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Prepared by Boyer Planning on behalf of Newbridge Estates Ltd (2072), The John 
Family (321), Mr R.A.I. Herbert (1117) and Mrs H.E. Murray (1666) 
 
Our clients interest 
 
1. Our clients control land at five sites across the County: Cwrt Camlas, Rogerstone; 
Gloch Wen, Rhiwderin; Llwynhaid, Bettws; the Former Tredegar Park Golf Course; and, the 
Griffin, Bassaleg (the ‘sites’).  Matters relating to the sites will be considered at subsequent 
hearing sessions, therefore only limited information regarding them is provided here for 
context for the representations submitted.  
 
2. Our clients are all represented by RE Phillips and Partners who have instructed 
Boyer Planning to appear at these Hearing Sessions and accordingly, wish for their 
objections to Housing Land supply to be considered together as set out herein. 
 
3. The sites within the control of our clients are genuinely available, viable and free from 
constraints. Subject to planning permission being granted these would contribute towards 
the housing land supply immediately (please note the Former Tredegar Park Golf Course 
benefits from Planning Permission and a Reserved Matters application for part of the site for 
150 dwellings is to be submitted shortly). Importantly, they are located in settlements outside 
of the main urban area of Newport itself and would provide a housing opportunity for local 
communities, improving the range and choice of housing more generally within the 
overarching strategy. 
 
Background to submitted Representations  
 
4. Paragraph 64 (5) (b) of the Planning and Compensation Act 2004 requires that in 
order for an LDP to be adopted it must be sound and have regard to National Policy, other 
relevant policies and relevant guidance.  
 
5. Our clients have submitted representations in response to the original Deposit LDP 
as well as the subsequent revision (hereafter referred to as the dLDP). These concerned 
inter alia the soundness of the dLDP approach to housing supply and delivery.  For the 
reasons set out in those representations and which are amplified in this Hearing Statement, 
in this regard the dLDP cannot considered to be sound.   
 
6. Our position is based on the key objectives of the Welsh Government in relation to 
housing, and we would particularly draw attention to the following which provide a clear 
context for consideration of this issue: 
 

a. it is one of the Welsh Government’s (‘WG’) key housing objectives to provide 
more housing of the right type and offer more choice and to ensure that all 

local communities have sufficient good quality housing for their needs. (our 
emphasis) 
  

b. the Welsh Minister for Housing and Regeneration has stated that his “main 
priority as Minister must be to build homes”.  Indeed, he is clear that he 
requires the private sector to build more homes and recognises that this will 
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“meet growing housing need” and also “generate growth and jobs”. This in 
itself (matching jobs to housing) is a central objective of the dLDP itself. 
 

c. Planning Policy Wales section 9.2.3 is clear that in providing for the needs of 
residents, Local planning authorities must ensure that (our emphasis): 
 
“sufficient land is genuinely available or will become available to provide a 5-
year supply of land for housing judged against the general objectives and the 
scale and location of development provided for in the development plan. This 
means that sites must be free, or readily freed, from planning, physical and 
ownership constraints, and economically feasible for development, so as to 
create and support sustainable communities where people want to live”. 
 

d. In addition, the most recent updated to JHLAS guidance (November 2013) is 
clear that: 
 
“Some sites have remained in category 2 for periods well in excess of 5 
years. This may in some areas distort the agreed housing land availability 
figure. Where sites in category 2 remain undeveloped for more than 5 years 
there should be a presumption to reclassify such sites into category 3i. In 
situations where such sites are not reclassified there should be an 
explanation why they remain in category 2.” 

 
7.  In the first two years of the plan it is already the case that 514 too few dwellings 
have been built (compared to the overall annual requirement of 690), this is in addition to the 
shortfall of 546 dwellings in unmet need from the UDP period. This situation can only lead to 
a significantly increased residual housing requirement as many of the proposed allocated 
sites are subject to constraints and unrealistic rates of delivery.  
 
8. Given the nature of Newport’s identified supply of land, and for the reasons given in 
our representations and this Hearing Statement, it is patently the case that the supply of 
housing land that is identified cannot achieve the level of requirements set. This is due firstly 
to the constrained nature of supply and secondly to the unrealistically high expectations of 
delivery during the plan period. 
 
9. It follows that these constraints will significantly undermine the ability of the plan to 
achieve the key requirements national planning policy and its own strategy which seeks 
economic growth aligned to housing provision. Furthermore, the identified supply cannot be 
considered to be representative of the needs of all communities within Newport. 
 
