




The 11 outcomes have avoided addressing two planning topics that have direct 
impacts on the future Welsh economy and should not be ignored by the NDF. These 
being what outcomes are required to address the severe congestion on the M4 
around Newport and the housing crisis across the nation. 
 
A decision not to progress the M4 relief road has been made. The congestion, which 
is worsening, around Newport is already having a significant impact on business 
investment in SE Wales. The area east of Newport to the Severn crossings and 
within the middle of the Great Western Powerhouse (Cardiff, Newport and Bristol) 
that could reap reward from strategic position with good existing infrastructure is 
suggested to be sterilised from development for 50 plus years by indication of a 
green belt designation in the Draft NDF. 
 
There is a recognised housing crisis in Wales. The Welsh Government supports 
(Cabinet Secretary for Environment and Rural Affairs Letter to Heads of Planning 
(February 2017) the building of more homes, the delivery of 20,000 affordable 
homes over the Assembly term and delivery new homes (private and affordable) is 
one of the highest priorities to Government.  
 
With the delivery of homes in Wales only back to two thirds of that prior to the 
recession it is surprising that the role of private housing building is not mentioned in 
the Draft NDF. The value of providing much needed new homes, affordable housing 
through cross subsidy, the associated infrastructure such as schools and leisure 
provision is something that the draft NDF should be giving considerable weight to. 
This is something being delivered at no cost to the public purse that should be 
supported further and not be limited.  
 
The private house builders have delivered the majority of new homes in recent years 
despite raising for many years the lack of viable and deliverable housing land being 
provided through LDPs.  
 
The Draft NDF it not considered to aspire to the growth and investment opportunities 
that Wales has to offer. It may actually limit the ambitions already set out such as 
City Deal. 
 
 

 

 

 





employment, education, community and leisure elements in a planned, sustainable 
development of significant scale. The NDF should acknowledge that such 
development and development on the periphery of settlements can also deliver 
sustainable development. 
 
The introduction of the SAB regulations with cost not being a factor to not comply in 
the sequential approach to drainage solutions will likely cause greater difficulties for 
site delivery on higher density sites and more so for brownfield sites.  
 
If compliance is achievable on a brownfield site on the sequential approach then it is 
likely to create significantly greater cost for drainage solutions than would have been 
the case prior to January 2019. The greater cost being likely to be the loss of 
developable land as more would be required to deal with the surface water drainage 
due to below ground constraints (e.g. capping following remediation). If brownfield 
viability is to be pushed further than before where sites haven’t come forward for 
development, and with limited S106 packages and lower affordable housing 
provisions, how will development on brownfield land be grant funded to provide the 
requirements suggested in the Draft NDF. 
 
In relation to Policy 2 it is suggested that there is not a blanket approach to public 
service facilities being located within town and city centre locations. This isn’t defined 
but some of these facilities are regional facilities and so placing them in good transit 
locations out of the defined centres could be more appropriate and still be very 
sustainable. It could arguably create a more sustainable facility for those using it on 
a regional basis. It could also benefit from transport movement to in opposite 
directions at peak travelling times. This assisting in road traffic but also potentially 
making the rail service improved. This in the sense of freeing up space at commuter 
times but also supporting rail travel outside of purely commuting basis.  
 
Policy 3 relates to bringing forward public land and is a clear political statement that 
should not be included in a planning framework. Land ownership is not a material 
planning consideration. All land must be considered on the same basis and the very 
essence of the planning system. This to guide development and bring land forward in 
the most sustainable way. Public land that does not rate as sustainably as a private 
land promotion cannot be favoured over the private land. 
 
Notwithstanding comments above public land is often slow in coming forward for 
development due to land assembly and funding. How would the Welsh Government 
ensure that public land came forward the pace needed to deliver new homes? Even 
with public land being made available there is not enough sustainable and 
deliverable land to meet the requirements even over the early period of the NDF. 
Moreover with Council’s already struggling with budgets to lose capital receipts from 
the land sales would be detrimental to the operational side of Council’s. For 
example, it is known that some authorities use money from Council land sales to 
fund their school improvements. If the land is sold (or gifted) to allow for higher 
affordable housing provision where will the Council’s gain money to offset this loss. A 
double blow in such scenario would be that the Council cannot generate money 
towards education and leisure provision from affordable housing under the CIL 
Regulations. The consequences of a significant lack of funding for school investment 
would be extremely difficult for a Council to manage and difficult to see how they 



could. 
 
Policy 4 relates to supporting rural communities and sets out that “appropriate 
proportionate growth” is acceptable. This is welcomed but it is not clear what 
“appropriate proportionate growth” is.  
 
