




 

 

of which would be lengthy debate (at much time and expense) through SDP 

and LDP preparation.  

 

Should the proposed outcomes still be sought, we consider that they would 

be better phrased as ‘objectives’ against which the NDF seeks to contribute 

towards. At the very least, it should be noted that the outcomes are 

dependent on a number of other factors outside the control of the NDF.  

 

In any case, there is a need for the Draft NDF’s outcomes to better balance 

environmental with social and economical considerations. For example, there 

is no reference to the need to provide quality housing for all within the 

proposed outcomes – despite this being identified as one of the five priority 

areas for cross-government working which have the greatest potential 

contribution to long-term prosperity and well-being within the Welsh 

Government’s Prosperity for All and Economic Action Plan. We fully support 

Monmouthshire County Council’s (MCC) response to the Draft NDF wherein it 

is stated: 

 

“The NDF is very light on any substance relating to the economic prosperity, 

investment or growth of the nation. This lack of positive ambition reflects 

poorly on the nation. On a regional basis, the NDF does not align with the 

ambition of the Cardiff Capital Region or the City Deal and does not back up 

the supporting text to Outcome 6.” 

 

The Vision previously expressed in an earlier consultation on the NDF 

included that: 

 
“By 2040, we will help meet the wellbeing goals for current and future generations by 

ensuring Wales is a nation of: 

 

active and social places, where spatial choices have supported the delivery of 

housing to meet society’s needs, in connected, accessible communities” 

(emphasis added) 

 

This Vision aligned with Planning Policy Wales (PPW) Edition 10, which at 

Paragraph 4.4.2 states:  

 

“The planning system must provide for an adequate and continuous supply of land, 

available and suitable for development to meet society’s current and future needs.”   

 

In respect of housing, the wider context and starting point from which the 

NDF will be implemented, is one of crisis. Ministerial Statements over the 

past five years have confirmed the role and importance of the planning 

system in meeting the evidenced acute shortage of homes. A selection of 



 

 

relevant extracts are provided below: 

 

“Building more homes will not only meet growing housing need, but 

also generate growth and jobs, provide work to help people out of 

poverty and ameliorate the effects of the bedroom tax. The private and 

public sectors must be enabled and supported to play a full role in 

building more homes.”1 (emphasis added) 

 

“We need to build more homes and the Government is committed to 

delivering an extra 20,000 affordable homes during this Assembly term, 

but we must also tackle the pressure on our current social housing 

stock.”2 (emphasis added) 

 

“The delivery of housing remains one of the highest priorities of this 

Government…To be clear, each Local Planning Authority must provide 

a genuinely available supply of land for housing…This is a core 

principle of the planning system established by PPW since 2002…We 

have an ambitious target of delivering 20,000 affordable homes over 

this term of Government”.3 (emphasis added) 

 

If the Welsh Government is to address the current housing crisis in Wales, 

meet its commitment on housing delivery and support the aspirations of the 

growth deals within the regions (such as the Cardiff Capital Region and 

Swansea Bay City Deals), it is essential that the NDF includes an outcome 

with a focus on providing a range and choice of quality housing (both open 

market and affordable).  In the context only a handful of LPAs being able to 

meet the Welsh Government’s minimum 5-year housing land supply 

requirement, it is essential that the NDF places emphasis on housing land 

supply and delivery via a range and choice of sites of varying scales. Despite 

the recent record of there being a significant shortage of readily deliverable, 

developable and available housing sites in Wales on which to develop, there 

is no mention within the NDF or its evidence base to housing land supply. We 

would seriously question how grounded the NDF can be in the absence of 

considering existing circumstances which are material to the achievement of 

the outcomes proposed. 