10.  The main consideration therefore will be identifying sites that comply with PPW and 
are readily available, deliverable and viable to ensure that there is robust supply of new 
housing land that can meet the requirements and objectives of the UDP.  
 
11. Based on the above, we consider that the housing provision in its present form in the 
dLDP is contrary to the following tests of soundness: 
 

 C2 in that it is not sufficiently robust or flexible to ensure compliance with national 
policy as set out in Planning Policy Wales; 

 

 CE1 in that it does not flow logically from the proposed strategy of the plan in 
relation to aligning job growth with housing provision; 
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 CE2 in that it is not founded on a robust and credible base in terms of housing 
supply and delivery rates; and 

 

 CE4 in that it does not provide a reasonable level of flexibility to allow the plan to 
deal with continued failure of identified sites to be delivered. 

 
12. We respond directly to the Hearing questions in the following paragraphs and in the 
context of our earlier representations. 
 

Question 1. Housing requirement - is there a sound rationale for the identified 

housing requirement of 10,350 new homes over the Plan period? 

• Does the demographic and economic-led housing forecast (SD55 NLP Assessment 

of Housing Requirements Paper) provide a robust and credible basis for setting the 

Plan’s housing requirement? 

13. We support this level of growth and welcome the approach being taken by the 

Council in linking job growth to housing provision.  

 

14.  We support the statements made by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners in their report 

and in particular note: 

 

“Alignment of housing and economic policy objectives is essential to ensuring 

sustainable development and support for growth……..…(alternative lower growth 

scenarios)……....fail to reflect the level of economic growth that is forecast and, as 

such, would compromise the deliverability of the economic vision for the area.” [para 

3.22, NLP] 

 

“This consistency between employment and housing policies will be important in 

ensuring that the Plan can be found to be sound.” [para 3.28, NLP]  

 

“To achieve balanced and well-distributed growth, economic policies must align with 

policies seeking the future development of houses in the area.” [para 4.10, NLP] 

 

15. Plainly the failure to deliver sufficient housing within Newport over the LDP period 

has implications for economic, social and environmental sustainability.  HJA have prepared a 

report for our clients (annex 1 for ease of reference) which considered the implications and 

was submitted as part of our representations to the dLDP. Of note the implications include: 

 

 A reduction in the scale of economic and employment growth achieved In 

Newport; 

 Without sufficient and adequate new housing the workforce will not be able to 

grow sufficiently; 

 Without sufficient housing to attract and retain a working age population there 

will be an adverse impact on the supply of labour; 

 Insufficient housing will hinder the formation of new households (both through 

lack of available stock and through demand outstripping supply leading to 

price inflation); 
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 Insufficient private market housing will adversely impact upon the overall 

supply of affordable housing across the city; and 

 Without adequate local housing supply there will be a reliance upon 

commuting (both out of the county and into). 

 

16. Therefore if the objectives of the plan are to be realised it must be based on a 

credible and robust supply of land for housing. Failure to achieve the required number of 

dwellings will have a far reaching impact upon Newport. 

 

• Does the Experian Business Strategies economic growth forecast of 7,400 new jobs 

created in Newport between 2011 and 2026 provide a suitably reliable and 

authoritative basis for estimating economic growth over the Plan period? 

17. We support the approach taken. 

• Does the evidence constitute a rational basis for departing from the 2008- based WG 

population and household projections, having regard to the factors identified in PPW 

at paragraph 9.2.1? 

18. Both the Newport Community Strategy and Local Housing Strategy set out an 

ambition to see Newport as a prosperous and thriving city and the dLDP has a vision of a 

lively, dynamic, growing City.  The delivery of sufficient housing is plainly central to achieving 

these visions in a sustainable manner, as set out within the dLDP and the supporting NLP 

report.  Indeed, the NLP report makes multiple references (as noted at para 12 above) to the 

need to align housing and economic objectives in order to deliver and enable a sustainable 

and sound LDP. In this regard, the departure from the projections is entirely in line with 9.2.1 

of PPW. 

 

19. We would note that bullet 8 of PPW para 9.2.1 states “social considerations 

(including unmet need)” must also be considered. In this regard the shortfall from the UDP 

(546 dwellings under provided) represent a significant amount of unmet need that must be 

carried forward. 

• Do the latest WG projections (expected end February 2014) necessitate any 

adjustment of the identified Plan housing requirement? 