Chapter 2 of the draft NDF recognises that Wales is an ageing population and there 
will be one third more people aged 65 and over by 2038. This means that rural 
homes are being lived in longer and without new homes being provided younger 
families cannot live in those areas and are being forced out. Seemingly to the higher 
density urban areas as advocated by the draft NDF. The consequences being seen 
and likely to be exacerbated based on the thrust of the draft NDF and recent Raglan 
decision are that house prices in rural areas will significantly rise, local schools will 
be forced to shut due to inadequate numbers and local services (e.g. shops, buses) 
will fade away due to reduced population. Over 65s get a free bus pass so how 
would a dwindling bus provision stand chance of remaining operational. Failing to 
provide “appropriate proportionate growth” (which has to be meaningful housing 
release such as that proposed in Raglan) will make rural communities less 
sustainable. How is effectively not allowing rural communities the ability to maintain 
their way of life complying with the Well-Being of Future Generations Act? Greater 
housing release and new job opportunities are required quickly to serve rural areas 
to address the recognised issue of there being third more people aged 65 and over 
by 2038.  
 
 

 

 















 
The draft NDF states that Newport has significant brownfield development 
opportunities and is keen to enhance Newport’s status. It is not clear where this land 
is to meet the additional homes required. Is this evidenced anywhere? Newport has 
historically successfully delivered a brownfield strategy for its last two development 
plans but Newport is constrained by flood zones, the Gwent Levels, topography and 
an existing green belt (NB. This established green belt should be referenced in the 
draft NDF but was not) to the west. To have any chance of meeting the growth 
aspirations there would need to be significant greenfield release, especially more so 
than brownfield land that isn’t apparent in any case, in Newport. Something that 
Newport itself recognises in its response to the Draft NDF. 
 
Policy 30 requires the identification of green belts…particularly around Newport and 
the eastern part of the region (emphasis added). This is not appropriate and contrary 
to requirements in PPW for green belts only be considered when soundly based. 
Green Belts have a permanence of over 50 years. No evidence has been presented 
to indicate any justification for a green belt. In fact, the inspectors reviewing the 
LDPs in Cardiff and Monmouthshire found that the evidence that was presented for 
green belt proposals was not soundly based and in any event there were other 
suitable measures (e.g. settlement boundaries) to control development pressures. 
The NDF cannot pre-empt the evidence obtained as part of the SDP. The draft NDF 
even suggests that a green belt should be considered in relation to the green belt 
around Bristol. The emerging plans there are seeking to re-consider the green belt 
designation because of the constraint it has caused.  
 
An indication for a green belt requirement as set out in the draft NDF would restrict 
the real opportunity for creating sustainable economic growth (new housing and 
employment) in the area between Newport and Bristol. The draft NDF should be 
recognising the loss of M4 tolls and close proximity of Bristol with higher prices to 
take advantage of and capitalise on the economic links between Cardiff, Newport 
and Bristol (The Great Western Cities). New development is required in this area so 
that local people are not priced out of the market. 
 
The final paragraph on p.10 of the draft NDF sets out the role of each development 
plan. The NDF on a national scale, SDPs on a regional scale and LDPs on a local 
scale. Further to points raised in this response the matter of green belt designation 
would appear to be at most a regional matter for designation. And again, this would 
be appropriate as at LDP and SDP any proposal for a green belt designation would 
be evidenced. 
 
It is considered that any reference to a green belt, except the one already 
established between Cardiff and Newport, within the NDF should be removed. The 
evidence base to be established with the SDPs can determine appropriately whether 
green belt protection is required. Should reference of green belts remain then the 
wording should be amended so that the SE Wales reference is amended to reflect 
that in North Wales and the green belt boundaries on the schematics should be 
removed. 

 

 

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. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

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? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

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?  
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

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.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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?  
 

Having viewed the published representations to be submitted by the public sector  
for the draft NDF it is clear that both experienced public and private sector planning 
professionals are concerned with the proposed planning framework set out in the 
Draft NDF. 
 
Redrow prides itself on developing new homes and communities to the highest 
standards. As a Welsh company Redrow would very much like to continue this and 
increase the delivery of new homes in Wales. It is important that all levels of the 
Welsh Planning System allow sufficient deliverable land and sites in sustainable 
locations to come forward in a timely fashion to enable much needed new homes 
(private and affordable) to be provided to cater for the needs of people living and 



wanting to live in Wales. This is truly important for the prosperity and Wales and in 
the interests of the future generations in Wales. 
 
 
 



 

 

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 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




