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Cardiff, two of Wales’ largest cities.  The greenbelt could also seriously affect growth and development in 
Cwmbran, Caerphilly and the southern parts of RCT, restricting growth in areas where there is an NDF 
outcome to deliver growth.  
 
In addition to this the decision not to progress the second M4 will mean that access to the South Wales 
cities and large towns will be severely hampered, with very significant economic costs and disbenefits, 
which could render aims of economic growth in the large cities and towns undeliverable.  The NDF does 
not address this issue in any respect, despite its enormous impact upon the economic activity in Wales. 
 
Outcome 6: Whilst the need is for the development plan system to be forward thinking with a positive 
attitude to economic growth, this should not be limited to just the development plan system. Well-being 
plans, the NDF, and infrastructure provider programmes should also be aligned to this aspiration, 
however, this is not the case. 
 
Outcome 7: Travel is essential to the economic future of Wales, not only for people to access facilities 
and employment opportunities, but it is an essential factor for the economic future and prosperity of the 
whole of Wales.  However the NDF is silent on the issue of the M4 and the continually increasing 
negative impact of the M4/Brynglas Tunnels is a primary reason why the economy of Wales is not 
competing better with the remainder of the country. In not to addressing this national issue it raises 
significant questions regarding the robustness of the NDF. 
 
In addition the Objective is ambiguous, containing two directions of travel, which are not complementary. 
Firstly the co-location of development to reduce the need to travel. The second to enable easy and 
convenient access from one place to another for commuting. Such ambiguity makes policy planning at 
lower levels difficult as policies cannot deliver both objectives at the same time. This ambiguity needs to 
be clarified and rectified. 
 
Outcome 10: Strongly object to the statement “we will reverse these losses”. The question is how this is 
to be done? Some losses are as a result of development and to reverse these the developments would 
need to be removed and the land reinstated.  This is both unrealistic and undeliverable, which is borne 
out by the lack of any detail on how this could be achieved. 
 
In addition to this the Well-being Act and now the NDF are presenting an environmental protection of 
everything first policy, which runs counter to the need for economic growth and significant increases in 
housing provision, particularly affordable housing.  Whilst the protection of the environment is an 
accepted principle of sustainable development, these documents as written are making greenfield 
development, which is essential to meet housing and economic development aspirations, almost 
impossible to plan for. To ensure that the economic and social elements of sustainable development are 
provided in plans, it is essential that the need to balance all four sustainability factors is fundamental to 
delivering sustainable development, rather than delivering environmental objectives which can never 
deliver WG aspirations.  
 





Policy 1: It is only correct that development should primarily be focussed towards existing 
settlements, especially where they benefit from transport networks that support sustainable 
travel.  However, it is quite feasible that the most sustainable form of development could be a 
new settlement outside existing settlements rather than increasing development on settlements 
where infrastructure and quality of life are already challenged.  This policy does not allow this 
form of development and as such could perpetuate less sustainable development. 
 
This policy will also have the effect of targeting land close to town centres (which is likely to be 
the interpretation of the public) which can only result in town cramming and increased pressure 
and loss of essential urban open space, as well as significant further strains on already stretched 
infrastructure, which the public already raise as significant issues in response to any 
development.  
 
The policy should acknowledge that development on the periphery of settlements can also 
deliver sustainable development, especially where there are current transport routes or the 
possibility of new routes being opened up. The acknowledgement that development will need to 
take place on the edges of settlements and on greenfield land will ensure that the most 
sustainable options for accommodating growth can be pursued. 
 
Policy 2 & 3: Town and city centres are already the mostly densely developed parts of our 
settlements.  The potential to find significant sites to accommodate developments such as 
hospitals is highly questionable.  Where sites do exist these are liable to be constrained by 
fluvial flooding issues as most centres are located on river corridors, which would preclude such 
developments. Again this policy could be forcing such developments into areas that are much 
less sustainable than alternatives located in other areas. The principle should be to deliver 
sustainable development that represents the best compromise between the four factors of 
sustainability, rather than slavishly dictating where such developments should only be located. 
 
There are also significant objections to the policy relating solely to public sector developments 
and land. There is no reason why private hospital development should not be subject to the 
same restrictions that public service ones are, similarly in all aspects of this policy, it seems to 
be a policy to restrict the potential of public bodies to deliver infrastructure where it is most 
appropriately located, which unfairly restricts public bodies.  
 
The sequential test should apply to all such development, irrespective of who delivers it. 
 
The major issue, however, with these policies is that they have taken no account of the 
requirements for Sustainable drainage and SAB requirements. Ensuing developments comply 
with sustainable drainage will require land and will significantly reduce densities as a result.  The 
answer cannot be to increase densities of development because the SAB requirement will 
increase as well. Consequently the policies are undeliverable in their current form and the NDF 
must address the issue of sustainable drainage if these policies can ever be really implemented. 
 
We have the following concerns about the design of the spatial strategy map: 
• It is too cluttered and therefore difficult to understand.  
• Few places have been labelled, causing difficulties for users who are not familiar with the 

geography of Wales. 
• There are a number of regional growth areas identified, but these areas are not labelled. 

Furthermore, the symbol for the regional areas is untidy and detracts from the map. 
• National growth areas are shown in three different colours, but it is not clear from the map 

why this is the case. 
• The symbol for the strategic port is unclear. 
• It is unclear which places the intra-urban connectivity relate to. 
 

