20. We note that these latest projections show a slight increase for Newport. Regardless 

of this, given the positive approach to aligning household growth to job growth, there is no 

adjustment required. Indeed, the plan’s strategy is contingent on a supply of homes that is 

greater than the projections to match and facilitate economic growth. 

• Would an overestimation of housing need in the Plan lead to problems in terms of 

implementation and realistic monitoring? 

21. Overestimation of housing need would not lead to problems of implementation and 

monitoring, rather it is constrained supply that poses the inherent threat towards 

implementation.  
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22. Historically it is the case that high levels of completions in Newport have been 

achieved where land supply is genuinely available and free from constraints – in a range of 

good locations.  For reasons set out later in this statement (and our Statement for Hearing 

Session 3) the real problems derive from sites that are subject to constraints and delivery 

rates on sites that require levels of completions within Newport that are without precedent.  

 

23. We note that there has been a historic failure of allocated sites to deliver new 

housing and a reliance upon large numbers of windfall sites (former employment land) and 

appeal sites being brought forward. Accordingly the development plan is the appropriate 

means to ensure that a sound supply of housing sites are identified that are deliverable and 

achievable so that windfalls (which largely stem from the loss of employment sites) are not 

relied upon as they have been previously. Reliance upon employment sites closing to 

provide housing sites can only undermine the growth agenda and strategy of the dLDP. 

 

2. Spatial distribution of housing provision and site selection 

• What rationale underpins the Plan’s approach to the spatial distribution of housing 

provision over the Plan period? What factors have been balanced in coming to this 

view?  

• Do the housing allocations and policies provide a sufficient range and choice of 

housing sites and opportunities across the Council’s area, in locations consistent 

with the objectives of the Plan? Is the Plan sound as regards the approach taken to 

new housing provision in settlements outside the main Newport urban area? 

24. We are concerned that there has been no proactive approach towards spatial 

distribution of housing. Rather the plan simply carries forward land left over from previous 

plans and unimplemented windfall sites from the past 15 years. 

 

25. We note that PPW (9.2.3) requires LDP’s to provide for the full range of housing 

types in places where people want to live. The present strategy is predicated upon large 

brownfield sites in the city centre and to the east of the city at Llanwern. This fails to consider 

the smaller scale needs of existing communities that lie outside of the main urban area and 

the desire of local people to continue to live within existing communities rather than as part 

of larger brownfield regeneration schemes elsewhere. 

 

26. We note that as a result of this some 55% of allocations are concentrated in just 2 

wards (Llanwern and Pillgwenlly) (where only 7% of existing population exists). Whilst we 

accept that there will always be some “mismatch” we consider that those wards and smaller 

settlements outside the main urban area Authority where large numbers of population exist 

with limited allocations will ultimately suffer. Indeed it cannot be considered sustainable or in 

lien with PPW to not provide for their needs. 

 

27. We consider delivery in more detail in relation to Session 3. However, at this stage 

we note that historically when completions have been around 700 per annum (as is required 

by the LDP) – this has been based on unconstrained, deliverable and desirable greenfield 

sites delivering at high numbers alongside brownfield sites – spread in locations across the 

city not concentrated in any one location. So for instance, during the early 2000’s when 
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completions peaked at around 700, high levels of completions were seen on sites including 

Afon Village, Dyffryn Village and Celtic Horizons. This represented an equitable distribution 

of deliverable and desirable sites. 

 

• Is there a sound rationale for the level of reliance on brownfield land to deliver the 

housing requirement? 

• What evidence demonstrates that all housing allocations are soundly based on a 

methodical, consistently applied, robust and objective site selection process, taking 

into account considerations concerning site suitability, availability and deliverability? 

• What risks or problems has the Council identified associated with the level of 

reliance on brownfield sites – and how does the Plan seek to deal with these? 

28. We are especially concerned over the heavy reliance upon constrained sites in a 

concentrated area that are relied upon to the deliver exceptionally high rates of completions. 

This approach will lead to significant shortfalls in delivery and cannot therefore be 

considered to be sound. 

 

29.  All of the evidence that exists suggests that the expected delivery is fundamentally 

flawed in relation to site selection, constraints and delivery. We consider that the following 

points are highly pertinent: 

 

1. Historic under-delivery of allocated sites 

 

30. Historically, allocated brownfield sites in Newport have under – delivered. The UDP 

failed to identify a sufficient supply to deliver the required number of dwellings and led to a 

cumulative shortfall of some 546 dwellings. This must be carried forward as unmet need into 

the new housing requirement (as per PPW chapter 9.2.1 bullet 8 in relation to unmet need). 

