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ID 

(our ref) 
Section Title Representation 

178  There has already been a huge amount of piecemeal development and fill in these areas putting pressure on local 
services which have not been up-graded to cope. The net result is a fall in quality of life in this area, and further so-
called 'development' can only accelerate this decline. My daughter for example, could not get into her catchment 
school as a direct result of new housing builds between us and the school. I believe, as we plan for the second half of 
this century which will see the decline of the private motor car, the only sustainable development is to build close to 
sustainable jobs ie. London, Crawley. Property-led 'greenfield' development schemes in America, Ireland, Spain, 
Greece are the madness that economists agree have led to the current economic crisis. In this area we already have 
enough housing for local workers. What local workers actually need are better paid jobs not more competition from 
the partners and off-spring of incoming commuters who can buy local housing with London-scaled wages plus a 
McJob on the side. Develop the area as a tourist destination by all means, increase productivity and innovation in 
market gardening, recreation and new technology, but don't turn the area into a dormitory ghetto for commuters 
who will clog up roads, surgeries and schools. This is not a NIMBY argument. There is no joy in commuting! Refuse to 
build here and houses will have to built where they are actually needed. That is the true meaning of sustainable 
development which will lead to raised quality of life, happier families, stronger communities ie, all the things that 
ruling Conservatives are supposed to hold dear. 

193  Any real planners would look ahead and plan for national water and food security as a priority. I am guessing that we 
do not have real planners, and that in the short term, selling agricultural land for housing makes money for 
landowners, builders and local councils' projects. The fact, that so many people make the wrong decisions so 
frequently, is no reason for copying them (but a rather strong reason for not copying them) The draft may be called a 
plan; but it gives no sense of having been the result of any deep or intelligent planning. Planning is not about making a 
solution to a particular problem. Planning is about making lots of contributions, large and small, which will all work 
together over time to make a better future, securely based upon the particular geographical and geological facts of 
the area, as well as upon extrapolations from the general historical knowledge of what people have needed - and have 
learned - in the past.   
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188  General Comment I would like to submit to the consultation the following film and information/viewpoints which I 
feel need to be taken into account and given consideration in any Local Plan and ADC's draft Local Plan and 
Sustainability Plan. I would prefer not to use the portal: http://www.growthbusters.org/issues/urban-growth/ The 
information relates to the US but the principals are the same. Transport/Agriculture 
http://www.econexus.info/topic/agrofuels-biofuels Once the link between communities and ecosystems is broken it 
may be impossible to restore. http://www.econexus.info/publication/agriculture-and-climate-change-real-problems-
false-solutions (I need to do more research but I have concerns about WSCC future transport strategy and possible use 
of biofuels) "Biofuelwatch works to raise awareness of the negative impacts of industrial biofuels and bioenergy on 
biodiversity, human rights, food sovereignty and climate change. Based in UK and US, we work with national and 
international partners to expose and oppose the social and environmental damages resulting from bioenergy-driven 
increased demand for industrial agriculture and forestry monocultures." http://www.biofuelwatch.org.uk/ 
http://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/farming-and-food/local-foods/item/1913-mapping-local-food-webs Our campaign 
briefingshows how to use CPRE's Food Webs survey as an effective campaigning tool, to map the links map the links in 
local food production, from producer to processor to retailer to community. The results can be used, for example, to 
oppose inappropriate development by showing its likely impact on the community and local economy. 
http://www.makinglocalfoodwork.co.uk/practical_guides_toolkits.cfm Population and growth 
http://www.growthism.com/ 

162  CONCLUSION The draft Local Plan is ill-conceived as far as Angmering is concerned. ADC, in the Plan, has failed to 
adhere to the remarks made in its presentation video where Cllr Ricky Bower indicated that ADC does not wish to 
create housing that will blur boundaries between villages and is seeking to maintain green spaces. Its proposals 
certainly contribute towards the opposite of that in the case of Angmering which would lose the open space towards 
Worthing, and where ADC seem quite prepared to allow building up to, or close to, the South Downs National Park. 
ADC has treated Angmering with contempt, failing to listen to the local community as urged by the government. It has 
identified potential housing in Angmering on a superficial basis without investigating crucial factors which would have 
established the viability of such housing or otherwise. The provision of a potential 490 houses should be deleted from 
the final Local Plan 2013-2028. Residents voicing their opinions at the Drop-in session and publicly on the on-line 
Angmering Forums are all convinced that the session was just a 'window dressing'  exercise and that ADC has not the 
slightest intention of changing the Plan, irrespective of the views of the public of which they supposedly represent. 
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262  General Comments The document is very lengthy and in parts repetitive. We would recommend that opportunities 
could be taken to shorten where possible. We would recommend that there is further distinction between the 
Strategic Policies and Development Management policies throughout the document. Whilst we can see the merit in 
structuring the document by subject it would be more useful if through the document's presentation the Strategic 
Policies are more distinctive. 

388  1. The Draft Plan as a whole At 352 pages, the Draft Plan is far too large. It should be a succinct, clear and easy-to-read 
document. A good example of a well-written plan is the current Arun District Local Plan, with its 107 pages. The Draft 
Plan contains far too much detail, there seems to be a great deal of repetition, the style is confusing, and there are 
whole sections, especially in Chapters 14 and 15, where the bulk of the information would be better presented as 
Supplementary Planning Guidance. Thus, it needs a thorough independent review [with scissors and a red pen] to trim 
it to size. 

396  Firstly I wish to commend the Council for producing such a comprehensive and largely positive Draft Local Plan. 
However, there is a lack of policy commentary within the Local Plan specifically related to the commercial 
environment within which farm businesses operate. Upon first reading it is apparent that the Plan requires some 
additional work and in order to assist in that regard here follows my constructive comments; (i) Farming remains the 
predominant land user in the Arun District and plays an essential role in shaping and maintaining the character of the 
countryside, although employment in agriculture has declined in recent years. The need to protect home food 
production is important and profitable farming is the most cost effective means of delivering environmental and 
landscape management benefits. (ii) Diversification into non-agricultural activities can be vital to continuing the 
viability of many communities and farm businesses. The long term prospects of agriculture are reportedly good, 
although there is continual need to adapt to changing subsidy regimes, emerging markets, evolving environmental, 
hygiene and animal welfare standards and climate change. (iii) The NPPF and the Council's Draft Local Plan are 
generally supportive of well-conceived farm diversification schemes which secure long term benefits for farming and 
the local economy, these should be complementary to the agricultural operations, compatible with a rural location 
and not result in the loss of amenity to local people or spoil the enjoyment of other users of the countryside. Existing 
buildings should be reused where feasible and designed and located so they can be integrated within the landscape. 
(iv) Country Estates manage a variety of functional, natural, historic and cultural assets of importance locally and 
nationally, in addition to a farming enterprise and contributing to the wider economy through providing business 
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premises and tourism opportunities. The diversification of Estate economies should be supported where it provides a 
sustainable approach to balancing local economic activity with the conservation and enhancement of natural and built 
assets. (v) At Climping As farmers we balance many considerations; we primarily produce food from our land. We 
maintain large sections of the Rights of Way network and encourage people to enjoy the countryside. In recent years 
we have voluntarily reverted significant parts of our farm to establish new environmental habitats, we have done this 
without fanfare, without community engagement or Local Authority involvement; we decided where to create these 
environments based upon our unique understanding of our natural surroundings. As landowners we are bombarded 
with propositions for the use of our land and we have to judge the merits of each proposal and decide whether to 
advance the suggestion or not. We have to balance in our own minds what enterprise schemes are necessary to 
sustain our core business for the long term and how those schemes might benefit the local and wider economy. What 
is apparent to me is that much of the important improvements that we make here go largely unnoticed, yet minor 
proposals can appear like major intrusions to our local community. Whether we like it or not, this brands us as key 
stakeholders at a local level. (vi) The formation of this Local Plan should be a collective enterprise and include, key 
stakeholders, people and communities; this is largely achieved through this consultation. Dismantling the 
unaccountable regional apparatus and introducing Neighbourhood Planning has helped to bring better lines of 
communication between key stakeholders and communities, but at this important Local Plan level I believe that the 
District Council should be encouraged to feedback community aspirations to key stakeholders, in order that we can 
assist the District Council to deliver their key objectives. (vii) The NPPF states; '28. Planning policies should support 
economic growth in rural areas in order to create jobs and prosperity by taking a positive approach to sustainable new 
development. To promote a strong rural economy, local and neighbourhood plans should : —  support the 
sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business and enterprise in rural areas, both through conversion of 
existing buildings and well designed new buildings; —  promote the development and diversification of agricultural 
and other land-based rural businesses ; —  support sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments that benefit 
businesses in rural areas, communities and visitors, and which respect the character of the countryside. This should 
include supporting the provision and expansion of tourist and visitor facilities in appropriate locations where 
identified needs are not met by existing facilities in rural service centres;' (viii) It should be noted that other District 
Councils have included commentary and specific policies relating to the promotion of farm diversification within their 
LDF's and Local Plans. 
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257  There is a need to plan and put in the infrastructure before houses and roads are developed. already residents at 
Blakes Mead are experiencing getting their children into the local primary schools. it is not appropriatefor young 
children to have to travel and it negates the WSCC mission to get more children walking to school. also the lack of play 
facilities when there are now a large no of children on the site is not conducive to creating a community setting. 