 

 
 
 
 

 
1 Stimulating Home Building in Wales - Carl Sargeant, Minister for Housing and Regeneration (17th July 2013) 
2 Oral Statement Concerning the Welsh Governments Legislative Programme for 2016/17 by the First Minister 

(June 2016) 
3 Cabinet Secretary for Environment and Rural Affairs Letter to Heads of Planning (February 2017) 





 

 

Despite being located outside the National Growth Area, MCC’s Economies of 

the Future Analysis states that “As the City Deal is enacted, it is an appropriate time 

for Monmouthshire to consider the City Deal’s opportunities for the County and how 

it can be leveraged to address the structural issues that are holding back 

Monmouthshire’s economy”. The Report concludes that ‘radical policies that enable 

higher economic growth and increase productivity’ are required in order to redress 

the socio-economic issues that Monmouthshire faces and to harness the opportunity 

presented by the Cardiff Capital Region City Deal. We support MCC’s 

representations to the NDF where it states: 

 

“Obstructions to sustainable growth in Monmouthshire fails to address this 

County’s very real issues centred around our ageing demography, housing 

supply and affordability, and the social sustainabili ty of our communities. 

Ultimately, this would thwart the Council’s ability to achieve its core purpose 

of helping to build sustainable and resilient communities.”  

 

The unambitious and overly restrictive nature of the NDF (focussing growth 

on brownfield sites in Newport and the Valleys without being based upon any 

evidence of site availability or viability) represents a missed opportunity for 

positive growth that can contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

development and the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015. 

Whilst the NDF is not subject to ‘tests of soundness’ in the same manner that 

SDPs and LDPs are, should the NDF be examined in such a way, we 

consider that it would be found unsound as its vision and strategy are not 

positive and sufficiently aspirational. 

 

We comment on the lack of aspirational growth within the NDF later in these 

representations in response to Policy 5. 

 

Policy 1 – Sustainable Urban Growth 

 

Policy 1 seeks to direct new growth towards urban areas. Whilst this is 

welcomed in principle and has been a longstanding feature of planning policy 

for a number of years, the policy lacks any balance and does not recognise 

that release of land outside of settlements (supported by appropriate 

infrastructure which can benefit existing places) is sometimes inevitable and 

can result in sustainable development. PPW is cognisant of this under the 

Strategic Placemaking: Spatial Strategy and Site 

Search Sequence section (Paragraph 3.40 refers).  

 

The NDF is not based on a proportionate evidence base and is not supported 

by any urban capacity study to evidence the deliverability of focussing growth 

towards urban areas. We fully support MCC’s response to the Draft NDF 



 

 

wherein it is stated: “The focus of growth on brownfield sites in Newport and 

the Valleys is not based upon any evidence of site availability or viab ility”. 

 

Currently, national policy allows consideration of suitable and sustainable 

greenfield sites within or on the edge of settlements, alongside new 

settlements in the open countryside in exceptional circumstances (PPW 

Edition 10 Para 3.40 refers). This recognises that there is a need to provide a 

range and choice of sites to ensure that there is a deliverable supply of 

housing to satisfy each Council’s housing requirement. By way of example, 

Cardiff’s 2010 Local Development Plan (LDP) was initially withdrawn as a 

result of concerns raised by the Inspector due to its overreliance on 

brownfield land – which is a finite resource in terms of availability. 

Accordingly, the (now adopted) LDP provided a more evenly balanced mix of 

brownfield and greenfield release. 

 

The NDF proposes a greater focus on brownfield development than that 

already allocated without being based on any evidence to confirm that this 

approach/strategy is deliverable. The number of available previously 

developed sites within existing settlements is limited. The recent update to 

PPW includes a tightened definition of previously developed land (at Page 

38) to exclude ‘land which is species rich and biodiverse’ which serves to 

further restrict the availability of such sites. In any case, PPW recognises (at 

Para 3.51) that not all previously developed land is suitable for development. 

The focus on brownfield development is particularly concerning given the 

greater emphasis on deliverability and front-loading of viability recently 

introduced as part of changes to national planning policy. Given the inherent 

costs associated with the development of previously developed land, an 

overreliance on it as a result of the NDF would also have a negative impact 

on the ability to deliver affordable housing without significant interventions 

(discussed later in these representations). This would particularly be the case 

as all new affordable homes are required to be at a near zero carbon/Energy 

Performance Certificate ‘A’ standard from 2021 – the increased costs 

associated with achieving this standard will compound issues of deliverability 

on previously developed sites. 

