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FINAL PROPOSALS

Community No. M15 - GUILSFIELD

Introduction

1.  The present community of Guilsfield was formed in the 1986 Review from the 
rump of the former community of Guilsfield Without and a large part of the former 
community of Welshpool.  The community was warded in 1986 to reflect the 
constituent parts from which it was created.  The present Village ward is well 
focused on the large village of Guilsfield, which benefits from the good road 
communications of the A490 and B4392 and has a wide range of community 
services and facilities.  The Rural Ward, on the other hand, is an area of scattered 
farms and small concentrations of habitation in the rural settlements of Burgedin and 
Geuffordd, linked to the large village by the natural lie of communications.  The 
Rural Ward also contains a small village, Groeslwyd, whose settlement boundary is 
now a mere stone's throw from the settlement boundary of the large village of 
Guilsfield itself.

2.  The community has a population of 1,640, an electorate of 1,390 (2005) and a 
council of 12 members.  The community is warded: Guilsfield Village with 962 
electors and nine councillors; Guilsfield Rural ward with 428 and three.  The precept 
required for 2005 is £10,158, representing a Council Tax Band D equivalent of 
£13.22.

3.  Before the 1986 Review, there was a separate community of Guilsfield Without, 
and the village of Guilsfield formed part of Welshpool community.  The Local 
Government Boundary Commission for Wales's Report and Proposals recite at 
length the strongly held views and representations that were associated that Review.   
In effect, the two communities of Guilsfield Without and Welshpool were 
dismembered; large parts of Guilsfield Without were transferred to the new 
community of Meifod and the Arddleen ward of the new community of Llandrinio; 
large parts of Welshpool community were transferred to Berriew, Castle Caereinion 
and Trewern communities, and what was left was reconstituted into the two new 
communities of Guilsfield and Welshpool.  We consider that these arrangements, 
based at the time on considerable research into the community affinity of residents 
of the affected areas, have stood the test of time.  The large village of Guilsfield has 
developed a good range of community services and facilities to which the inhabitants 
of the community look in the first instance, while Welshpool serves as the area 
centre for this along with a number of other communities in its vicinity.  At Guilsfield, 
the Commission made its final recommendations for a community council of twelve 
members with the following warding arrangement: Guilsfield Within with nine 
councillors, and Guilsfield Without with three councillors.

4.  The Commission’s Final Proposals were that the Trelydan area should be 
included in the new community of Welshpool.  However, it would appear that a 
cartographer’s error subsequently occurred, whereby the maps accompanying the 
Final Proposals placed this area in the Guilsfield community. This matter was 
considered further in the Decision Letter of the Secretary of State for Wales, dated 
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21 October 1985: “The Secretary of State has accepted the view of Montgomery 
District Council that the Trelydan area of the existing Town of Welshpool belongs 
naturally in the new Community of Welshpool rather than in the new Community of 
Guilsfield as proposed and has decided to make a modification to this effect.”  The 
Secretary of State therefore issued a corrected ward boundary map for this area, 
which defined the Nant Rhyd-y-moch as the ward boundary between the Gungrog 
ward of the new community of Welshpool and the Guilsfield Within ward of the new 
community of Guilsfield.

5.  In 1988, Montgomeryshire District Council, using its powers under Section 76 of 
the Local Government Act 1972 and at the request of Guilsfield Community Council, 
resolved to change the names of the two wards to Guilsfield Village and Guilsfield 
Rural, the names in the 1986 Review having been allocated as Guilsfield Within and 
Guilsfield Without respectively.

Summary of representations received prior to preparation of Draft Proposals

6.  No representations have been received for this community.

Assessment

7.  The electorate of Guilsfield has increased from 1,340 in 1980 (possibly an 
overestimate at that time of great change) to 1,390 in 2005.  However, that increase 
in the electorate does not look set to continue, owing to constraints on further 
development caused by conservation designations and the possibility of flooding 
from nearby watercourses.  The Unitary Development Plan suggests that 23 
dwellings would be an appropriate level of growth for the large village within the plan 
period on allocated sites and through infill development and opportunities for 
affordable housing development adjacent to the settlement development 
boundaries.  Opportunities for development at the small village of Groeslwyd are 
also limited to infill development and opportunities for affordable housing 
development adjacent to the settlement development boundaries.  Much of this 
development is already under way.  There are also opportunities for affordable 
housing development in the rural settlements of Burgedin and Geuffordd in 
accordance with Policy HP9 of the Plan, for a limited number of dwellings in the 
open countryside in accordance with Policy HP6 of the Plan, and for conversions in 
accordance with Policy GP6 of the Plan.   We note that this community's electorate 
will probably increase to about 1,440, suggesting a continued entitlement in 
accordance with Table 7 - Guide to Allocation of Councillors to Community 
Councillors to 12 councillors.

8.  We have given consideration to the question of whether this community should 
continue to be divided into wards.  We are required to apply the criteria in Schedule 
11 of the 1972 Act in our consideration of this matter, and these are that (a) the 
number or distribution of the local government electors for the community is such as 
to make a single election of community councillors impracticable or inconvenient; 
and (b) it is desirable that areas of the community should be separately represented 
on the community council.  We note firstly that the electors of this whole community 
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vote together at Guilsfield Old School, and the number or distribution of electors in 
this community is clearly not such as to make a single election of community 
councillors impracticable.  However, the present warding arrangement secures the 
separate representation of the rural part of this community on the community 
council.  Without this arrangement, there is a real likelihood that the rural area of the 
community would lose most if not all its representation on the council because of the 
dominant position in this community of the large village of Guilsfield.  We therefore 
consider that in this instance the warding arrangement is desirable in the community.