599  Arun and Rother Connections: Linking Landscape and Community (ARC) project – is a partnership made up of the 
RSPB, Environment Agency, Sussex Wildlife Trust, South Downs National Park Authority, Natural England, West Sussex 
County Council and the Arun and Rother Rivers Trust. Development funding of £114,900 has been awarded by the 
Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF). Plans are now being developed for a full programme of work worth over £2m for three 
years from 2013. The ARC project covers a large area spanning three districts – Chichester DC, Horsham DC and Arun 
DC. The project's overarching aims are to: Promote a rich and thriving river system where wildlife flourishes and 
where people value and enjoy the landscape, natural and cultural heritage. Work with landowners to protect, restore 
and reconnect wildlife habitats. Improve water quality and eliminate non-native invasive species. Better connect the 
community to the catchment, through access improvements, engagement opportunities and interpretation of the 
natural and cultural heritage of the project area. The ARC project will help to address many of the worst effects of 
climate change (whilst also delivering benefits for biodiversity) through a number of activities such as; Work with 
landowners to protect, restore, enlarge and reconnect wetland BAP priority habitats to deliver a more robust and 
sustainable ecosystem Buffer watercourses to slow, filter and trap pollutants and protect farmland and riverbanks 
from erosion Work with landowners and the public to locate and eradicate invasive non-native plant species that 
threaten native wildlife, cause riverbank erosion and increase flood risk across the catchment Protect and improve 
clean water resources and deliver flood storage to protect farmland and communities through the restoration of 
wetland habitats Improve fish passage and river restoration Restore wetland habitats (fen, reedbed, species rich 
floodplain meadow), river, chalk streams, wet woodland and heaths The ARC project is undertaking much important 
habitat and species survey work in the first of the four years of the project, for example it has produced the Arun and 
Rother Habitat Potential Model - a digital tool for the monitoring and direction of habitat restoration of habitats and 
species within this area. It incorporates nine wetland habitats which occur naturally in the ARC project area (aside 
from the riparian one), which reflect local natural character and processes. They are: Coastal and floodplain grazing 
marsh Lowland fen – Base rich fen and base poor fen Lowland meadow Purple moor grass and rush pasture Reedbeds 
Saltmarsh Species poor tussocky pasture Wet woodland There are also a number of other species and habitat surveys 
currently being undertaken, the results of which will be available in early 2013. The partnership is keen to ensure that 
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developers are made aware of the ARC project to showcase examples of good practice for sustainable development, 
explore linkages and partnership working and to maximise S106 possibilities that could contribute to the shared 
objectives of the Arun District Local Plan and the ARC project. The website for the project will be live by the beginning 
of December - www.arc-project.org.uk . In the meantime for further information about the project, please contact the 
ARC project officer: 

1019  Other Comments The policy numbering in the draft Plan is quite confusing with CS and DM policies mixed up together. 
Many of the DM policies include long lists of criteria, many of which are not strictly necessary because these issues are 
covered in other Plan policies. The DM policies would benefit less unnecessary repetition and greater consistency. 

15  Sustainability Appraisal of Draft Local Plan (2013 – 2028) We have made some specific comments in relation to the 
Sustainability Appraisal of the Draft Local Plan above. However, as a general note we would like to question some of 
the methodology and presentation of the Sustainability Appraisal. Whilst I am aware that previous consultation 
versions have been produced which may have looked at alternatives the current SA report does not make an 
assessment of alternative policy options or even looked at the 'do-nothing'  scenario. This is a key requirement of the 
Sustainability Appraisal process and in particular the SEA Directive. In addition it does not appear that in assessing the 
policies of the draft Plan all of the SA objectives have been considered. Whilst I am aware that in some instances a 
certain policy will have no effect on an objective there are some instances where this is not the case, e.g. Policy SP8 
and Water Quality. The presentation of the SA report should be improved to make it clear when an objective is 
discounted because the policy has no impact on that objective. For all other SA objectives there should be some 
reference to how the policy performs. The overall presentation of the SA report could be improved for the user, e.g. 
including page numbers in the Appendices. 
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1706  SAV are focussed on the potential impact of the Arun Draft Local Plan on Angmering village. Whilst SAV acknowledges 
that Angmering will need to absorb some new housing over the next 14 years, it can see no justification or need for a 
further 590 new homes and an employment site at Water Lane as proposed in the Arun Draft Local Plan. While we 
appreciate that the Arun Draft Plan must be drawn up within the constraints of the NPPF, we are concerned that the 
Plan is unduly influenced by the South East Plan which the Government is in the process of withdrawing. Even so, 
adherence to the NPPF should not require that the inhabitants of AngmerÃ¬ng are arbitrarily disadvantaged nor that 
their opinions are completely disregarded, which we believe has happened. The Arun Draft Local Plan identifies 
Angmering as a site for further strategic housing expansion and proposes that the village absorb a further minimum of 
590 houses. This ignores the history of a village that has already expanded far beyond its natural boundaries and is 
now nearly twice the sIze of Arundel, and (as acknowledged in the Plan) already has problems with congested roads. 
The 2009 Arun District Ward Profile predicts zero growth for Angmering, so it appears that the village is being 
expanded almost entirely to absorb inward migration from outside the district. This is wholly unreasonable and 
discriminatory '” and against the wishes of the inhabitants. The Plan too, acknowledges that 'Angmering has 
experienced considerable new residential development in recent years' . The extent of this growth is confirmed by 
the recent findings of the Rural Community Profile for Angmering compiled by Action with Communities in Rural 
England (ACRE), which states: . Angmering has had a 35% population growth since 2001 , whilst West Sussex and 
England have grown by about 5% . population migration shows Angmering is almost static in inward v outward 
migration . population density for Angmering is 4.3 per hectare '” above the average for West Sussex and England of 
4.0 per hectare In April 2012 SAV distributed voting forms to every household in the Village to canvas parishioners' 
views. Of the 5,882 registered voters targeted, 38.4% (2,261) returned the forms. Of these 99% voted against further 
large-scale housing developments in Angmering. Similarly in July 2012 75% of respondents to the Neighbourhood Plan 
survey carried out by Angmenng Parish Council 'strongly'  objected to any large developments (over 150 houses) in 
the village. The Plan contradicts the government's intention as expressed by the Prime Minister, who stated in January 
201 2: 'Our vision is one where we give communities much more say, much more control. The fear people have in 
villages is the great big housing estate being plonked down from above. Our reforms will make It easier for 
communities to say 'we are not going to have big plonking housing estate landing next to the village, but we would 
like 10, 20, 30 extra houses and we would like them built in this way, to be built for local people'.'  Angmering 
villagers have told SAV that they wish to see incremental, appropriate, natural and sustainable growth in their village. 
The expectation is that this view will also be reflected in the Angmering Neighbourhood Plan. 
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39 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

We have sufficinet Doctors, Nurseries, Dentists, Shools, Firemen etc to service these people, and our roads are 
capable of taking all the extra cars which will come with these people, and there will be the work for them, when 
people already in jobs are being sacked or put on a freeze of pay, then this seems viable, but if not, I cannot see any 
benefit for local people at all. The only benefit would be that the large numbers of dwellings would increase the 
money collected by the council. So I object to all suggestions in the Arun plan. So i repeat, until this town can say in 
honesty "We have enough infrastructure, jobs etc", we want no more development until these are met. 

41 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

General Comment Mark up the maps + diagrams to explain th the 'layman' what different colours mean. Green 
corridors mean very little - what is safer = what isn't is not made clear. 

115 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Unable to see the document - too many people! [Road Show - CB] Cannot understand the need for a light industrial 
estate in the area identified - VHB site on roundstone lane could be used - don't use this for housing! New housing at 
manor nurseries etc Understand sewage will be pumped north, then west to join sewer going south through village. 
We have had sewage floods at the village hall and medical centre over recent years. If the sewers can't cope now, 
they will not cope with hundreds more houses. 

