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Our Ref: 31010/A3/JA 

15th November 2019 

To whom it may concern 

 

CONSULTATION RESPONSE: DRAFT NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 

 

Introduction 

 

We write on behalf of Redrow Homes (South Wales) Ltd and St Brides New 

Settlement Consortium, whom are promoting the St Brides New Settlement 

proposal, to provide a response to the Welsh Government’s consultation on the 

Draft National Development Framework (NDF). 

 

We welcome the Welsh Government’s introduction of a NDF to provide a co-

ordinated approach to plan making and infrastructure delivery, however the policies 

presented in the draft would serve to worsen the delivery of much-needed housing 

and have serious negative implications for plan-making. 

 

The remainder of this letter is structured around the questions posed within the 

Consultation Document. The responses are provided to those questions that are of 

specific relevance to our interests (the questions are numbered in line with the 

response form for ease of reference).  

 

1. NDF Outcomes (chapter 3)  

 

• Overall, to what extent do you agree or disagree the 11 Outcomes are a 

realistic vision for the NDF? 

 

Strongly disagree: for the reasons set out within the response to the following 

question. 
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• To what extent do you agree with the 11 Outcomes as ambitions for the 

NDF? 

 

Agree with some of them 

 

The Outcomes within the Draft NDF are overly general. The  outcomes which are 

sought are reliant on complex multiple influences, many of which fall outside the 

remit of planning. Past experience has shown that achieving such outcomes is rarely 

solely a result of development plan policies.  

 

Given the Draft NDF has development plan status (and sets the framework f or SDPs 

and LDPs, which will need to conform with the NDF but will also be subject to tests 

of soundness and examination in public), we would seriously question whether the 

outcomes set by the Draft NDF are based upon a proportionate and sound evidence 

base and whether they are deliverable – this is a recurring concern which will be 

referred to in response to later questions. For example, Outcome 10 states that 

‘biodiversity has declined in recent decades [and] we will reverse these losses’. 

Whilst such an aspiration is to be applauded, we would question its deliverability 

and how this would be achieved and delivered in practice when preparing SDPs, 

LDPs and in the determination of planning applications.  

 

Given the general, and sometimes competing, nature of the outcomes, and the lack 

of robust evidence from which they are founded,  it will be impossible for lower tier 

plans to demonstrate general conformity with them – the result 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 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: 
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“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 yea rs 

have confirmed the role and importance of the planning system in meet ing 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 2 of 25 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.  

 
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) 
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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 Draft NDF or its evidence base to housing land 

supply. We would seriously question how grounded the Draft NDF can be in the 

absence of considering existing circumstances which are material to the 

achievement of the outcomes proposed. 

 

2. Spatial Strategy (policies 1 - 4) 

 

Strongly disagree 

 

The Spatial Strategy does not include Monmouthshire as part of a National Growth 

Area. Further clarity should be provided on the geographical extent of the growth 

areas. In any case, there is a lack of evidence or rationale to justify why some areas 

are included within the Growth Area, whereas other areas are excluded despite 

them having a track record of delivering a greater proportion of homes (market and 

affordable). There has moreover been no testing of the economic and/or 

employment impacts of the spatial strategy or any testing of alternative options 

which would foster greater economic growth. This has implications for the SEA 

requirements against which the Draft NDF is subject. 

 

Notwithstanding the above, Monmouthshire County Council form part of the Cardiff 

Capital Region which sets an ambitious growth agenda across the region.  

 

Despite being located outside the National Growth Area, Monmouthshire County 

Council’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.  

 

The unambitious and overly restrictive nature of the Draft NDF (restricting growth 

to certain areas) 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 Draft NDF later in these 

representations in response to Policy 5. 
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Urban areas (Policies 1,2 & 3) 

 

Strongly disagree 

 

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 po licy 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 even more sustainable 

development too. PPW is cognisant of this under the Strategic Placemaking: Spatial 

Strategy and Site 

Search Sequence section (Paragraph 3.40 refers). 