 

Accordingly, if the NDF’s bias towards urban regeneration (and lack of any 

greenfield balance) were to be scrutinised against the ‘tests of soundness’ it 

would not meet the following tests & questions (as set out in the LDP 

Manual): 

 

Test 2: Is the plan appropriate? 

• Is it supported by robust, proportionate and credible evidence? 

• Is it logical, reasonable and balanced? 



 

 

Test 3: Will the plan deliver 

Will it be effective? 

• Can it be implemented? 

• Will development be viable? 

• Can the sites allocated be delivered? 

• Is the plan sufficiently flexible? Are there appropriate contingency 

provisions? 

 

Given that SDPs and LDPs which will need to conform with the NDF will be 

the subject of the above tests of soundness, the NDF as drafted will seriously 

undermine the ability to prepare a sound development plan at the lower tie rs. 

This will have a consequential effect on confidence in the plan-led system 

and the delivery of much-needed homes. 

 

The First Minister’s response in Plenary Debate at 13:40:34 on 15/10/2019 

provides a more appropriate, balanced approach to development, which, as a 

document with Development Plan status, should be reflected within the Draft 

NDF: 

 

“I thank the Member for those questions. It's always been the policy of the 

Welsh Government that brownfield sites should be the first priority in terms of 

redevelopment. But she asks me what I think the reaction of local residents 

will be, and I think what local residents will say is that more houses are 

needed in their areas for their families and for people who don't have the 

housing that they need, and most people recognise that the house that they 

themselves live in was once a greenfield site itself. So, actually when you talk 

to people about the housing needs that are there in local communities, what 

they recognise is that we are talking about their friends, their neighbours, 

their families and the need for us to invest in housing here in Wales.” 

 

It should be made clear in the NDF that any support/preference for 

brownfield/regeneration is not a ‘presumption against’ sustainable 

development on greenfield (where there is an identified need and insufficient 

deliverable brownfield). This would accord with the search sequence outlined 

within Paragraph 3.39 of PPW. 

 

Policy 3 – Public Investment, Public Buildings and Publicly Owned Land 

 

The amplification text to Policy 3 states: 

 

“Where publicly owned land could support sustainable places, positive 

consideration should be given to the future use of this land and whether it 

could, for example, support new mixed use development, including affordable 





 

 

draft NDF only provides support towards the delivery of affordable homes, 

which by their nature can only respond to one element of housing need. No 

support is provided for the delivery of open market housing despite the 

private sector playing a key role in the delivery of affordable housing in 

Wales. The Draft NDF is dismissive of private-led delivery of affordable 

housing stating: 

 

“To address both the ‘delivery gap’ and housing need in Wales, a shift in the 

delivery model is required by building affordable homes at scale and pace. 

The gap has widened since greater reliance has been placed on the private 

sector to meet this basic human need.” 

 

Despite dismissing the private sector, the draft NDF does not identify an 

alternative model of delivery, nor is any evidence provided to demonstrate 

that a ‘shift in the delivery model’ would be effective. 

 

We consider that the ‘delivery gap’ (of both open market and affordable 

housing) is as a result of deficiencies in site selection within the majority of 

existing LDPs. An overreliance on brownfield industrial legacy sites and 

aspirational sites in off-market areas have resulted in housing shortages 

being experienced. Notwithstanding this, there exist numerous examples 

where private-led delivery has resulted in significant affordable housing 

provision being achieved. In this respect, MCC’s representations to the NDF 

state: 

 

“In parts of Monmouthshire, we have been successfully securing 35% 

affordable housing on private sector sites, which provides a valuable 

contribution to our affordable housing need. In this regard, it is still important 

to allocate land in locations where developers want to build and where 

development viability is strong enough to support a strong policy requirement 

for increased levels of affordable housing and other necessary infrastructure.”  