112 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

General Comments 1. Have an executive summar at front of plan 2. Cross reference visions and objectives to plan - eg 
" A revitalised seafront with enhanced....etc" Where is this in plan? [CB - the lady would like numbers, refereences to 
other parts of the plan] 3. Cross reference jobs to plan 4. Help to make plan more "user friendly" so that added benefit 
will be achieved for viewing plan "on line" 

127 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Positive Support The Draft LP seems a well thought out, researched and written document to me. In particular those 
housing developments areas seem logical and rational ,plus we do need new areas of development to create jobs for 
the community. Overall there appears to be some small resistance to any change in this community.... many people 
can't see that just standing still any doing nothing is not an option. House process are still too high for many folk and 
one way to bring this to a more balanced perspective is to allow more building.  I noticed a sign on a house on the 
'new' Bramley Green development, saying no new houses! How hypocritical can people be.... they want to live in a 
new house, but they don't want any new houses built close to them...nimbies.   After not having a recognised plan in 
place for many years this new plan is desperately needed and I support it.  I support it and I trust the council will pass 
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it. 

116 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

1. [PROTECTING NATURAL LANDSCAPE] We live in villages with clearly defined green corridors which we have 
defended over the last 26 years, to my knowledge. Ricky Bower in his video said that he was committed to protecting 
those. This plan does not come anywhere near doing that. 2. [FLOODING] I have recent photos of flooding in Church 
Lane, Eastergate. No one has any memory of this happening before. If this is a harbringer of things to come, any 
further building on the land between Fontwell and Bognor would be criminal and, I hope, open to litigation sgould it 
go ahead and flooding results. 3. [SEWERAGE] Nothing about the state of the sewerage management locally leads me 
to believe that it would cope with any further house building. 4. [WESTERGATE CROSSING] I have little faith in 
planning already put into place by Arun. You only have to look at the mess and desecration of Bognor over the years, 
the loss of architecturally intersting properties and identity. This appears to be the 'plan' for those of us who actually 
still live soewhere with an identity. Why wasn't the crossing at Westergate taken into consdideration when more 
houses were built at Bognor and the Sainsbury's? You should have looked ahead Arun. This is Bognor traffic let Bognor 
pay for it! This is planning? This knee jerk, reactive planning with no consideration for people that have chosen to live 
here because of the sort of area it is. Cllr. Ricky Bowers may like to rethink his cry for more jobs and look what brings 
the money into this area. It is retirement, holidays, and the nearness of a major national park. If you continue to 
desecratee what is our most valuable asset, the beauty, serenity, and unoqueness of our village, you will lose 
everyting. 5. [EMPLOYMENT] Cllr. Bower needs to be more imaginative in finding job oportunities within West Sussex. 
Building houses is not one of them. 

1072 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I have set out our detailed comments in the annex to this letter, but have summarised the points as follows: 1. Whilst 
we recognise the need for economic development in any District, this draft plan appears to be development-led to the 
possible detriment of the natural environment. In our view is does not appear to reflect the balance needed to 
achieve the objectives of sustainable development as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 2. The 
environment and nature conservation policies are not, in our view, clear to the reader, and do not clearly reflect 
current legislation and guidance. Greater clarity would be helpful, and we would be happy to work with the District to 
achieve this. 3. We welcome the desire to seek to maintain and expand important habitats, and greater links to 
climate change adaptation measures and green infrastructure provision could be made to deliver multiple objectives. 
Again we would be happy to discuss this further, especially in the context of the Arun Valley. 4. Lastly, as the Council 
will be aware, the RSPB has significant interests in both the Arun Valley (albeit just outside the District), and now at 
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Pagham Harbour. In our view these sections are not especially clear and we would wish to discuss these in greater 
detail with the District. 

1092 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

General The structure of this note is based on the chapters within the draft Local Plan. However, the following point 
relates to several chapters: The successful implementation of Travel Plans will be essential to meet the strategic 
objective to 'reduce the need to travel and promote sustainable forms of transport', as they are aimed at improving 
the sustainable mode share. It is encouraging to see the inclusion of Travel Plans in the strategic policy for transport 
and development. However, there has been an inconsistent approach throughout chapters 9-13. For example, it has 
been highlighted that Travel Plans will accompany proposals for tourism related development, but there is no mention 
of Travel Plans in the employment & enterprise chapter. As employment trips will have a bigger impact on the 
transport network due to their frequency, the successful delivery of Travel Plans will be integral to improving 
sustainable mode share given the scale of growth proposed in the draft Plan. Further consideration should therefore 
be given to the approach to the inclusion of Travel Plans in the policies and indicators within these chapters. 

1211 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

General Ferring Parish council supports the objectives of the draft plan. In particular we agree with the need to 
address the unsustainable and harmful trends of the last few years when employment opportunities have failed to 
keep pace with the population growth, with the result that outward commuting has increased bringing with it 
unacceptable road congestion. Securing new employment opportunities must take precedence, thus the rejection of 
the South East Plan target of 565 dwellings a year and the adoption of the publically preferred figure of 400 is 
welcomed as it seeks to reverse the unsustainable trends rather than further embedding them. The draft needs to put 
the argument for the reduction in housing numbers far more strongly and spell out the positive consequences for the 
district of doing so. It is of great concern that the figures used for the supply of sites appears to be incorrect, 
understated by around 2500, an error which calls into question the policies around housing supply. The lack of clarity 
engendered by having two target figures also needs to be addressed. The draft should be revised to provide a clearer 
explanation of why housing supply needs to be reduced, providing clear evidence and cogent arguments for this. It 
must make clear that this reduction in housing supply runs in parallel with the drive to increase employment 
opportunities. Inconsistent references to the role of NDP's in refining, complementing and implementing proposed 
ALP policies – some proposed policies (like DM25 – Ferring Green Infrastructure Corridor) are better contained within 
the NDP than the ALP Similarly, the Proposals Map contains detail that is expected to be reviewed and potentially 
revised by the NDP Overall the draft needs to be considerably shortened and the arguments for Arun's preferred 
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polices better supported by clear reasoning and accurate figures. 