 

The Draft 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 Monmouthshire County Council’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 

viability”. 

 

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 Draft 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. PPW recognises (at Para 3.51) that not all 

previously developed land is suitable for development. This is particularly 

concerning given the greater emphasis on deliverability and front-loading of viability 

recently introduced as part of changes to national planning po licy. Given the 

inherent costs associated with the development of previously developed land, an 

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

ability to deliver affordable housing without significant interventions (di scussed 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 Draft NDF’s bias towards urban regeneration  (and lack of any 

greenfield balance) were to be scrutinised against the ‘tests of soundness’ it would 
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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 Draft NDF will seriously undermine the 

ability to prepare a sound development plan at the lower tiers. This will have a 

consequential effect on confidence in the plan-led system and the delivery of much-

needed homes. 

 

The commentary on new settlements is too prescriptive in the NDF where it states: 
“Choosing to develop new towns and enabling sprawling greenfield development 
would be to ignore the untapped potential of places which already have town 
centres, universities and colleges, public transport infrastructure and a good range 
of public services. It would also squander key assets in the form of productive 
countryside and natural resources”  (page 22 refers). This seems to run counter to 
PPW which outlined that there are exceptional circumstances where they may be 

appropriate. The text within the draft NDF is not evidence-based and should reflect 
the policy in PPW recognising there may be a role for new settlements if they create 

more sustainable places than urban sprawl at the edge of existing settlements. The 

Cardiff Capital Region Strategic Business Plan (February 2018), which has been 
prepared and endorsed by the ten local authorities within the region, provides 

support for new settlements in the region identifying that: 
 

“In some parts of the region there is potential to explore the development of new settlements 

(settlements of the future) which would combine housing, employment, education and leisure 

elements in a planned, sustainable development of significant scale” (emphasis added) 

 

Additionally, several local authorities previously identified support for the 

opportunity of new settlements through the NDF Call for Evidence and Projects 

consultation, as follows: 

 

• Vale of Glamorgan Council: “At this juncture, alternative solutions to meeting 

housing needs will need to be considered and in this regard, opportunities 

for new settlements may be appropriate in Wales”; 

• Caerphilly County Borough Council: “As part of the consideration of the 

settlement hierarchy and developing a national strategy for economic growth, 

the NDF should consider the issue of whether one or more New 

Settlements/Towns provide the appropriate opportunity to assist in 

delivering the NDF goals. New Settlements/Towns are highly contentious, 

but have not been identified in the development arena for nearly 70 years 

and, whilst highly controversial, the NDF should not pass on the opportunity 



 
- 7 - 

 

 

 

to seriously consider this issue.”  

 

In addition to placemaking and wider benefits, new settlements  provide the 

opportunity to deliver a stable, consistent supply of new homes over a sustained 

period. Research indicates that large greenfield sites deliver 50% more homes per 

annum on average when compared with large brownfield sites 4, and RTPI research 

into large scale developments found that an ‘average’ build rate of 250 -350 

dwellings per annum is deliverable on such development. New settlements can 

accordingly form part of the remedy to achieving and sustaining housing land supply 

over a longer period. The location of new settlements can be such as to alleviate 

pressures on existing infrastructure e.g. congestion pressures on M4 around 

Newport. 

 

A new settlement is large enough to deliver new physical and social infrastructure 

and could be served by a modern public transport system servicing the new 

neighbourhoods. It also allows for a sustainable movement system of internalised 

trips by creating sustainable communities with homes, employment, live work, 

schools, leisure retail etc are being easily accessible. The daily commuting trips are 

significantly reduced even no longer required. 