 

The Draft NDF states that the need identified for Wales up to 2038 based on 

the central estimate is 114,000 homes with it being estimated that during the 

initial five years (2018/19 to 2022/23) “on average 8,300 additional homes will 

be required annually…It is estimated under the central estimate that on 

average 47% of additional homes should be affordable housing (social 

housing or intermediate rent) throughout 2018/19 to 2022/23, with the 

remaining 53% being market housing.” 

 

The estimates of housing need assume two key elements: newly arising need 

is calculated from the 2014 based variant household projections; and existing  

Unmet need – is said to equate to the sum of both those in homeless 

accommodation as at latest estimates, and the number of households that 



 

 

were overcrowded and concealed as at the 2011 Census. 

 

Each of the underlying variant population projections (underpinning the newly 

arising need calculation) assume a decline in the working age population (16-

64) of Wales of between -2% and -7%, and little growth (in some cases 

decline) in the child age population. By way of comparison, the same 

projection series for England projects growth of 6.5% in the population 16-64. 

 

Use of trend-based household projections in areas of low growth, leads to a  

perpetual state of decline in the projections over time – demonstrated by the 

significant ageing of the population (as above). Moreover, calculations of 

existing unmet need are just that – they fail to take account of ongoing levels 

of unmet need (homelessness and concealed households) that has occurred 

since 2011, and which are built into the future household projections.  

 

MCC’s representations to the Draft NDF state the following in this respect:  

 

“The draft NDF sets unambitious levels of growth for the whole nation based 

on projecting forwards to 2038 trends from a period of significant economic 

downturn. Although 50% of the housing need figure is apportioned to the SE 

Wales region, it is 50% of a small number… The levels of growth indicated by 

the draft NDF do not depict a nation with any meaningful ambition or hope for 

its future.” 

 

By way of comparison, the level of housing need (without any adjustment for 

economic & infrastructure aspirations) set by the Draft NDF for the whole of 

Wales, is less than that of Gloucestershire County Council’s administrative 

area and the West of England Joint Spatial Plan area. 

 

Area Population 20-year 

Housing Need 

20-yr Housing 

Need relative to 

Existing 

Population 

All Wales 

(Draft NDF) 

3,127,000 114,000 3.6% 

SE Wales 

(NDF) 

1,525,000 71,200 4.7% 

Gloucestershire 

County 

(JCS & Local 

Plans) 

628,139 115,200* 18.3% 

West of England 

(Joint Spatial Plan) 

1,100,000 116,500* 10.6% 



 

 

* based on standard method for assessing local housing need 

 

Whilst we appreciate that the level of need in neighbouring areas in England 

is identified using a different methodology, the housing need proposed in the 

Draft NDF would likely result in the rate of housebuilding in South East Wales 

continuing to fall behind the other areas of the Great Western Powerhouse. 

 

The statistical release of the Estimates of Housing Need confirm that they 

“should not be used as housing targets”. However, it is not appropriate to use 

the central estimates - if housing need were to be set at these levels, it is 

likely to lead to further decline of the working age population and issues of 

affordability and need. It should moreover be made clear that it is not the role 

of the draft NDF to set a housing requirement with PPW 10 seeking to link 

homes and jobs stating that: “Appropriate consideration must also be given to 

the wider social, economic, environmental and cultural factors in a plan a rea” 

when setting housing requirements (PPW Edition 10 Para 4.2.7 refers). This 

is particularly the case given the lack of aspirational growth within the NDF to 

support & facilitate the economic and infrastructure objectives of the City 

Deals within Wales, which are described as a ‘once in a generation’ 

opportunity. The NDF should therefore help to facilitate these initiatives 

rather than limit their potential. 