1145 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

General Comments East Preston Parish Council (EPPC) supports the overall objective of Arun District Councils Draft 
Local Plan (2013 - 2028) ('the Plan'), namely job creation within Arun and a reduction in 'out-commuting'. EPPC 
accepts that housing development is contentious and that preventing further development is not possible. As we 
produce our Neighbourhood Plan we will work with Arun to identify suitable housing development sites. We are 
disappointed with the plan for a number of reasons: Relies too heavily on road transport Makes little reference to 
improving road and rail links, particularly for access to Heathrow and Gatwick airports Thinking that one rail freight 
facility at Barnham will have any impact on road freight reduction Does not recognise the long term need to replace 
Roundstone Level Crossing with a bridge 
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1110 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The Duty To Co-Operate As you are fully aware the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), in accordance with 
the Localism Act, states that public bodies have a duty to co-operate on planning issues that cross administrative 
boundaries particularly those that relate to strategic priorities (e.g. housing and economic development and 
infrastructure). Joint working should enable local planning authorities to work together to meet development 
requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own areas – for instance, because of a lack of physical capacity. 
Local planning authorities will be expected to demonstrate evidence of having successfully co-operated to plan for 
issues with cross boundary impacts when their Local Plans are submitted for examination. Since the district of Arun 
borders Worthing and the authorities are part of the Coast to Capital LEP (along with Adur), it is important that joint 
discussions take place on those planning issues which cross administrative boundaries, particularly relating to housing 
and employment. Whilst a Memorandum of Understanding is in place for the Gatwick Diamond partnership which 
sets out how the local authorities within this will work together to address wider planning issues, as yet there is no 
equivalent for the Coastal West Sussex partnership (nor between the sub regions). Despite this, and as acknowledged 
in your Plan, positive steps have been made in this regard which is vital given the need for continued and enhanced 
joint discussions / working between our authorities as our respective plans move forward. The need to work in 
collaboration and partnership across administrative boundaries to address strategic issues is referred to in your draft 
plan (e.g. within the 'overview' and in sections such as those relating to travellers). However, it is suggested that, 
where possible, this should be strengthened in future iterations. For example, the final sentence of paragraph 2.9 
suggests that the formation of the Strategic Planning Board 'fulfills the duty'. As you will be aware, the key concern of 
the 'Duty' is ensuring that mechanisms are in place to make difficult strategic decisions. Although the formation of this 
group is clearly a positive step, reference to its creation without evidence of demonstrable or likely outcomes will only 
go part way in meeting the requirements of the Duty. Further work, including the outcomes of the SHMA outdate and 
additional sub-regional housing assessment (to be commissioned shortly) will need to be used to help provide 
sufficient evidence to date of co-operation under the new Duty to Co-operate, particularly on the strategic issue of 
housing provision. The exact way in which you address this issue within your Plan will clearly be determined by you. 
However, in an effort to be constructive I have appended some 'Duty-to-Co-operate' text included within the draft 
Adur Local Plan that will soon be published for consultation. You may find this useful. As you will read, this provides an 
overview and addresses all key areas that the 'Duty' will need to address. Although, this commentary adds to the 
length of the Plan it is felt that it should be highlighted as clearly as possible as the 'Duty' is likely to be such an 
important test at the subsequent Examination . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A P P R N D I X  A Adur & Worthing – Comments 
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on Arun Local Plan – September 2012   Duty to Co-operate – Wording for inclusion in Adur LP A Duty to Co-operate 
has been introduced through the 2012 Localism Act which places a requirement on local planning authorities as well 
as a number of other public bodies to work together on cross-boundary strategic issues. Local planning authorities 
and other public bodies are required to engage constructively, actively and on an on-going basis to develop strategic 
policies. The National Planning Policy Framework (2012) introduces a new 'soundness' requirement to be met through 
the compliance with the Duty to Co-operate. Plans are to be positively prepared based on a strategy which seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from 
neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development. Joint 
working should be diligently undertaken for the mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities and enable local planning 
authorities to work together to meet development requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own areas. 
As part of this process they should consider producing joint planning policies on strategic matters and informal 
strategies such as joint infrastructure and investment plans. Local planning authorities will be expected to 
demonstrate evidence of having effectively co-operated to plan for issues with cross boundary-impacts when their 
Local Plans are submitted for examination. Co-operation should be a continuous process of engagement. Traditionally, 
as part of its plan making process, Adur District Council has always consulted and engaged with relevant local planning 
authorities and other public bodies on emerging policies at key stages. The Duty to Co-operate now formalises this 
process and places an emphasis on continuity.   General cross boundary strategic issues In producing the Adur Local 
Plan, a continuous dialogue has taken place with neighbouring and other authorities in West Sussex as well as with 
Brighton and Hove City Council, Lewes District (with regard to housing provision), the South Downs National Park 
Authority, West Sussex County Council on cross boundary issues. Consultation has also taken place with other public 
bodies. Views have also been submitted by this Council on Local Plans and Core Strategies when invited by other local 
authorities. A Duty to Co-operate Officers Working Group was set up in the middle of 2012 consisting lead planning 
officers from the authorities in the Coastal sub region including Adur, Worthing, Arun, Chichester, Brighton and Hove 
and Lewes together with West Sussex County Council and the South Downs National Park Authority. The role of this 
group is to identify the strategic planning issues of relevance to the authorities and to address these on a joint basis 
where necessary. The emphasis of this group is to focus on outcomes rather than process – to find solutions on a joint 
basis to issues which face the sub region. The Group is currently focussing on housing provision to meet needs and 
demands across the area and addressing shortfalls. However, this is set within the overall context of meeting a variety 
of sustainable development objectives across the area. Such objectives will vary between each local authority but 
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include addressing low education and skill levels, low wages/income, low value jobs, deprived communities and a lack 
of good quality employment sites/premises. Housing provision is an important element of the shared aim of achieving 
regeneration across the Coastal sub region. So too is the provision of infrastructure and the need to tackle existing 
inadequacies. All this needs to be set within the environmental capacity of the area which is constrained because of 
the National Park designation, river and coastal flood risk and biodiversity sites. This group reports to the Strategic 
Planning Board of Members for Coastal West Sussex and to the Joint Planning Board of Members for West Sussex as a 
whole, thus ensuring a wider strategic approach. In addition to the above, there are specific cross boundary strategic 
issues which have and are being addressed through a range of measures detailed below:   Housing The Duty to Co-
operate Officers Working Group has commissioned consultants to produce an evidence-based study on housing needs 
and provision. This study is to pull together evidence from each of the authorities to assess potential housing 
provision across the sub region, taking into account housing needs/demand, capacity and constraints and to put 
forward a number of options for addressing any shortfall. This evidence-backed study will feed into a joint Local 
Authority Statement to be jointly agreed and used as evidence for the draft Core Strategies/Local Plans. This work is 
to cover the Brighton, Lewes and Coastal West Sussex area up to 2031. Housing provision at Shoreham Harbour 
(through the broad allocation in the Adur Local Plan and via the joint Area Action Plan) is being addressed through 
joint work with Brighton and Hove and West Sussex County Council (see below). A Coastal Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment has been undertaken by consultants to assess housing needs across the coastal authorities in West 
Sussex.   Gypsy and Travelling Showpeople needs and accommodation A study is being undertaken to assess the 
accommodation needs of gypsies and travelling show people up to 2022 across the coastal authorities as well as for 
the South Downs National Park. This will inform the policy in the Adur Local Plan and subsequent joint authority DPD 
on site provision.   Regeneration Regeneration is a key objective for all of the coastal authorities in West Sussex as 
well as Brighton and Hove. The new Duty to Co-operate Officers Working Group is taking account of this common 
objective as part of the context to the housing provision work underway as at September 2012. The strategic 
importance of regeneration for the coast is recognised and being delivered by the economic partnership of Coastal 
West Sussex. The partnership identifies Shoreham Harbour and Shoreham Airport as key regeneration sites to benefit 
the sub region and beyond. Shoreham Harbour (part of which is within the administrative boundary of Brighton and 
Hove ) could deliver between 1553 and 1897 new homes and between 3126 and 3112 new jobs up to 2031 and this is 
to be brought forward through an Area Action Plan being produced jointly with Brighton and Hove City Council and 
West Sussex County Council.   Transport Account has been taken of cross boundary transport issues through working 
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with West Sussex County Council as highway authority and consulting with the Highways Agency on the A27. Various 
studies and plans which have looked at strategic transport issues have been taken into account. These include the 
West Sussex Transport Plan (2011 – 26); the Worthing and Adur Strategic Transport Model and Report (2007); the 
Delivering a Sustainable Transport System (2010) for the coastal area between and including Chichester and Brighton 
and Hove and the Employment and Infrastructure Strategy completed in 2012 for the Coastal West Sussex 
Partnership.   Water and Waste Water Southern Water as well as the Environment Agency and West Sussex County 
Council has helped shape a number of policies in the draft Plan to secure greater water use efficiency, to address 
waste water capacity issues and to secure sustainable drainage. This has been within the context of the Water 
Resources Management Plan for Southern Water (2007). Waste water capacity is a shared issue with Brighton and 
Hove (the works are located at Shoreham Harbour and cover parts of Hove and Shoreham). This is also been 
addressed through the joint work on Shoreham Harbour.   Flood risk Coastal flood risk and climate change has to be 
addressed jointly with other local authorities. The draft Local Plan has been informed by the Shoreline Management 
Plan from Beachy Head to Selsey Bill (2006) spanning the coast from Eastbourne to Chichester. Account has also been 
taken of the Arun to Adur Flood Management Strategy (2010). Joint work was commissioned by the partners working 
on Shoreham Harbour on a strategic flood risk assessment for the area and detailed flood measures are currently 
being addressed though jointly commissioned development briefs.   Green infrastructure Discussions are taking place 
with Brighton and Hove, Worthing and the South Downs National Park regards the provision of appropriate green 
infrastructure to meet needs in this area. This will be further developed as part of the work of the Duty to Co-operate 
Officers Working Group.   Countryside Approximately half of Adur District is included within the South Downs National 
Park and this area will be covered by the Local Plan being produced by the Park Authority. On-going consultation with 
the Park Authority is formalised through regular dialogue and through the officer and Member groups which are in 
place to steer respective policies and plans.   Minerals and Waste Consultation with Brighton and Hove, West Sussex 
County Council and the South Downs National Park Authority as Mineral and Waste Authorities is ongoing to ensure 
that the emerging plans contain the right policies for the district including Shoreham Harbour. Adur Council has 
inputted into these plans.   Infrastructure provision though the Community Infrastructure Levy Work on viability work 
to inform a CIL charging schedule for Adur has begun. An CIL Officers Working Group has been set up consisting of 
planning officers across the West Sussex local authorities which will help to secure as far as possible a consistent 
approach. Use of the same CIL consultant appointed by Adur, Worthing and Brighton and Hove to undertake viability 
work will help in this process. 
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1113 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Summary In conclusion, whilst the draft Plan is welcomed, there is some concern that the Plan has not yet 
demonstrated sufficient evidence to date of co-operation, under the new duty to co-operate, particularly on the 
strategic issue of housing provision. It is widely accepted that this will now be a critically important test to be 
considered when Plans are examined so it is vital that all authorities within the sub-region are in a position to 
demonstrate a robust and coordinated approach. As such, Adur and Worthing Councils would welcome being part of a 
joint approach/strategy on housing provision with Arun and other relevant local authorities as the draft Plan 
progresses. Furthermore, it is unclear how crucial pieces of supporting evidence (particularly the SHMA and a sub-
regional housing assessment) can, or will, influence the contents of your strategy which is already well advanced. 
Finally, it is questioned whether the reliance on Neighbourhood Plans to provide some significant elements of housing 
and employment does not give sufficient clarity nor certainly as to delivery. We wish you well as you progress your 
Plan and would be happy to meet to discuss any particular issue as you advance towards Submission. 