 

31. It is noteworthy that the UDP sought to split into three separate periods each with 

different requirements. This left the majority of dwellings to be delivered in the final five year 

period which it plainly failed to deliver, but relied upon completions in the earlier years of the 

plan that were greater than envisaged to ensure the shortfall was not greater. 

 Requirement Actual  
Completions 
 

Requirement 
Annual 
Average 

Average 
completions 

1996 to 2000 1800 2184 360 437 

2001 to 2005 2000 2212 400 442 

2006 to 2011 3700 2558 740 511 

 7500 6954 500 463 

Table 1: Performance of housebuilding against the UDP requirement 1996 to 2011 

32. It follows that given the failure to meet its own requirement, the UDP failed to 

consistently maintain a five year land supply only achieving a five year supply on 3 out of 15 

years. 
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Year  Land Supply UDP 

Requirement 
Actual 
completions 

1997 3.9 years 360 443 

1998 5 years 360 323 

1999 4.3 years 360 352 

2000 4.53 years 360 355 

2001 4.5 years 400 711 

2002 3.8 years 400 606 

2003 4 years 400 499 

2004 3.3 years 400 338 

2005 4.6 years 400 331 

2006 4.6 years 400 438 

2007 7.2 years 740 525 

2008 5.3 years 740 628 

2009 4.6 years 740 609 

2010 3.5 years 740 395 

2011 4.25 years 740 401 
Table 2:  JHLAS 5 year supply in final five years of UDP 

 
 

33. We would note that following the UDP period, in 2012 the land supply rapidly 

increased to 7 years. This reflected the WG’s change from residual requirement to past build 

rates methodology. As previous completions were well behind the level that was required, it 

follows that the land supply increased (whereby the fewer completions the higher the land 

supply). It is our view that given the failure of completions during the UDP to achieve the 

required level this gives a grossly inflated and fundamentally misleading indication of a land 

supply that in practice cannot be considered to exist. Indeed, had the requirement of the plan 

for the final five years been extrapolated forward then there would have been an annual 

requirement for 850 dwellings against a land supply of 3257 dwellings and therefore an 

actual land supply of just 3.8 (it is noted that the pool of land available will not increase with 

adoption of the dLDP in its present form). 

 

34. We note that within each of these JHLAS’s the supply was artificially inflated by sites 

that are now intended to form the core component of supply. Indeed, there is a consistent 

history of non-delivery of key sites that were allocated within the UDP. Table 3 (over) sets 

out the forecasts that were made (on many of the same sites) and fed into the UDP. It is 

notable that on these sites, NCC forecast that there would be over 3,600 completions 

however, the actual completions by the end of the UDP period were just 16% of this. 

 

35. It is plainly the case that there are a large number of proposed allocations that have 

failed to contribute towards the UDP requirement (either due to phasing, delivery or 

constraints) that are now proposed to form part of the LDP. In order to ensure that major 

shortfalls do not occur that a realistic and robust view must be taken of potential delivery. 
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Table 3: UDP Inspectors table with delivery forecasts from Boyer Planning, Harmers and NCC during 2006 UDP 

Hearings set against actual completions at 2011 and 2013 

 

2. Cumulative under provision to date in plan 

36. In the two full years April 2011 to April 2013, there was a requirement for 1380 

completions but were just 809 completions. Against the 15 year requirement (which is 690 

per annum) this equates to a shortfall of 571 dwellings already. We anticipate that this 

shortfall will have grown further by April 2014. 

 

37. As a result of this over the remaining 13 years of the plan the residual requirement 

has already increased to 734 dwellings per annum (from 690 dwellings per annum). This 

level is far higher than was ever achieved during the UDP period despite reliance upon the 

same sites. This would plainly require a step change in the supply of housing sites. 

 

38. When the unmet need from the UDP period is added to this then the cumulative 

under provision to date would increase to 1117 – this is a significant shortfall in provision to 

date and if added to the requirement would mean an increase in the residual requirement to 

776 per annum. 