 

The Swansea Bay City Deal comprises a £1.3 billion investment which seeks 

to create 10,000 jobs, whilst the Cardiff Capital Region City Deal is a £1.28 

billion programme, which aims to create 25,000 new jobs, leverage £4bn 

private sector investment and achieve a five per cent uplift in the region’s 

GVA4. The City Deal has several wide-ranging benefits, as outlined within the 

Growth & Competitiveness Commission: Report and Recommendations5. In 

respect of the delivery of housing, the Report states: 

 

• “Housing is critical to the functionality of city-region systems and the operation 

of labour markets in particular” (emphasis added); and 

• “The evidence suggests that the planning process is currently viewed as 

overbearing and disincentivising to housebuilders. This results in a 

fragmented approach to housebuilding, with smaller scale developments being 

the norm and scale developments seen as difficult to deliver. This in turn is 

limiting the flow of investment funding into housebuilding in Wales, an 

approach that has proven successful in other UK city-regions.” (emphasis 

added). 

 

 
4 CCR City Deal Strategic Business Plan Wider Investment Fund, February 2018 
5 The Cardiff Capital Region City Deal: Growth & Competitiveness Commission: Report and 

Recommendations, January 2017 













 

 

Policy 30 – Green Belts in South East Wales 

 

The Draft NDF is prescriptive in stating that it “requires” the identification of 

green belts through a Strategic Development Plan to manage urban form and 

growth in South East Wales with the amplification text going on to state that 

“The Strategic Development Plan must identify a green belt that includes the 

area to the north of the M4 from the Severn Crossings to North Cardiff” 

(emphasis added). No sound evidence is provided to justify the imposition of 

a Green Belt, nor the prescriptive supporting text which identifies its 

proposed location. Moreover, the Draft NDF does not identify a clear 

purpose/reasoning for requiring a new Green Belt ‘in principle’, and so this 

would make it difficult, if not impossible for any SDP to assess any 

appropriate boundary in accordance with the Green Belt ‘tests’/functions. 

 

Paragraph 3.60 of PPW identifies where a green belt may be justified stating: 

 

“Proposals for both Green Belts and green wedges must be soundly based 

and should only be employed where there is a demonstrable need to protect 

the urban form and alternative policy mechanisms, such as settlement 

boundaries, would not be sufficiently robust. The essential difference 

between them is that land within a Green Belt should be protected for a 

longer period than the relevant current development plan period, whereas 

green wedge policies should be reviewed as part of the development plan 

review process.” 

 

Despite there being a context of under-delivery of housing (and poor housing 

land supply position) in South East Wales, no evidence is provided by Welsh 

Government in terms of the ‘demonstrable need’ for the Green Belt. 

Accordingly, standard development management policy mechanisms, such as 

settlement boundaries, are sufficiently robust to protect the urban form. 

 

The requirement for a Green Belt in the eastern part of the region 

(predominantly Monmouthshire) would unduly restr ict the potential for 

sustainable growth in this part of Wales to help redress the socio-economic 

issues that Monmouthshire faces. Moreover, this part of the region needs to 

respond to the effects of the removal of the Severn Bridge tolls. 

Monmouthshire’s latest LHMA (July 2018) states the following in respect of 

potential impacts of in-migration on unaffordability: 

 

“Bristol property prices have risen by 37%, which means that 

favourable prices in southeast Wales are proving attractive to house 

buyers. Information from an estate agent in Chepstow shows that 80% 

of people buying homes in Monmouthshire are coming from the Bristol 



 

 

area. With the electrification of the South Wales mainline, the planned 

South Wales metro, the proposed M4 relief road around Newport and 

the abolition of the Severn crossing tolls we can expect to see 

continued pressure on house prices in Monmouthshire.”  

 

Alongside issues of affordability, the unintended consequences of the Green 

Belt designation would be that Monmouthshire (and Wales) misses out on the 

economic opportunities associated with  development (both residential & 

employment uses) in this part of the region. As set out earlier in these 

representations, no testing of alternative scenarios (such as there being no 

green belt designation) has been undertaken with regard to economic / 

employment implication. This has a bearing as to whether the Draft NDF 

meets the SEA Requirements that it is subject to. 