1157 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

P R O P O S A L   M A P S (For supporting files see: \\Centaur\Depts\Planning\PLANNING MATTERS\PLANNING AND 
HOUSING POLICY\LOCAL PLAN PREPARATION\2012 09 - Sep work on reps and comments to Local Plan\Maps and 
diagrams related to reps received - 2012.09.12. Luken Beck Partnership ID 616810) 5. Objections: Proposals Map 3 
Bognor Regis and Surrounding Area (see Fig 4). The proposed Proposals Map does not review the built up area 
boundary at Pagham to promote future development. The existing Mill Farm estate is not, but should be, defined 
within the existing built up area boundary. The proposed Proposals Map allocates a Green Infrastructure Corridor on 
all land up to the existing built up area boundary, including this land north of Summer Lane, without adequate 
consideration of the contribution such sites can make to achieving such a proposal and without adequate 
consideration of future development needs and how such an allocation might prejudice appropriate and necessary 
future development outside the existing settlement boundary. The proposed Proposals Map is in conflict with the 
adopted Local Plan Proposals Map. The current Local Plan recognises the less constrained character of this land north 
of Summer Lane and accordingly allocates it as 'white land', and so excludes it from the restrictive policy designations 
such as strategic gap which applies for all other areas adjacent and outside the Pagham settlement boundary. The 
proposed Proposals Map is in conflict with the draft Local Plan Key Diagram, which continues to reflect the 'white land 
'allocation of this land at Summer Lane. The proposed Proposals Map indicates a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (Policy 
DM37) affecting the far western boundary of this site at Summer Lane. Whilst not objecting to this allocation in 
principle, it is possible that this is a drafting error (given the ecological survey information provided here) and that the 
allocation should follow the boundary established by the existing footpath. In either case, promoting development on 
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this site at Summer Lane could contribute to achieving such biodiversity objectives on other nearby land, much of 
which is also within the single landownership defined by SHLAA site 117. The proposed Proposals Map indicates an 
Aspirational Cycle Network (Policy DM21) path across this land at Summer Lane which should be linked to appropriate 
enabling development on this land. We suggest that the proposed Proposals Map is amended to exclude the land 
north of Summer Lane indicated in Fig 1 from the proposed Green Infrastructure Corridor allocation. We suggest that 
the land north of Summer Lane indicated in Fig 1is included within the proposed built up area boundary for Pagham.  I 
trust that these initial representations are self explanatory but please let me know if you have any queries or require 
any clarification and I would be pleased to help.   

1174 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Sustainable Development and Sustainability Appraisal See ID 39 of SA responses 

1172 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

CPRE Comments on the Draft Arun Local Plan Whilst we in CPRE welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft 
Arun Local Plan, which we regard as essential in providing a democratically-determined policy framework to guide 
future planning decisions in the District, we have however a number of concerns both as to the consultation process 
itself and the substance of what is proposed. The public consultation process The Government's recently-issued 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) now provides the national policy context in which public consultation on 
the draft Local Plan should be conducted. The NPPF contains numerous references to engaging with local 
communities, in particular the first of its twelve Core Planning Principles, which directs that planning should: 'Be 
genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with succinct local and neighbourhood 
plans setting out a positive vision for the future of the area.'  In our view, this approach requires a 'step change'  in 
the approach that Local Planning Authorities need to take in engaging with local communities when preparing local 
plans. However, despite the positive statements within the draft Arun Local Plan at para. 1.5 and the Overview at 
para. 2.1, the impression is that there has been little genuine engagement and consultation with the ordinary public at 
parish and community level in the preparation of the draft. This omission is seen by some to stem from a desire to set 
strategic development objectives before Neighbourhood Development Plans are finalised, which would thus render 
participatory neighbourhood planning redundant, with local communities left facing the consequences of strategic 
development decisions to which they might profoundly object. Arguably, this result does not accord with the 
principles promoted by the NPPF (cf. para. 155), nor with the concept of enhanced local decision-making (as part of 
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the 'Big Society') which was ostensibly part of the Government's justification for rolling out the NPPF. 

1133 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Ferring Conservation Group has the following comments on the Draft Local Plan: Overall 1. The document is very long 
and repetitive - in structure (for example Sections 17 to 23 could easily have been amalgamated) and in detail (for 
example para13.1.10 repeats para 13.1.9). 2. Much of the planning is based on population estimates. Presumably the 
2011 Census data will be used in the next draft (to the extent that it is available) 3. The drafting is full of typographical 
errors, outdated references, poor grammar and overblown rhetoric (the word 'vibrant' appears again and again). 

1030 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

General Comments The Plan as currently drafted is very unclear both on the proposed development strategy and 
scale of planned development. There is uncertainty on the overall level of housing to be provided (the draft Plan 
allows for the possibility of two different housing targets). Consequently the scale and location of proposed housing is 
also uncertain (particularly regarding the potential strategic allocations at Barnham/ Eastergate/Westergate and 
Angmering). In addition, the Plan includes several key proposals that are aspirational (in particular the strategic 
employment allocations and A29 improvements) where there appears to be a lack of evidence on viability, potential 
timing of delivery and the wider impacts within Arun District and across the sub-region. A further concern is that there 
appears to be no relationship between the proposed high level of employment provision and the potentially low level 
of housing provided for. This mismatch is likely to have significant implications for Chichester District in increased 
housing pressures, commuting and traffic generation. In addition, there are a number of issues where we consider 
that there is a need for a joint approach or joint working between Arun and Chichester Councils under the ' Duty to 
Co-operate '. These include: Housing numbers/ housing mix – Coastal West Sussex SHMA update now nearly 
complete. A joint Housing Provision Study covering Coastal West Sussex and Brighton & Hove is now planned. 
Strategic employment and retail developments Horticultural Development Areas (HDAs) – to develop a co-ordinated 
policy approach Green infrastructure Gypsies and travellers – Sub-regional GTAA review now underway. Pagham 
Harbour SPA/Ramsar – to develop co-ordinated policy guidelines on avoidance and mitigation as applied to new 
development. Water quality – Cross-boundary issues, e.g impact of upgrading Tangmere WwTW on the Aldingbourne 
Rife. Transport issues – particularly relating to proposed development impacts on the A27 and A259 and major 
developments likely to affect these routes. Landscape – e.g in relation to cross-boundary areas, views into/out of the 
SDNP etc 
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1050 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

We are writing with regard to the new NPPF which we understand is due to be incorporated into Local Plans. Our 
attention has been drawn to Clauses 28, 70 and 171 of the NPPF which makes specific mention of Places of Worship. It 
is indeed of note that these Places of Worship are central to local communities and as there is likely to be extensive 
development in Arun District, consideration needs to be given for the provision of them. We represent a community 
of Christians who currently have four churches located in Arun District. As we are a growing community we are 
looking for assurance that there will be adequate provision allowed in the Local Planning Framework for Places of 
Worship. We would therefore request that you confirm that the adoption of NPPF is being undertaken by Arun District 
Council, and that Community Facilities as specified in the above mentioned clauses are 

1400 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Conclusion We would like to place on record our concern about the size and quantity of documentation that has 
needed to be reviewed in such a short period of time. Three documents The Draft Local Plan, Sustainability 
Assessment and the SHLAA amount to somewhere in the region of 800 to 1,000 pages. The Draft Local Plan needs to 
be packaged more robustly as it fell apart very soon after receipt. We reserve the right to send further comments on 
the SHLAA in due course. 