 

 

Disputed Sites 

Total 
units 
on site Harmer Boyer NCC 

Actual 
Completions 
at 1st April 
2011 

Actual 
Completions 
at 1st April 
2013 

Adj Macready's Warehouse, 
Ponthir Road 51 0 0 25 0 0 

St Cadoc's Hospital 250 0 0 125 0 0 

Bus Depot, Corporation 
Road (aka Penmaen Wharf) 160 0 0 160 0 0 

Town Reach (adj depot & 
club) 190 190 0 190     

Land between Spytty Pill and 
Corporation Road 120 120 0 120 125 125 

Land fronting River North of 
Spytty Pill 231 125 0 231 282 307 

Eastern Expansion Area 1100 300 150 1100 0 0 

Former Llanwern Steelworks 600 150 0 600 0 45 

Former Pirelli Works, 
Corporation Road 200 0 0 150 0 0 

Herbert Road 50 0 0 50 0 0 

Duffryn Remainder Part 2 
(East of Lighthouse Road, 
Duffryn) 139 139 139 139 139 0 

North of Crindau Pill 170 0 0 170 0 0 

Crindau Deposit UPD site 250 0 0 170 0 0 

South of Percoed Reen 480 0 0 350     

Bideford Road - Phase 3, 
Maesglas 35 0 0 35 0 0 

TOTAL 3816 1024 289 3615 596 666 
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3. Constrained Sites 

39. As has been noted, there are a large number of sites that have been around for 

some considerable time. These largely comprise unimplemented windfall sites, Newport 

Local Plan and UDP allocations. (please note we do not set out in detail our concerns in 

relation to Llanwern here rather this is noted in our statement in relation to Hearing Session 

3). 

 

40. We are concerned that there has been no robust site selection process, rather simply 

a rolling forward of sites that remain unimplemented. This is typified by the “New Housing 

Allocations” table on page 68 wherein 7 of the 8 sites are either old windfall sites or simply 

rolled forward from the UDP.  

 

41. We would note that now all sites must be considered in the context of the latest 

guidance from WG in relation to JHLAS (November 2013) and robust evidence of 

deliverability. This has direct practical implications for land supply and indicates that where 

sites have been in the land supply for over 5 years then there must be genuine evidence of 

their deliverability rather than simply an indication from the landowner, Council or agent that 

they expect development to commence. Accordingly, we believe that this would have led to 

a much lower land supply if this greater test of evidence was being used in the 2013 JHLAS. 

We have incorporated this into our consideration of sites. 

 

42. In addition to more general constraints we are also concerned over potential double 

counting specifically at Rodney Parade (City Vizion and the former Robert Price Builders 

yard which forms part of the City Vizion site). 

 

43. It is our consideration that (absent evidence to the contrary) there is considerable 

doubt over the delivery of the following sites: 

 

 Site  Predicted 
shortfall  
 

 

H1 Adjacent to Mcready’s 54 This site has been within the JHLAS schedules for over 
15 years. Given the lack of delivery to date and the 
constraints (including pylons) we do not consider that any 
weight can be given to this site delivering towards the 
housing requirement. 
 

H2 Hanbury Garage 12 The site has been on the JHLAS schedules for 6 years 
and there has been no progress on the site, rather the 
intention of the owners is for a nursing home. 
 

H6 Cromwell Road  15 We are not aware of any interest in this site and planning 
permission has now lapsed. 
 

H10 Pencoed Castle 12 Given the requirement for the castle to be restored prior 
to implementation of the residential development we 
would question the financial viability of this site. 
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H15 Victoria Wharf, Old 

Town Dock 
130 The site is being used as a car park and is categorised as 

3(i) in the JHLAS. 
 

H16 Penmaen Wharf 160 The site has remained unimplemented for over 5 years . 
There is no evidence to suggest that this will be bought 
forward. 
 

H18 Newport Athletic Club n/a The site should be removed from the table as there is no 
prospect of development during the plan period due to 
investment made in the existing facility.  
 

H20 
and 
37 

Former Robert Price 
and City Vizion 

122 We question whether there is double counting between 
these two sites. We note that H20 is actually phase 3 of 
City Vizion and forms part of the original outline 
application for 486 dwellings. 
 
Phase 1 comprised 50 dwellings which are complete and 
Phase 4 was 36 dwellings which is also complete. 
 
Phase 3 is the 122 at the Robert Price yard which is 
under construction.  
(these phases were originally envisaged to house 279 
dwellings in the outline application rather than 208 that 
capacity is actually for) 
 
That leaves 272 dwellings for Phase 2 (which forms the 
northern most part of the site). However, we note that the 
initial outline application indicates just 207 in this part of 
the site.  
 