 

A new settlement is also able to deliver significant new social and community 

infrastructure such as schools, community facilities and retail facilities. Any deficit 

of these within the wider area can be more easily delivered through a large-scale 

development or new settlement model. By way of example, Redrow Home’s Plasdwr 

development at North West Cardiff (Strategic Site C, Outline Planning Application 

Ref: 14/02733/MJR) delivers the following infrastructure, not at the cost of the 

public purse, to the benefit of the community: 

 

I. 30% affordable housing provision (equates to 1791 affordable homes); 

II. improvement works to the existing highway network and strategic 

transport corridor, new roads, footpaths / cycleways - alongside a cycle 

hire scheme, a financial contribution for off -site highway improvement 

works and a significant financial contribution for bus subsidies and 

improvements to rail station facilities.  

III. 3 no. primary schools, 1 no. secondary school and a significant financial 

contribution; 

IV. open space including allotments, parks, natural and semi natural green 

space, amenity green spaces, facilities for children and young people, 

outdoor sports provision including playing pitches; 

V. 3 no. Local Centres providing convenience shops and facilities/services 

(including up to 7,900 sq m in Use Classes A1-A3) and 1 no. District 

Centre providing up to 12,000 sq m in Use Classes A1-A3 including up to 

two food stores (up to 5,000 sq m gross); 

VI. up to 15,500 sq m of use class B1(a), B1(b) and B1(c) 

VII. up to 5,100 sq m of community and healthcare facilities across the 

District and Local Centres (use classes D1 and D2);  

 

 
4 Start to Finish: How Quickly do Large-Scale Housing Sites Deliver? November 2016 
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As set out in PPW, new settlements could be given detailed consideration as part of 

SDP preparation, and it is not appropriate for a NDF to stymie such opportunities – 

not least given the support by a number of local authorities and at the regional-

level. Surely given the current housing crisis in Wales we should allow SDPs/LDPs 

the full range of policy options to identify the most suitable strategy to meet their 

housing (and other) needs. We support Monmouthshire County Council in their  

response to the Draft NDF where they state that “The NDF should be amended to 

reflect the policy advice in PPW10 and recognise that there may be a role for new 

settlements if they create more sustainable places than the continued incremental 

growth of existing settlements. Such matters should be given detailed consideration 

as part of SDP and LDP strategies”. 

 

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 housing and new 

commercial activities or transport infrastructure.” 

 

Given that no reference is made to landowners outside of the public sector, the 

inference is that there is a preference for the development of public land over 

private. Land ownership is not a material planning consideration and it is wholly 

inappropriate for a development plan to distinguish between landowners. Whilst, in-

principle, there is support for public land to be brought forward for development, it 

should be the subject of the same rigour and scrutiny that other land (which may be 

more sustainable). This is particularly the case given that there are a number of 

allocations within existing LDPs which are within public ownership which have failed 

to come forward for delivery.  

 

Where public land has come forward for development, there has often been a 

lengthy period of promotion with substantial public sector intervention via land 

assembly and funding. Whilst there is a role for the development of public land, an 

overreliance on the public sector to deliver homes at the pace and scale needed has 

potential to worsen issues of housing shortage. 

 

3. Affordable Housing (policy 5) 

 

Strongly disagree 

 

Within the Overview and Challenges section of the Draft NDF it states: 

 

“The Welsh Government is targeting its housing and planning interventions towards 

achieving this aim within the broader context of increasing supply and responding to 

different needs.” 

 

Despite referring to ‘increasing supply and responding to different needs’, the Draft 

NDF only provides support towards the delivery of affordable  homes, which by their 
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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 aspirational sites 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.  

Plasdwr in Cardiff will deliver 5970 new homes of which 1791 will be affordable.  

 

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 add itional 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.  

 

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.  
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Area 20-year Housing Need 

All Wales 

(Draft NDF) 

114,000 

Gloucestershire County 

(JCS & Local Plans) 

115,200* 

West of England  

(Joint Spatial Plan) 

116,500* 

* 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 area ” 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 Draft 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 GVA5. The City Deal has 

several wide-ranging benefits, as outlined within the Growth & Competitiveness 

Commission: Report and Recommendations6. 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). 