1419 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

There is no explanation of what acronyms SP and DM stand for and what the differences between them are - ie 
Strategic and Non-Strategic policies. 
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1366 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

As Chairman of the Poling Parish Meeting I thank the Council for the opportunity to make the village of Poling's 
comments on these significant proposals for the future. These comments may or may not be of use, but they 
represent a challenge to the established thinking of the Officers, Councillors and Local Businessmen that have 
established the proposals this far. As you are aware Poling is a small village/hamlet nestling in the open land between 
the main town of Littlehampton and the new National Park. The village has few services, but has an established 
community and considerable history and remains largely unspoilt, and it is this character that the residents wish to 
maintain. They do not wish for change for change sake but wish for the village to maintain its sense of place. With less 
than 200 souls the community maintains the vibrancy of the village. There is now a spectre of change overshadowing 
this vibrancy and hence sustainability of the village. No new homes have been built for over thirty years, some have 
been converted or extended to provide new and extra accommodation but not any new build. In summary, whilst we 
understand the need for change, the proposals in this consultation are premature with a lack of feedback from the 
LTRA strategy, as they do not yet have the established facts; are driven by needs that we feel have been 
overestimated and are to be financed by the financial contributions from development that is not wanted or required 
if better management of existing property and land were pursued. In short, we thank you for the chance to comment, 
but do not support the proposals of the Council with respect to the north Littlehampton strategic site. We feel that 
the community that is the village of Poling, will be put at significant threat to its long term sustainability if the strategic 
area at the size shown, together with the Lyminster Bypass, are built. This we feel contravenes Objective 3.17 of the 
document - "The District's smaller settlements and rural areas will retain their character with limited new 
development to meet their needs". 
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1365 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

My council has considered the above draft plan in great detail. Full engagement has taken place with public 
consultation culminating in "standing room only" council meeting with well over 220 parishioners in attendance. 
Following that meeting the council considered and resolved to agree the contents of a report by consultants, Navigus, 
which will form the evidence of the Aldingbourne, Barnham, Eastergat and Walberon cluster. The council wishes to 
submit the following on its behalf and on behalf of the parishioners of this parish who wholeheartedly supported the 
council's views. The council considers the plan not to be based upon sound evidence and, in fact, it feels that the 
evidence case is being produced in a piecemeal fashion during and after the plan is consulted upon rather than at the 
beginning of the process, which is clearly how the process was intended to be undertaken. The council considers that 
the plan does not even remotely "add up" in financial terms. The council welcomes a sound economically led plan, 
based on sound evidence. The plan will encourage more "out-commuting", damage the gaps between the villages and 
proposes a new A29 which does not connect in any logical way. In addition, it does not provide any money for new 
facilities and ignores the flooding and drainage risks. The council may consider that all of Arun is on a flood plain but 
the area proposed for over 2000 houses is clearly a major player in keeping flooding at bay in many of the highest risk 
areas such as Felpham, Elmer, Bersted and Shripney. There are other lower risk areas available for housing and the 
housing does not need to be concentrated in one area. The council, with the full support of its parishioners, rejects all 
of the options in relation to location of the road. The council strongly suggests that the District Council adds a regional 
strategic context to the plan with appropriate consultation with neighbouring districts. 

1418 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

This response was agreed at a formal Parish Council meeting on 25th August 2012, attended by more than 80 
members of the public, who gave their overwhelming support to the Parish Council's position as expressed here. The 
Parish Council has considered the contents of the various Arun documents & representations made by Council officers 
at the 'Arun DC information days'  in the Villages, Together with other neighbouring Parish Councils, Barnhani PC has 
employed a planning consultant to provide further analysis of the District Council's Draft Local Plan (specifically on the 
matter of the A29 and the Housing Options I & 2), and to formulate a detailed response on behalf of the Parish 
Council. This report is attached & forms the main body of this Council's response to the consultation. In summary, 
Barnham Parish Council wishes to make the following points: • The Parish Council is strongly supportive of the 
creation of a District Local Plan. It is generally in favor of Local Plan which is focused on economic growth for job 
creation, and finds much to be commended in the draft. However, our Council has major reservations about & 
objections to specific parts of the content of this draft '” the proposals for a re-route of the A29 and for substantial 
'strategic'  housing in the 'Six Villages' . • The Draft Local Plan ignores and prejudices the views and evidence from 
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emerging Neighbourhood Plans from local Parishes, entirely contrary to the intentions of the Localism Act, and in 
marked contrast to processes being implemented in other local District Councils which have adopted a 'bottom-up'  
strategy for informing their Local Plans. • The Parish Council has already made its criticisms known on the timing of 
the consultation period in the Six Villages '” August being notoriously a good time to 'bury bad news' , as many people 
are away on holiday. In addition, the Parish Council has found that the Arun DC-preferred medium for public comment 
on its proposals '” the Portal accessed through the ADC website - is so difficult and complicated to use that it is a 
major and significant barrier to free and democratic access and comment by members of the public on the draft Local 
Plan. Again, it is manifestly not fit for purpose. The Parish Councils overall impression of Arun's draft Local Plan, 
particularly in relation to Housing Option 2 and suggested re-routes for the A29, is that these policies are being put 
forward not the benefit of the villages, but entirely for unsubstantiated over-optimistic economic objectives aimed at 
other parts of the District, notably Bognor Regis. Were these proposals to be adopted, they would be hugely 
detrimental to the villages, & ultimately utterly destroy each settlement's unique character and the quality of life of its 
inhabitants. Village residents feel that Arun DC has put them in a position of fighting for the very survival of their 
pleasant thriving communities. This is certainly not consistent with the aims of 'localism' . To illustrate this more 
emphatically, Attachment 1 below is the thu Ministerial Foreword to the National Planning Policy Framework which 
came into force on Tuesday 27 March 2012, on which we have highlighted phrases of particular relevance to our view 
of the Draft Local Plan. We urge the elected members of Arun DC to cherish the spirit of 'localism'  by supporting 
Housing Option 1 and asking Arun officers District Council officers to develop viable fresh ideas for re-routing the A29. 

1368 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

An outline of the ADC LP proposals The main proposal for housing and road network changes in so far as it affected 
Aldingbourne Parish was as follows. • A bypass to the A29 to the east of Westergate, identified as Option D in the 
Parsons BrinckerhoffA29 Woodgate Study published 30 May 2012, which proposed to connect the existing A29 from a 
point north of Lidsey to the B2233 between Eastergate and Barnham. • The development of 2000+ houses on land 
bordered by Westergate, Woodgate, Eastergate and Barnham to include land to the south of the east '” west railway 
line lying to the north of the Lidsey Water Treatment Works and the whole area to be bisected by the proposed A29 
bypass. The closure of the Woodgate Rail Crossing on the existing A29 connecting Woodgate with Westergate. 

1371 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Funding The funding gap The Deliverability of the LP will largely be dependant on contributions from developers, and 
as stated in LP Policy SP24, 'landowners 'may'  be required to make contributions' . Notwithstanding whether 
housing Option 1 or 2 are used, the shortfall from Community Infrastructure Levies runs to tens of millions and the LA 
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does not take account of how that gap could be closed. 

1379 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Conclusions to submission An Alternate Strategy General • It would be appropriate to complete a wider infrastructure 
plan before presenting a Local Plan which does integrate with other districts or county plans for roads, social needs or 
water provisions. • No development will be allowed without a clear and concurrent commitment to social, transport 
and service infrastructure. 

1401 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Whilst the Yapton Group supports the majority of the Policies in the draft plan, right from the overview, the Group 
have concerns regarding the 'two tier' aspects of the draft plan with regard to the National Park Authority. The 'two 
tier' structure created here suggests that the draft plan area including Yapton, could be disadvantaged by 
developments! changes in the national park area. This cannot be correct [Yapton supports the following policies, 
additional notes are put under those sections: SP1, SP2, SP3/SP4, DM1, DM3, SP5, DM5, SP6, DM7, DM8, DM9, DM10, 
SP13, SP14, SP16, SP18, SP21, DM27, SP22, SP23, SP24, DM41, DM44, SP26] 

1290 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The Angmering Society was created in 1973 to assist with the preservation of the Village and Parish, its Conservation 
Area and quality of life.The Society feels that if this plan is approved it will be inappropriate and detrimental to the 
needs of the village and cannot be supported. This is also my person view and I fully support the response of the 
Society and that of the SAV Angmering group. Peter French Chairman The Angmering Society 

1309 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

THE ANGMERING PARK ESTATE, ARUNDEL Representations to the Draft Arun District Local Plan 2013 – 2038 
INTRODUCTION Corylus Ecology has been appointed by The Angmering Park Estate to review the Arun Green 
Infrastructure Plan, the draft Arun Local Plan and associated documents. Our comments are based on our professional 
experience as ecologists. Helen Lucking Director 
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1296 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Arun Local Plan: Comments General Foadag supports the objectives of the draft Plan. We express them as reversing 
the unsustainable trends of the recent past, when population rose faster than employment, so net outward 
commuting grew, and roads became congested. The Plan aims to secure a greater increase in employment than in the 
labour force, by promoting employment while reducing the rate of building. Arun has therefore rejected the South 
East Plan's target of 565 dwellings a year, which represents an increase of some 15% on the level of building in the last 
20 years and would strengthen the unsustainable trends of that period. It is a target that represents the previous 
administration's effort to increase housebuilding by imposing high targets; the South East Plan's original target for 
Arun was 465 dwellings ayear. We believe that the draft needs to put the case for these objectives more strongly and 
more clearly. It expresses the Council's objectives, but does not show that they are consistent with government 
policies. The draft reads as if it was written when 565 dwellings a year was the target, and has not been fully revised 
since the target of 400 a year was adopted. Many passages assume that the development of strategic locations at 
Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate and Angmering is a basic policy of the Plan, and many passages assume that 
development will be occurring in the countryside.. The draft therefore requires substantial revision. If the Council is 
planning to reduce rather than to boost the supply of housing, the need to provide a strong evidence base for its 
policies is all the greater. It should present the Council's strategy as an attempt to reverse the unsustainable policies 
of the past, and state that the South East Plan target of 565 a year would reinforce these policies. It should explain 
that the need for housing in the district is largely determined by the rate of immigration, because the high average 
age of the population means that deaths greatly exceed births; and that the most recent estimated rate of net 
immigration, for 2004-08, produces a need for 425 dwellings a year (Projection X in the Locally Generated Needs 
study). It should also point out that the National Planning Policy Framework says that Local Plans should empower 
local people to shape their surroundings, and the consultation on strategy in 2009-10 showed a strong preference for 
reduced housebuilding in the district. The majority preferred a number around 400 a year. The supply of housing sites 
should include an allowance for windfalls. This category of sites has recently been providing 75% of dwellings in Arun. 
The NPPF states that an allowance for windfalls can be included in the five year supply, but does not say whether they 
can or cannot be included in the estimates of supply for years five to fifteen. There is no obvious reason why windfalls 
should be included only in estimates for the first five years, and an allowance could therefore be made for the whole 
period of the Plan. DCLG could be consulted on this issue because the NPPF,s guidance is not clear.. The small number 
of sites identified in the SHLAA – providing only 662 homes – makes an allowance for windfalls all the more desirable, 
because it suggests that the survey has missed many potential sites. As it stands, the present draft is liable to be 