H22 Albany Chambers 14 This is a 3(i) site with no  prospect of development. 
 

H23 Traston Lane 21 This site has been within the JHLAS since 1999 with no 
firm evidence of deliverability. 
 

H24 30 to 33 High Street 24 This has been within the JHLAS since 2007 and is 
awaiting signing of a s106. 
 

H27 21 Kelvedon Street 25 Awaiting s106 (since 2009) 
 

H31 Roman Lodge 10 Awaiting s106 (since 2010) 
 

H32 Former Sainsburys 140 Awaiting s106 (since 2010). It is notable that there is no 
planning permission in place and the site lies almost 
entirely in Flood Zone C2. We believe that prior to 
finalisation of the planning consent this will need to be 
considered. 
 

H34 Bankside 38 Awaiting s106 (since 2011) 
 

H35 East Usk Yard 100 This runs contiguous to the main Cardiff to Paddington 
Railway line and is subject to an acceptable TAN 11 noise 
and vibration environment being created for residents.  
 

H40 Westmark 90 There is no indication that the final block of flats will be 
completed. 
 

H45 Lysaghts 100 This is subject to funding being confirmed. 
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Table 4: Sites that are subject to constraints 

3. Land supply 

• What evidence demonstrates that the allocated sites are capable of yielding the 

identified housing target?  

• How have questions of housing mix and density on allocated sites been 

approached? What assumptions regarding this are reflected in the identified allocated 

site capacities? 

44. There appears to be double counting in relation to City Vizion and Robert Price 

Builders Yard. The Outline application for City Vizion (480 dwellings) includes the Builders 

yard therefore the 122 is actually part of the 480. 

 

45. Accordingly, we are concerned that such over-estimation and double counting may 

have occurred elsewhere. 

• Does the Plan identify with sufficient clarity how it makes provision for 11,622 units 

in order to deliver the Plan requirement of 10,350 units – have dwelling completions 

on large sites from 1.4.11 to 30.9.12 (518 units) been excluded from the H1 existing 

commitments site schedule? 

• Have significant site-specific constraints (eg: flooding; ecological or environmental 

constraints; topography; access/infrastructure requirements) been properly taken 

into account in each case? What evidence demonstrates this? 

46. Please refer to our consideration of site constraints in relation to Question 2. 

 

 

H3, 
H19, 
H47 
H55 
 

Llanwern c.2,000 As dealt with in relation to delivery for Hearing Session 3. 
 

H49 Mill Street 12 This site has been within the JHLAS since 1999 and is 
subject to flooding and archaeology constraints. 
 

H50 Herbert Road 62 The site has been within the JHLAS since 2000 and is 
entirely within flood zone C2 without any planning 
permission. 
 

H51 Whiteheads  58% of the site is within Flood Zone C2 and there is no 
planning permission in place to demonstrate how this can 
be removed. Accordingly whilst we would question 
whether the capacity is affected by flooding. 
 

H53  Bideford Road 35 
 

The site has remained undeveloped since 1999 when it 
first appeared on the JHLAS schedule. 
 

 Total (based on 
sample) 

3,180  
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Implications for LDP and required change to make sound 

47. We consider the implications in our Statement in relation to Hearing Session 3 which 

considers further matters in relation to deliverability of key sites. 

Boyer Planning 

19
h
 March 2014 
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Annex 1: Implications of failing to deliver level of hosuing required (Hardisty Jones 

Associates) 

 

Importance of delivering the identified housing requirement 
 
Both the Newport Community Strategy and Local Housing Strategy set out an ambition to see 
Newport as a prosperous and thriving city. The Revised LDP has a vision of a lively, dynamic, growing 
City.  The delivery of sufficient housing is central to achieving these visions in a sustainable manner, 
as set out within the LDP and the supporting NLP report (Assessment of Housing Requirements, 
February 2013, NLP).    Indeed, the NLP report makes multiple references to the need to align 
housing and economic objectives in order to deliver and enable a sustainable and sound LDP, 
including: 
 

“Alignment of housing and economic policy objectives is essential to ensuring 
sustainable development and support for growth……..…(alternative lower growth 
scenarios)……....fail to reflect the level of economic growth that is forecast and, as such, 
would compromise the deliverability of the economic vision for the area.” [para 3.22, NLP] 
 
“This consistency between employment and housing policies will be important in ensuring 
that the Plan can be found to be sound.” [para 3.28, NLP]  
 
“To achieve balanced and well-distributed growth, economic policies must align with policies 
seeking the future development of houses in the area.” [para 4.10, NLP] 

 
A failure to deliver sufficient housing within Newport over the LDP period has implications for 
economic, social and environmental sustainability.   
 