9.  We have noted that the settlement limits of the village of Guilsfield are still largely 
contained within the Village ward boundary.  However, there are two exceptions that 
we now address.  Firstly, we consider that those dwellings that lie to the northeast of 
Celyn Lane and the former drive to Trawscoed Hen, comprising Trawscoed Lodge, 
Banham House, The Celyn, Ashwood House and Tregarth Fawr should be 
transferred to the Village ward as they are to all intents and purposes part of the 
village.  Secondly, we likewise consider that Oaklands, Oakleigh, Clos Mytton and 
the private amenity space of the Guilsfield Recreation Association that all abut or 
stray over the south-western boundary of the Village ward should also be taken into 
that ward.  (Oaklands, Oakleigh and Clos Mytton are presently mistakenly included 
in the electoral register for the Village ward.)

10.  Meanwhile, we have considered whether the small village of Groeslwyd should 
be taken into the Village ward owing to its close proximity to the northwestern 
boundary of that ward.  We do not consider that this would be appropriate; the small 
village of Groeslwyd, with its ribbon of development, has retained a more rural 
character, and the adjustment of the ward boundaries to accommodate this change 
would necessitate the taking of areas of even more pronounced rural character into 
the Village ward. 

11.  Finally, having already noted that the increase in the electorate of this 
community is likely to be small in the forthcoming years, we have given 
consideration, in accordance with the requirements of Schedule 11(4) of the Local 
Government Act 1972, to the balance in the councillor allocation on this council.  
The 1980 electorate was of necessity an estimate, owing to the wholesale 
reorganisation of the boundaries of this community at that time, and that estimate 
was probably wrong.  We estimate that, following the redrawing of the ward 
boundary and following the further development that we have discussed above, the 
projected electorates and councillor entitlements between the wards will be as 
follows:
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Guilsfield Rural Guilsfield Village
Projected 
Electorate

410 1030

Percentage of 
total electorate

28.47 71.53

Councillor 
entitlement (12)

3.42 8.58

This table does not provide us with definitive guidance on the allocation of 12 
councillors between the two wards of this community.  In such cases the rounding up 
would normally favour the more rural ward where representation is required to meet 
the challenges of population sparsity, and this would lead to the following allocation: 
Village Ward 8; Rural Ward 4.  However, we note that the arguments supporting this 
allocation are finely balanced, and we are anxious to hear the views of the existing 
community council in this matter.

Draft Proposals

12.  There should be a Community of Guilsfield comprising the present community 
of that name. 

The community should continue to have a council of 12 members.

The community should be warded as at present, but that an adjustment should be 
made to the ward boundaries so that those dwellings that lie to the north-east of 
Celyn Lane and the former drive to Trawscoed Hen, together with Oaklands, 
Oakleigh, Clos Mytton and the private amenity space of the Guilsfield Recreation 
Association that all abut the south-western boundary of the Village ward, should be 
transferred to the Village ward.

(Ward) Electorate No of Councillors Electors per 
Councillor

Rural 428 4 107
Village 962 8 120

Responses to the Council’s Draft Proposals

13.  A letter has been received from Guilsfield Community Council.   The council 
supports our Draft Proposals with regard to the adjustment in the ward boundary.  
However, the council considers that the allocation of councillors between wards 
should be Rural ward – 3; Village ward – 9, without giving any reasons for this view.
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Assessment

14.  We have considered that the warding arrangement is appropriate for this 
community as a means of ensuring that the rural area of the community does not 
lose most if not all its representation on the council because of the dominant position 
in this community of the large village of Guilsfield.  We  believe that the electorate 
estimates that were used for the 1986 Review were inaccurate because of the 
wholesale reorganisation of the boundaries of this community at that time, and this 
resulted in errors in the estimated ward electorates and thereby in the allocation of 
councillors between the two wards of the new community.  The present review offers 
an opportunity to correct past errors.  In paragraph 11 above we have considered 
that the most appropriate allocation of councillors between wards is Rural ward – 4; 
Village ward – 8.  On our projected electorates of Rural ward – 410 and Village ward 
– 1030, this allocation would lead to the following level of representation: Rural ward 
– 1:103; Village ward – 1:129.  However, if the allocation was Rural ward – 3; Village 
ward – 9, the level of representation would be Rural ward – 1:137; Village ward – 
1:114.  While we have noted that  the arguments might be finely balanced in this 
case, the present community council has not provided us with a case for departing 
from the conclusions that we came to in paragraph11 above. 

Final Proposals

15.  There should be a Community of Guilsfield comprising the present community 
of that name. 

The community should continue to have a council of 12 members.

The community should be warded as at present, but that an adjustment should be 
made to the ward boundaries so that those dwellings that lie to the north-east of 
Celyn Lane and the former drive to Trawscoed Hen, together with Oaklands, 
Oakleigh, Clos Mytton and the private amenity space of the Guilsfield Recreation 
Association that all abut the south-western boundary of the Village ward, should be 
transferred to the Village ward.

(Ward) Electorate No of Councillors Electors per 
Councillor

Rural 428 4 107

Village 962 8 120