 

Notwithstanding the above, it is relevant to note that any emerging SDP 

should ensure that any Green Belt designation considers and does not 

constrain the longer term needs for development (as required by PPW Para 

3.68). This will be of relevance in Monmouthshire where the Inspector’s 

Report on the existing LDP (which sought to designate a Green Belt) stated 

the following:  

 

“8.13 Chepstow is tightly constrained by its location on the River Wye which 

demarcates the national boundary with England, is covered by various 

conservation designations (such as the SSSI and SAC) and is the basis for a 

C2 flood risk zone. Immediately to the north and north west of the town is the 

Wye Valley AONB. The demands for housing and employment development 

in and around Chepstow, which wil l be of fundamental importance to its 

vitality and viability, indicate that land beyond that allocated in the LDP will 

be needed, probably by the time of the next LDP review. The area to the west 

of Chepstow might be the least harmful location for such development in 

which case the Green Belt designation would be unduly constraining.”  

 

There is a clear inconsistency in the policy approach to Green Belts be tween 

South East Wales (where a green belt is ‘required’) and North Wales (where 

a green belt is ‘supported’ by Welsh Government’). No justification is 

provided for the different approach. Given that there is inadequate evidence 

for the Green Belt in South East Wales, it is suggested that the potential for a 

Green Belt be explored through the SDP and should not therefore be 

prescribed in the NDF.  

 

PPW states at Paragraph 3.66 that: 

 

“The boundaries of Green Belts should be altered only in exceptional 



 

 

circumstances and with regard to their intended long-term permanence.” 

 

Given that the SDP plan period is proposed to be 25 years commencing in 

2025, and in light of the permanence of the Green Belt, it would likely be 

required to be in place until 2075 as a minimum (equivalent to two SDP plan 

periods). The permanence of the Green Belt requires that its designat ion is 

based on robust and sound evidence (which is currently lacking). Should its 

designation be required, it will be key that its location has regard to longer 

term need for development land (as set out in Para 3.68 of PPW). Given that 

the overall housing requirement for the NDF period is yet to have been 

identified, there has been no consideration of urban capacity testing within 

settlements, and that any green belt must be demonstrated to clearly meet 

the Green Belt ‘tests’ / function/purpose, it would be wholly inappropriate to 

require a Green Belt through the SDP.  

 

Policy 31 – Growth in sustainable transit orientated settlements 

 

There is in-principle support for development and growth focussed around 

existing and committed railway and Metro stations. However, the policy 

should additionally recognise that development around other sustainable 

transport nodes (such as bus stops with sufficient frequency and range of  

services) can also deliver transit-orientated development. 

 

The policy should also clearly recognise that it is not just about providing 

housing close to railways/Metro links but also encouraging development 

around other existing urban areas with opportunities to reduce the need for 

residents to travel to work and access services. By allowing an appropriate 

level of growth around existing urban areas (housing and employment), it will 

help create a ‘critical mass’ of population to encourage 

businesses/services/public transport etc to locate in that town – a more 

sustainable pattern of growth and a public transport network at local and 

regional/national scales in the longer term. 

 
 

 



 

 

 

12. Integrated Sustainability Appraisal 
 

As part of the consultation process, an Integrated Sustainability Appraisal (ISA) was 

conducted to assess the social, economic and environmental impacts of a plan. The 

report identified a number of monitoring indicators, including health, equalities, 

Welsh language, the impact on rural communities, children’s rights, climate change 

and economic development.  

• Do you have any comments on the findings of the Integrated Sustainability 
Appraisal Report?  Please outline any further alternative monitoring indicators 
you consider would strengthen the ISA. 
 

 
N/A 
 
 
 

 

 

13. Habitats Regulations Assessment 
 

As part of the development of the NDF, a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) 

was undertaken. The purpose of the HRA process is to identify, assess and address 

any ‘significant effects’ of the plan on sites such as Special Areas of Conservation 

and Special Protection Areas for birds.  

• Do you have any comments on the Habitats Regulations Assessment report? 
 

