility would be the inclusion of Llantrisant,
Pontyclun or Talbot Green, or the exclusion of Brynna (for population numbers
purposes). The previous areas included in the 2018 Boundary Change Proposals
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had Rhondda and Llantrisant populated at 74,000. This is within the requirements of
the current boundary changes.

BCW - 9607 / _ | Bangor

To split a City the size of Bangor to be represented by two MPs will not work in
favour of the people of Bangor, a Boundary should not divide a town or city
especially for political reasons, so much time would be wasted on trivial maters on
who gets what East or West of Bangor.

BCW-9608 l_ [ Wrexham

Linking the industrialised sectors o Wrexham Deeside and Flint with the highly rural
areas of Montgomery is illogical and will lead to such a divergence of needs to be
impossible to truely reprezent the proposed new constituancy

BCW-9609 / _ ! Wrexham

Reducing the number of MPs in Wales in this capacity will mean we are represented
by less than 5% of the Houses of Commons. There was a reason that Wales was
given more seats than proportional before, and that is because we are not as
represented in UK Parliament because of the size of Wales. Even though we have
our own government, the reserved powers held still need to be considered in a
‘Welsh way’ and reducing the number of MPs will mean there is less scrutiny on how
these affect Wales.

Furthermore, the Clwyd South boundaries changes cover way too many local
authorities (I have worked and gone to school in Wrexham my whole life but cannot
contact Wrexham'’s MP even though | live in the town of Wrexham but fall under
Clwyd South’s boundaries). And now this problem is being made worse. It would
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take hours for the MP to drive around Clwyd South! This will hinder the constituency
focus that the government says first past the post gives us

BCW-9610 l_ [ Llantrisant

Totally agree with the boundaries proposed for Pontypridd. Great that we are not
part of Cardiff.

scw-9611 / [ NGG/ Aberystwyth

The proposed new constituency is simply too large an area. From Borth in the north
to St David's in te south is some 80 miles with a drive time of 2 to 3 hours depending
on traffic on a slow coastal road that is nevertheless one of the better main roads in
this part of Wales. From my home in north Ceredigion the journey to St David's
would take even longer. By contrast, | can drive to Cardiff from my home in two and
a quarter hours. There are in fact very few places in the whole of Wales that | cannot
reach in these times, and plenty of places in England that are easier of access,
especially when using public transport. It would be impossible to get from my home
to St David's and back in a day by public transport!

These distances make for an unreasonable amount of travel time for the MP and will
inevitably reduce local access to the MP if his or her surgeries have to conducted
such a wide area. The long established territorial unit of Ceredigion works as a
unitary authority for local government and would also work as a suitable area for a
parliamentary constituency, both in terms of area and in terms of personal loyalty
and attachment to the territorial unit. These considerations are grounded in concern
for democratic accountability and access. Large rural constituencies will inevitably
need to have smaller populations than entirely urban constituencies and the
Boundary Commission should adjust its proposals accordingly

BCW-9612 / _ | Aberdare

Strongly oppose. Ridiculous idea, we're struggling supporting Rhondda valley,
Merthyr would be ridiculous.
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BCW-9613 / _ / Pontypool

The proposal to create a constituency called Torfaen from all of the electoral wards
which make up the existing Torfaen constituency, plus the electoral wards
Croesyceiliog (North &amp; South) and Llanyrafon (North &amp; South) which are
currently part of the existing Monmouth constituency, is sensible for four reasons:

1. The electoral wards of Croesyceiliog (North &amp; South) and Llanyrafon
(North &amp; South) have closer local and geographic ties with the electoral wards
which make up the existing consistency of Torfaen, than they do with the existing
Monmouth constituency.

2. The proposed constituency of Torfaen will mirror the principle council area of
Torfaen - the electoral wards of Croesyceiliog (North &amp; South) and Llanyrafon
(North &amp; South) are within the principle council area of Torfaen, not
Monmouthshire as the existing constituency boundaries would suggest.