Page | 26  
 

rejected by any Planning Inspector as unsound before submitting it to examination – as has recently occurred in Adur 
and Worthing. If it came before an EIP, it would probably be declared unsound, because it does not comply with the 
requirements of the NPPF: it states that plans should be succinct, but the draft covers 362 pages, four times the length 
of the 2003 Plan; the NPPF says plans should boost the supply of housing, but the draft adopts a reduction in the rate 
of building without explaining why this policy is consistent with the other requirements of the NPPF; the NPPF says 
that plans should meet the full need for housing in the area, but the draft does not explain how the target of 400 
dwellings a year would do so; and the NPPF states that 'Only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision 
maker should react to a development proposal should be included in the plan' , and it is not obvious that this 
guidance is followed in the draft. It will be difficult to keep to the present timetable, which assumes that the LDF Sub-
Committee can discuss a revised draft on November 29 th . But it is more important to produce a Plan that will pass an 
EIP than to adhere to a rigid timetable. If the Plan is rejected by an inspector, the timetable will be set back at least a 
year. 

1380 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Broadly the Local Plan, appears to be well thought out and covers what would be expected of it. The linkages to 
Neighbourhood Development Plans (NDP) are very important and a clear line of demarcation still needs to be defined. 
For instance, and purely as an illustrative example, if the Town's NDP was to support uPVC windows in conservation 
areas, but this was not Local Plan policy where would this lie? It is our understanding that NDP's will be in conformity 
with strategic policies, but can provide alternatives to, or opt out of the development management policies. With this 
understanding, it is probably impertinent for the Town Council to prejudge the public's view which will form the NDP 
and therefore the comments below largely, but not exclusively, link to strategic policies. 
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1229 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

We are writing to express our serious concerns relating to the ADC Structure Plan and the potential devastating effect 
it has on the ongoing viability and future development of our business – Fleurie Nursery and Fleurie Holdings Ltd. Our 
business started in Barnham in 1986 on a small county council smallholding and has now developed into a well 
respected local business with a turnover in excess of £3m wholesale, permanently employing over 25 people on 4 
sites. We are also members of and supply over 25% of the plants sold by the Farplants Group, a growers co-operative 
based in Walberton, with a combined turnover of £18m supplying Ornamental Garden Plants to all the major Garden 
Centers and Garden Plant retailers across the whole of the UK. The Farplants Group selling to the Garden Centre 
market has continued to grow from £10m in 2007 to £18m in 2012 and despite recent economic difficulties, ours is an 
economic sector in growth not decline. The Farplants Group employs over 300 people and has just invested heavily in 
a new finishing facility, a development partly funded by us and fully supported by Arun District Council and SEEDA . 
Our production capacity, ability to expand and invest in our sites for the long term is vital to the continued viability of 
our business and that of the Farplants Group. The draft local plan proposals directly effects 3 of our sites. These 3 sites 
currently account for 83% of our production capacity with the remainder on a rented site. Eastergate Nursery 4.2Ha 
site* - PO20 3XD, Designated for housing in Policy SP8 Springfield Nursery 4Ha site* – PO22 0ED, Designated for 
housing in Policy SP8 and the indicative route of the A29 realignment in Policy SP20 Yapton Road 1.5Ha* site – PO22 
0AY, Designated for housing in Policy SP8 *Total site area including productive and non productive area eg internal 
roads, storage, offices, landscaping etc These three sites produce a range of container grown ornamental plants for 
the Garden Centre market. We have a total of 96,000m2 (productive area) of growing facilities including outside plant 
standing area's, polythene tunnels and glasshouses. We have an ongoing investment programme in developing these 
sites, so that they can operate as cost effectively as possible and so that we can minimise our impact on the local 
community and the environment. Our business is a low energy user requiring very little heating and no supplemental 
lighting, allowing us to co-exist with residential neighbours. Over the past five years we have invested heavily on new 
and improved production facilities, water attenuation, new capillary beds (to reduce our water usage by 50%) and 
increased water storage capacity to allow us to invest in rain water harvesting, to reduce our use of mains water. We 
want the business to continue to expand in a sustainable way to provide employment in the local community and to 
contribute to the local economy as we have done for the past 26 years. Draft policy SP20 gives an indicative route for 
the A29 realignment that bisects our largest single site at Springfield Nursery, which provides 42% of our total 
production capacity. While we recognise that the highway schemes are medium to long term aims and may not be 
delivered for some time, the effect on our business has been immediate. Draft policy SP20 reserves these routes for 
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the future, preventing future development of our site and removing our ability to develop this site for the future of 
our business, in effect blighting our existing site. The blight started on the day your local plan proposals were made 
public. Draft policy SP8 designates a large area between Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate for strategic housing 
along the route of the realigned A29. The draft designation for housing places development pressure both on our 
existing sites and adjacent land for uses of much higher value, effectively removing our ability to expand these sites. 
This casts serious doubt and creates great uncertainty in the minds of our bank, staff members, and customers as to 
the medium and long term viability and continuity of our business. Indeed it is already affecting our short term 
investment plans. Your plan removes all of our options for sustainable development and the proposed road reduces 
our production capacity by 42%. This will have a devastating impact on our business as well as that of the Farplants 
cooperative and will result in the loss of jobs. The plan leaves us with no options for future expansion and 
development of new facilities on the current sites. To accommodate building your relief road through our nursery we 
would need at least 25Ha of land. This would enable us to relocate and comply with current regulations regarding 
water attenuation and landscaping for horticultural structures and give us enough land for internal storage, roads, 
staff parking, offices etc whilst also providing 5Ha of land for future business development and expansion. The 
suggested change of use for our sites will lead to the closure of our business and without assurances about the 
protection of our existing sites and provision for expansion or land for no-cost relocation, the future of our business is 
bleak. 