 
 
Policy 30: the Council has never supported a greenbelt as other policies can more than satisfactorily 
protect the area identified in the NDF for greenbelt.  Greenbelts are permanent designations and as 
such will sterilise the land within the designation. This could severely restrict development within the 
two cities in the region, both of which have been identified for national growth, and in some of the 
main towns identified for regional growth, such as Cwmbran and Caerphilly.  The designation of the 
greenbelt could result in the growth aspirations for this region not being realised due to the 
restrictions on development around the M4 or the mainline railway, or at least not realised in the 
locations stated in the NDF. 
 
Policy 31: Caerphilly is identified as a Centre for Regional Growth (See map on page 63). The 
controlled expansion of Caerphilly Town into the countryside is inevitable if we are to concentrate 
development in this location.  It is unrealistic to expect all new development to be brownfield, 
although it is accepted that where brownfield sites are suitable and viable they should be first choice. 
 
The policy identifies Caerphilly as a centre for regional growth and this is based on its identification 
as a Strategic Hub by the Cardiff Capital Region and the Valleys Task Force. However it should be 
noted that the Strategic Hub identified in the VTF work is Caerphilly and Ystrad Mynach.  The NDF 
should refer to both towns as centres for regional growth in accordance with the VTF. 
 
Policy 33: The policy is welcomed although the NDF could give the Valleys Regional Park greater 
priority and supporting text.   
 
The policy text contains the heading “Rivers and Valleys” and the text relates to minerals activity 
which bear not relation to the subject of the policy.  This should be omitted from this policy.  
 
 
 
 
11. 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. 

 

 
 
12. 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? 
 

 
 
13. 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. 

 

 
 
 

14. 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? 

 
 
General 
 
The numbering of paragraphs would make it easier for users of the document to make reference 
to relevant sections. 
 
There are a number of places within the document where two policies have been included at the 
top of a page, and the supporting text for more than one policy has been included below it. 
Whilst the policy that each paragraph refers to has been referenced, the separation of the policy 
from the supporting text affects the flow of the document and we would suggest it is reordered 
so that the policy wording and supporting text are together, in order to improve clarity. 
 
Alternative Proposals 
 
The NDF should set out the framework of policy that the lower tiers of plans can build upon and 
provide increasing detail. The NDF needs to take a lead on significant issues, setting out the 
national approach to addressing the issues that have national significance.  However, the NDF is 
lacking in a number of areas in this respect. However the NDF as drafted does not make 
reference to a number of significant elements that require a national lead in order for lower tier 
plans to provide the detail as follows: 

• M4 (Brynglas Tunnels) and the costs to the Welsh economy. The recent decision by the 
Welsh Government to not progress the Second M4 means that the existing issues with the 
Brynglas Tunnels remain.  The congestion and closures that occur because of the tunnels 
has a massive cost and impact on the economy of Wales as a whole, and will continue to be 
detrimental to economic growth.  The lack of acknowledgement or consideration of road 
being the mode for freight in Wales, along with the support for electric vehicles means this 
problem will remain for a significant period into the future, compromising Wales’ ambition to 
deliver significant economic growth.                                                                                                                                 

• A465 Heads of the Valleys Road. No reference is made to the contribution that this 
significant artery into Wales can have in delivering national and regional development.  The 



Valleys Taskforce has set out aspiration and proposals for the Heads of the Valleys area and 
key to delivering these is maximising the benefits of the investment that has been made by 
Welsh Government on this national artery.  It is surprising that the NDF does not include 
specific policies on maximising the benefits of the improvements within this area. 

• There is no mention of freight in the NDF. Freight is a significant contributor to climate 
change and the impacts of heavy goods vehicles on the road structure requires significant 
funding to maintain the damage done by lorries. The electrification of the railways provide 
the opportunity to set out ambitious modal shift targets for freight from road to rail, 
particularly where the freight is going to the ports or elsewhere on the mainline rail network. 
Freight is also a major contributor to the problems at Brynglas Tunnels and delays to freight 
movements as a result of this issue are one of the main costs to the welsh economy. 

• There is little in the NDF that relates to improving linkages between north and south Wales, 
an important issue given that movement between them is problematic unless routes outside 
Wales are used. 

• In terms of renewable energy generation no mention is made of offshore wind generation or 
the potential for Tidal Lagoons to generate significant levels of renewable energy. Both of 
these options have the potential to cause less damage in terms of landscape and ecological 
impact, whilst generating significant levels of renewable energy. The NDF purely 
concentrates on onshore wind and solar generation and district heating networks at the 
expense of a holistic policy approach to delivering renewable energy.   

• In addition to the significant omissions outlined above, the NDF provides no policy 
framework for a number of landuses, including retailing, recreation and leisure, minerals, 
tourism, and general infrastructure. Whilst it is acknowledged that there are a number of 
documents that sets out national strategies for some of these issues, the purpose of the NDF 
is to give a spatial context to issues of national importance to provide the spatial framework 
for the policy framework at lower tiers. Without this spatial context these issues remain open 
to interpretation at lower levels and may not end up delivering national objectives. 

 
Overall the significant omissions from the NDF and the failure of the NDF to provide a spatial 
strategy for development in Wales undermines its credibility and raises significant concerns over 
whether the document is fit for its purpose. In particular the omission of the consideration of the 
M4 issues and the potential for off-shore wind and tidal lagoon energy generation mean that 
significant issues of national importance have no policy position, which can only undermine the 
plan led system. 
 
 
 
 
15. 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 