 
N/A 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

 

14. Welsh Language 
 

We would like to know your views on the effects that the NDF would have on the 

Welsh language, specifically on opportunities for people to use Welsh and on 

treating the Welsh language no less favourably than English.  

• What effects do you think there would be?  How could positive effects be 
increased, or negative effects be mitigated?  
 

 
N/A 
 
 
 

 

Please also explain how you believe the proposed NDF could be formulated or 

changed so as to have: 

I. positive effects or increased positive effects on opportunities for people to use 
the Welsh language and on treating the Welsh language no less favourably 
than the English language, and  

II. no adverse effects on opportunities for people to use the Welsh language and 
on treating the Welsh language no less favourably than the English language.  
 

 
 
N/A 
 
 
 

 

15. Further comments 
 

• Are there any further comments that you would like to make on the NDF, or 
any alternative proposals you feel we should consider?  
 

 
Whilst we are fully supportive of the preparation of an NDF, it is 

fundamentally flawed in that it is overly prescriptive without being based on a 

sufficient evidence base. It moreover lacks balance, would unduly constrain 

the ability of subsequent SDPs and LDPs to deliver the aspirations of the 

economic ambitions of the growth deals. The result of which is that housing 

delivery would continue to falter and the shortage of genuinely available 

deliverable sites would significantly widen impacting upon meeting Wales’ 

housing needs (both market and affordable). 



 

 

The NDF as drafted would not provide a clear framework and presents a 

significant risk to achieving the Government’s national strategy set out in 

Prosperity for All, hindering sustainable economic growth, with a potential 

moratorium on growth in large parts of the country, including SE Wales.  

 

No sound evidence is provided to justify the imposition of a Green Belt, nor 

the prescriptive supporting text which identifies its proposed location.   

Moreover, the Draft NDF does not identify a clear purpose/reasoning for 

requiring a new Green Belt ‘in principle’, and so this would make it difficult, if 

not impossible for any SDP to assess any appropriate boundary in 

accordance with the Green Belt ‘tests’/functions. 

 

It should be made clear in the NDF that any support/preference for 

brownfield/regeneration is not a ‘presumption against’ sustainable 

development on greenfield (where there is an identified need and insufficient 

deliverable brownfield). This would accord with the search sequence outlined 

within Paragraph 3.39 of PPW. 

 

We recognise that some considerable time has passed since the NDF’s 

preparation process started, the deadline for getting the NDF in place is 

approaching and there is a political imperative to get the NDF in place. It 

seems to us in these circumstances that there is a strategic decision to be 

made in respect of the NDF – either: 

 

1. The NDF removes all prescriptive policy requirements, only includes broad 

and indicative elements for consideration through subsequent plan-making 

and is explicit that nothing which is stated within the NDF or its evidence 

base (or lack thereof) should pre-determine the outcome of SDPs and 

LDPs. In which case, there would be less of a requirement to scrutinise 

that detail. The NDF would need to avoid any perception that it is pre-

judging the content of SDPs and LDPs in those circumstances and that it 

will be for the lower tier plans to consider many potential options. If as we 

understand, the Welsh Government do not intend to have the NDF 

independently examined and fully scrutinised against the tests of 

soundness at this stage, they and the NDF will need to make it clear that it 

illustrates only one option that will be considered when preparing lower 

tier plans; or 

 

2. The NDF continues to include prescriptive policy requirements (albeit with 

greater balance and not unduly restricting otherwise sustainable 

development) – although this could only be progressed should there be a 

complete and proportionate evidence base which is robustly scrutinised 

through proper independent examination having regard to tests of 



 

 

soundness. 

 
 
 



 

 

 

 

16. Are you...? 
 

Providing your own personal response  
 

Submitting a response on behalf of an organisation x 
 

 
   

 
Responses to the consultation will be shared with the National 
Assembly for Wales and are likely to be made public, on the 
internet or in a report.  If you would prefer your response to 
remain anonymous, please tick here 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


