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Sue Hennah 
Programme Officer to the LDP Hearing 
Civic Centre 
Newport 
NP20 4UR 
 
 
 
Dear Ms Hennah 
 
 
Newport LDP Examination Hearing Session 8 Retail Matters – Newport Retail Park 
Comments on Submitted Document ED012.4a 
 
Thank you for your email of 3rd June enclosing a copy of the Council’s further evidence following the 
above hearing session on 29 April. 
 
On behalf of my client, Stadium (Newport) Ltd (Rep 3160) I am pleased to provide the following 
comments. 
 
Firstly, in respect of the additional floorspace information provided, my client does not wish to provide 
detailed comment, but it should be noted that we concur with the opinion expressed by Mr Ball at the 
Hearing Session that the evidence base can only be updated through a new household survey.  
Reference to floorspace changes in the absence of this is a poor substitute and must be afforded 
limited weight as a result. 
 
Secondly, my client is pleased to note that the Council have confirmed in Appendix 2 that Draft Policy 
R7 (R7) and its supporting text can be deleted in its entirety, subject to the caveat noted in paragraph 
3.1, namely that the designated boundary of the District Centre remains as proposed by the Council. 
 
However, my client does have concerns regarding the revised Draft Policy R6 (R6) and its supporting 
text.  These concerns are detailed below.   
 
My understanding of the Council’s agreement to accede to my suggestion to delete R7 and revise R6 
was that it was based on an acceptance that the existing provisions in R6 and elsewhere in the plan 
were sufficient to control the development of Newport Retail Park, and that it could quite correctly be 
listed alongside the other District Centres.   
 
However, the revised R6 clearly continues to attempt to single out Newport Retail Park amongst the 
other centres in a way which is not considered to be sound or fair.  The revised criterion (iii) states: 
 
“Proposals to vary/remove conditions, change the range of gods sold and change the size of units 
should not adversely affect the vitality and viability of the city centre or change the centre’s role as a 
district centre”. 
 
The introduction of criterion (iii) into R6 clearly is as a consequence of the inclusion of Newport Retail 
Park – the only sensible conclusion given it was not originally there.  Given it was not previously 
considered necessary, we question its purpose and merit. 
 
In addition, criterion (iii) is considered to be repetitious and superfluous and serves no useful purpose.  
 



 

 

Criterion (i) requires that proposals should be “of a scale appropriate to the particular centre”. If a 
proposal was of such as scale to “change the centre’s role as a District Centre”, then it would 
manifestly fall foul of criterion (i). 
 
Similarly, criterion (ii) requires that the proposal “would not have an adverse impact on the vitality and 
viability of the city centre”.  Under this criterion, any proposal – which would naturally include 
variation/removal of conditions, changes to the range of goods or size of units – could be refused if it 
would “adversely affect the vitality and viability of the city centre”.  
  
We request that revised criterion (iii) should be deleted and the subsequent criteria renumbered as 
appropriate. 
 
In addition, we consider that the revised supporting text should be revised as detailed below. 
 
Paragraph 8.18 includes “or variations of conditions” following “new proposals”.  The proposed 
variation of a condition is a new proposal, so again it is considered unnecessary and repetitious. 
 
Paragraphs 8.19 and 8.20 are entirely new, and appear to be an edited version of the deleted 
supporting paragraphs to R7.  In the main, my client does not have an issue with the wording, with one 
key exception.  Paragraph 8.19 refers to: 
 
“Newport Retail Park District Centre fulfils a role as a District Centre, but has the potential to develop 
a sub-regional role, which differentiates it from the other District Centres listed in Policy R6”  
 
(My emphasis). 
 
The statement that the centre has the potential to develop a sub-regional role is an entirely new 
introduction into the plan.  No such statement was even made in the previous R7 or supporting text or 
to my recollection at the Hearing Session.  Its use is considered to be without foundation, reference to 
evidence or justification. Indeed, the policies proposed by the Council seek to prevent such a situation 
occurring. My client would be content to acknowledge its difference to the other District Centres as the 
centre stands but without unfounded speculation as to how it may develop in the future.  
 
It is suggested that the text be amended to: 
 
“Newport Retail Park District Centre fulfils a role as a District Centre, but by virtue of its size can be has 
the potential to develop a sub-regional role, which differentiates differentiated it from the other District 
Centres listed in Policy R6” 
 
I trust that these comments will be relayed to the Inspector and Council. 

 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 

 
Ross Bowen 
Director 

 
cc:  
Mr Alex Clare, Stadium (Newport) Ltd
 