3. There would be little disruption caused by the proposed change, due to
reasons 1 and 2.

4. The proposal gives due regard to the the existing constituency of Torfaen.

The proposed name is acceptable and recognizable in Welsh and English.
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BCW-9614 / _ / Pontypool

The proposal to create a constituency from all of the electoral wards within the
existing constituency of Ceredigion, plus the northern electoral wards of the existing
constituency of Preseli Pembrokeshire, is sensible on the basis that the existing
constituency of Ceredigion falls significantly below the statutory electoral range. It is
unfortunate that the proposed constituency wouldn't mirror the principle council area
of Ceredigion as the existing constituency does, but | can see how it wouldn't be
possible to do that given the statutory electoral range. | agree that the two areas
share local and geographical ties. The proposed name reflects the proposed
constituency and is recognizable in English and Welsh.

scw-9615 / | N NGN0GNG/ Colwyn Bay

The reduction in seats for Wales is a travesty, as Wales’s place in the Union relies
on a kind of needs-based representation which compensates for other areas’
disproportionate representation of certain parties in our deeply broken FPTP system.
Wales’s seats so rarely make a difference in the constitution of a government that
consistently we are overlooked on the basis of funding and vital support.

My specific concern, however, is to do with the new boundaries of Aberconwy. To
separate Rhos On Sea and Mochdre from Colwyn Bay on the constituency map is
absurd, the two are so closely linked that to do so would create a kind of
representation that neither would benefit from.

BCW-9616 / _l Port 3

| object to the changes as it will mean more power to the Tories who are ruining this
country. They lie and are corrupt. | do not want a Tory MP representing me.
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BCW-9617 / _ | Aberdare

| have lived in Aberaman, ABERDARE all of my life and have seen the Cynon Valley
diminish in importance in all areas, but | never thought | would see the day that we
would be so little thought of that we would be dissected to fit in with the Boundary
Commission Wales' sums and disappear from sight.

We have already become the invisible third of the County Borough of Rhondda
Cynon Taf with all local government offices and decision making located in the
furthest part of the County from us, and we now face the prospect of the Cynon
Valley being divided through it's very heart at Aberdare, for Parliamentary voting
purposes and being lost completely.

Not only does the line split the valley across the centre but it divides opposite sides
of the valley from each other resulting in a clear division between areas that are only
minutes apart whether on foot or by vehicle. And all of these villages call Aberdare
'town'.

If these areas were currently within different County Boroughs it might make sense
but this is clearly not the case. For the residents of the housing estate at Tirfounder
Fields, Aberaman, the only part of Aberaman to be included in the new Merthyr and
Aberdare constituency, the only access to their homes comes from the Pontypridd
constituency.

If boundaries have to alter, keeping the Cynon Valley intact within any new 'layout'
must be the only option. | currently live about one mile away from the offices of both
my MP and my MS. Under the new boundaries, my MS will still represent me and the
whole of the Cynon Valley, from her office in Aberdare, yet my MP will be based in
Pontypridd and represent only half of the Cynon Valley. Likewise with the MP for
Merthyr and Aberdare - based ten miles away and only representing half of the
valley. Which Parliament will be more effective in supporting the area where | live,
Cardiff or London?

Will we see 'Cofiwch Cymoedd Cynon' become the new slogan for this decade?

BCW-9618 I- | Waunarlwydd

These changes are undemocratic, and an obvious attempt to suppress certain
voters. These changes will most likely lead to protests, riots and anger! Keep acting
up like this and people may start to reconsider Welsh/Scottish independence....
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BCW-9620 / _ | Swansea

This is blatant gerrymandering, and not fair at all. Where in England is there a
constituency which takes up half the country? Nowhere! How on earth will my needs
(coming from the Swansea valley and working in the steelworks) be compatible with
the needs of farmers from the far end of Powys who probably do not even speak the
same language? Disgraceful and wholly unfair, but we in south Wales are used to
this.

BCW-9621 / _ / Llanharan

When living in gilfach goch | never understood how such a small village could be
separated between rct and Bridgend. During local lockdown it was shown it doesn’t
work as there is no possible way of entering or leaving Bridgend side without
travelling through rct
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