Economic Sustainability 
Firstly, there will be a reduction in the scale of economic and employment growth achieved in 
Newport over the LDP period if lower levels of housing than planned are delivered.  Paragraphs 1.18 
and 1.27 of the Revised LDP note there is a direct relationship between job creation in the 
construction sector and the building of houses.  Without sufficient activity there will be an impact on 
the potential to achieve 7,400 jobs over the plan period. 
 
Secondly, on a more general level, there is an important relationship between the provision of 
housing, the growth of the workforce and the attraction and achievement of economic growth.  As 
NLP note: 
 

“…the delivery of sufficient housing for the (expanding) workforce represents an essential 
element in ensuring that economic growth can be attracted and sustained.” [para 3.23, NLP] 

 
Thirdly, and related to the second point above, there will be implications for the sustainable supply 
of labour without sufficient housing to attract and retain a population of working age.  The NLP 
report highlighted the importance of positive net-migration to provide an appropriate demographic 
structure to support sustainable economic growth: 
 

“Migration can be of considerable benefit for the social and economic well-being of an area. 
It helps to ensure that the area benefits from a balanced mix of people of all age groups,  
including those of working age that are able to work within the local area. As such, it can 
contribute towards a more balanced and economically functional society. It is important to 
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acknowledge these benefits and to respond to them by making adequate provision for the 
future needs of migrants, including housing.” [para 3.8, NLP] 

 
“Taking account of the assumptions that have been made (and tested) regarding 
unemployment, economic activity and commuting, it is evident that if NCC is to deliver its 
growth aspirations then it will be essential to plan for and provide for net inward migration.” 
[para 3.9, NLP] 

 
In order to secure the economic ambitions of the LDP and wider policy and strategy documents for 
Newport there is a need to deliver sufficient housing. 
 
Social Sustainability 
There are two important elements of social sustainability related to housing provision.   
 
Firstly, a failure to provide sufficient housing will hinder the formation of new households and/or 
limit the housing choices available to new households.  This can happen in a number of ways.  
Directly, insufficient housing limits the number of households that can be accommodated in the city.  
Indirectly, it can lead to increases in house prices as demand outstrips supply, limiting access to 
housing that is affordable.  The implications will vary from case to case, but may force homebuyers 
to look further afield, away from friends and family and with commensurate implications on travel to 
work (see below), or may lead to households failing to form, for example young people in their 
twenties and thirties continuing to reside within the parental home.  All of these outcomes have 
social implications and restrict opportunities. 
 
Secondly, a lower provision of housing will impact upon the level of affordable housing that can be 
delivered in the city over the plan period.  The Newport Community Strategy sets out a need to 
deliver affordable housing as part of its vision to ensure opportunities for all.  This is set against an 
historic backlog in terms of affordable housing deliver, with the NLP report indicating a “significant 
unmet housing need in Newport” [para 3.33 bullet 6, NLP] 
 
Environmental Sustainability 
Without an adequate locally resident workforce employers will be reliant upon commuters to fill 
vacancies.  This will put pressure on transport infrastructure and, given the ongoing reliance on the 
private motor car, is likely to lead to less environmentally sustainable outcomes.  The NLP report 
states that:  
 

“….if the housing requirement was set to reflect the demographic scenarios alone, then there 
is a risk that the housing and employment elements of the LDP would not be joined up and 
the economic growth that is anticipated would be reliant upon a substantial increase in 
commuting into the area, if it was to be achieved. Such an approach would not be 
sustainable and would raise fundamental questions regarding the soundness of the resultant 
strategy.” [para 4.9, NLP] 

 
In conclusion therefore it is vital that housing and employment is aligned in policy, and that in 
addition, housing is delivered in order to enable the sustainable economic growth that is so 
necessary.  Indeed, this similar conclusion is reached by NLP in its advice to the Council: 
 
“Alignment of housing and the economy is therefore essential to ensuring sustainable development 
and support for growth……the delivery of sufficient housing for the (expanding) workforce is essential 
to ensuring that economic growth can be attracted and sustained..” [para 4.11, NLP 
  