 

The Cardiff Capital Region Strategic Business Plan 7, which has been prepared and 

endorsed by the ten local authorities within the region,  identifies that: 

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

Recommendations, January 2017 
7  CCR City Deal Strategic Business Plan Wider Investment Fund, February 2018 
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“The housing shortfall of the region, linked to the future economic 

aspirations of the Regional Cabinet, is being full explored and detailed as an 

expression of ‘need’… [the Regional Cabinet will] promote access to a range 

of housing, including affordable… Having a range of housing choice can 

stimulate latent housing markets, with long term benefits to communities.”  

 

The implication is that housing numbers should be increased where this will enable 

the resident labour force supply to match projected job growth. Moreover, Technical 

Advice Note 23: Economic Development (2014) states that “economic land uses also 

include construction, including housebuilding”  and that “recognising the whole-

economy contribution to economic growth is therefore important”. 

 

It is accordingly considered that the NDF should properly align housing and 

economic aspirations to ensure that the benefits of City Deal investment are 

properly harnessed and that housing need is met. 

 

5. Low Emission Vehicles (policy 7) 

 
Whilst supportive of the shift to a low carbon economy, it should be recognised that 

low emission vehicles are only a small part of the response. We would query 
whether it is the role of the NDF to include policy on such technology – not least as 

each case needs to be given careful consideration on a case by case basis, including 

consideration of feasibility and viability impacts. Instead, the planning system and 
NDF should focus on delivering sustainable patterns of development in accessible 

locations. 
 

6. Renewable Energy and District Heat Networks (policies 10-15) 

 

Disagree 

 

Policy 15 requires that: “As a minimum, proposals for large scale, mixed use 

developments of 100 dwellings or more should consider the potential for a District 

Heat network”. In practice, a District Heat Network (DHN) is unlikely to be 

considered feasible in the majority of proposals. The process of dismissing the 

feasibility of such schemes would place an undue burden on applicants. In any case,  

as set out in the Vale of Glamorgan Council’s response to the Draft NDF – “a 

significant hurdle to financial viability in delivering DHN schemes for domestic use is 

consumer uptake. Energy Services Providers are likely to have a minimum dwelling 

uptake to be able to consider taking on a DHN scheme, which in some cases will 

require as many as 500 dwellings to consider a CHP scheme economically viable”. 

 

11. South East Wales (policies 27-33) 

 

Strongly disagree 

 

Policy 28 – Newport 

 

The Draft NDF identifies “Newport as the focus for regional growth and investment.”  

However, there is no robust evidence in the form of an urban capacity study to 
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demonstrate that Newport is capable of accommodating any growth beyond that of 

its own needs. As previously set out, given the role of the NDF in informing the SDP 

and LDP, it is, as set out in Cardiff Council’s response to this consultation 

“imperative that it is underpinned by the same rigorous and detailed evidence base 

expected at local and regional levels”. 

 

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. Equally, nothing is stated to 

say how the offset growth would be accommodated. 

 

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 restrict 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.” 
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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 the removal of the tolls and the opportunity to 

capitalise on economic links between the Great Western Cities of Cardiff, Newport 

and Bristol. 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, there is a clear inconsistency in the policy approach to 

Green Belts between 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 designation 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, and given that there has been no 

consideration of urban capacity testing within settlements, 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. Sufficient critical mass is required 

through the delivery of mixed-use development around proposed Metro stations, 

and any other sustainable locations identified (via SDP for example),  in order to 

assist with their phasing of delivery. 

 

Summary 

 

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 o f 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).  
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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. 

 

We would be grateful to receive confirmation of receipt of this duly made 

representation. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

Mark Roberts 

Director 

 

Enc. 

Consultation Response Form 

 



















 

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?  
 

 
Please refer to enclosed letter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

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 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