1338 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

  1. Introduction and Summary 1.1 The Arun Draft Local Plan provides the strategic planning policy framework for 
development in that part of Arun District outside the South Downs National Park up to 2030. Planning policies for the 
area of Arun District within the SDNP will be developed and set out in the South Downs National Park Local Plan. 1.2 
Arun District Council has been working for several years on developing a core strategy to replace its current adopted 
local plan (the Arun District Local Plan, 2003). The publication of this consultation draft local plan is the culmination of 
this work. The consultation period ended on 10 September but with the agreement of the Planning Policy Manager at 
Arun District Council the comments of the SDNPA Planning Committee will be able to be included in the consultation 
response of the South Downs National Park Authority. 1.3 The adopted Arun Local Plan will provide the vision for that 
part of Arun District outside the national park for 2030. It will provide the strategic direction for development in the 
non-national park part of the district. It will identify the broad locations, scale and type of development and 
supporting infrastructure that is required. It will also identify strategic housing and employment site allocations. 1.4 
Although the two authorities are not producing a single joint Core Strategy for Arun, officers of the South Downs 
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National Park Authority (SDNPA) have been involved in some joint working with officers at Arun District Council during 
the development of the draft Arun Local Plan, particularly regarding green infrastructure. 2. Response to overall 
content 2.1 The South Downs National Park Authority supports the overall aims of the draft Local Plan of: · Addressing 
climate change · Planning for balanced and integrated communities · Planning housing development to maximise 
community benefits · Creating a more diverse and flexible economic base · Revitalising town centres · Improving 
education, skills and training · Providing better opportunities for deprived areas · Improving accessibility and facilities 
in rural areas · Reducing the need to travel and promoting sustainable transport · Providing a high quality and 
sustainable visitor economy · Preserving and enhancing Arun's character and environment. 2.2 The SDNPA appreciates 
that the split in responsibility for planning within the administrative area of Arun District can cause confusion. It is, 
therefore, essential that the Local Plan makes it very clear upfront on the cover, in the title and foreword, overview, 
spatial portrait and key diagram, but also throughout the document, how the division of responsibility for planning 
matters within Arun District operates and that all planning policy for the area within the SDNP will be dealt with by 
the emerging SDNP Local Plan. Currently, the language used through the document is confusing and often gives the 
incorrect impression that the Local Plan covers the whole of the district. 2.5 Consequently the NPA considers that it is 
essential that the Arun Local Plan includes a policy that reflects the need to conserve and enhance the setting of the 
National Park. Such a policy should be consistent with the policies for conserving and enhancing the setting of the 
National Park set out within the submitted Winchester Joint Core Strategy, the submitted East Hampshire Joint Core 
Strategy, the draft Brighton and Hove City Plan and the Eastbourne Plan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. 4. Conclusion 4.1 Given the close proximity of some of the urban areas within Arun District to the sensitive landscape 
of the South Downs National Park it is imperative that the Local Plan includes a policy safeguarding the setting of the 
National Park. 4.2 It is also essential that the Local Plan is completely consistent and clear as to the area that it applies 
to, that is, that part of the district outside the National Park, and that the NPA is able to fully engage with the planning 
policy formation process of the District Council. It is, therefore, recommended that the South Downs National Park 
Authority Planning Committee agree that the comments contained within this report be submitted to Arun District 
Council as the South Downs National Park Authority's formal response to the consultation on the draft Local Plan. 
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1114 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

General Comments The Plan as currently drafted is very unclear both on the proposed development strategy and 
scale of planned development. There is uncertainty on the overall level of housing to be provided (the draft Plan 
allows for the possibility of two different housing targets). Consequently the scale and location of proposed housing is 
also uncertain (particularly regarding the potential strategic allocations at Barnham/ Eastergate/Westergate and 
Angmering). In addition, the Plan includes several key proposals that are aspirational (in particular the strategic 
employment allocations and A29 improvements) where there appears to be a lack of evidence on viability, potential 
timing of delivery and the wider impacts within Arun District and across the sub-region. A further concern is that there 
appears to be no relationship between the proposed high level of employment provision and the potentially low level 
of housing provided for. This mismatch is likely to have significant implications for Chichester District in increased 
housing pressures, commuting and traffic generation. In addition, there are a number of issues where we consider 
that there is a need for a joint approach or joint working between Arun and Chichester Councils under the 'Duty to Co-
operate'. These include: Housing numbers/ housing mix - Coastal West Sussex SHMA update now nearly complete. A 
joint Housing Provision Study covering Coastal West Sussex and Brighton & Hove is now planned. Strategic 
employment and retail developments Horticultural Development Areas (HDAs) - to develop a co-ordinated policy 
approach Green infrastructure Gypsies and travellers - Sub-regional GTAA review now underway. Pagham Harbour 
SPA/Ramsar - to develop co-ordinated policy guidelines on avoidance and mitigation as applied to new development. 
Water quality - Cross-boundary issues, e.g impact of upgrading Tangmere WwTW on the Aldingbourne Rife. Transport 
issues - particularly relating to proposed development impacts on the A27 and A259 and major developments likely to 
affect these routes. Landscape - e.g in relation to cross-boundary areas, views into/out of the SDNP etc 

1228 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I have found the following inconsistencies in the Arun Draft Plan 
http://www.arun.gov.uk/mediaFiles/downloads/25584286/20120709_Final_Draft_Local_Plan_for_Web.pdf which I 
believe are misleading and may prevent the residents of Angmering – and Arun - providing informed and relevant 
feedback on the version of the Plan that is currently in circulation. The 'Arun Key Diagram '  - Figure 5.1 on Page 
32shows the proposed Location for Growth in Angmering over the lifetime of the Plan as a continuous unbroken strip 
of land West of the A280 Angmering by-pass(not shown on the map), stretching from the north edge of the proposed 
Green Infrastructure Corridor, finishing south of the Angmering Raceway (see extract below). [See attachment: 
Rep_13082012_a] I believe this is incorrect. The proposed Location for Growth in Angmering over the lifetime of the 
Plan should be shown in 2 distinct blocks, EXCLUDING the land currently labelled as Site 7, which has been incorrectly 
identified as the proposed Angmering Employment Site in the Draft Plan schematics and supporting maps. The correct 
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location of Site 7 – as identified in the Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners 'Arun EELA Final Report – December 2010'  - is 
west of the A280 (Angmering by-pass), north of Water lane, abutting the Angmering Raceway and South Downs 
National Park, which appears to have been included within the top right-hand corner of the Location for Growth area 
in the 'Arun Key Diagram'  (above). The site 'masquerading'  as Site 7 on 'Plan Proposal Map 4 – Littlehampton'  
(extract below), is in fact Site Ref: 96 as referenced in the 'Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 
Update 2012 – Villages - May 2012'  report. [See attachment: Rep_13082012_b] The May 2012 SHLAA report 
supports the original findings of the 'Arun District Council Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment - Stage 7 Site 
Assessment Final Report - December 2009 ', and assigns Site 96 to ' Appendix 6 - Rejected Sites'  . (Page 101) for the 
following reason: Site Ref: 96 – Land to the north of the Spotted Cow Angmering Outside but adjoining the settlement 
boundary. Currently development on this site would contravene policy and therefore the site would not be considered 
to be suitable. The landscape appraisal for this report suggests that the impact on the landscape is insurmountable 
and therefore the site is unsuitable for future development In addition, the findings of the 'Arun District Council 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment - Stage 7 Site Assessment Final Report - December 2009 ', on (Page 
375) also states: Site 96 which lies to the north is principally an open arable field that the bypass has cut through; 
there is some apparently neglected land to the north alongside Water Lane. It lies within LCA 43 (Low Capacity) on 
locally higher ground which falls away to a small valley to the north; parts of the site are apparent from the bypass 
approaching from either direction. Development in this location would relate poorly to the settlement form which is 
characterised by a softer edge of generally detached houses, paddocks, hedgerows and other scattered vegetation 
and would be apparent in views from the higher land to the north of the valley and east of the bypass (which is 
included within the proposed national Park boundary); it is also particularly visible from the bypass (although roadside 
planting has yet to mature) and also in the foreground of views towards the Downs from the vicinity of the adjacent 
footbridge over the bypass and where the site almost adjoins the Conservation Area. As a consequence this site is 
considered unsuitable for development. Assuming that the identification of the proposed Angmering development 
area was based on analysis of the information and recommendations in the background research documents, ' 
Currently development on this site would contravene policy' , therefore the Arun Key Diagram and Proposal Maps 
need to be corrected. I would appreciate your confirmation as to whether you believe that the Plan needs to be 
corrected and re-communicated prior to the September 10 th deadline? 
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1214 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Introduction These representations are submitted on behalf of both Persimmon Homes (South Coast) Ltd and 
Worthing Rugby Football Club (WRFC) who have entered into a partnership in order to facilitate the relocation of the 
club from its existing site in Angmering back to its original home in Worthing, the move is to be facilitated by the 
appropriate redevelopment of the existing club for residential development. The representations are in respect of the 
Arun District Council draft Local Plan (2013-2028) (the Local Plan) consultation document (July 2012). In summary, 
these representations argue that the Local Plan as envisaged in the consultation document is fundamentally flawed, 
specifically by virtue of the approach to meeting appropriate housing requirements over the plan period. The 
approach to identifying housing requirements is confused and confusing and does not reflect the robust evidence 
base document 'Arun District Council Locally Generated Needs Study'  (May 2010) prepared by consultants GL Hearn. 
That document identifies an appropriate locally derived housing requirement between 550 dwellings per annum and 
670 dwellings per annum. A consultation draft Local Plan suggests that, following the abolition of the Regional Spatial 
Strategy, the South East Plan, the Council will provide for just 400 dwellings per annum which, it argues, is an 
economically driven figure as opposed to a housing driven figure. These representations also argue that the 
identification of land south of Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham as a strategic location for growth is neither 
justified nor will it be effective. In addition, the identification of the green infrastructure designation at Angmering is 
similarly flawed but that identification of Angmering as an appropriate location for strategic level housing growth is 
appropriate, justified by the available evidence base and appropriate in meeting the housing needs of the district in 
the period up to 2028. In particular, given its wide range of services and facilities and the quality of its transportation 
connections Angmering is considered a highly sustainable and suitable location for future development. 

1168 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I am a member of the Arundel Chamber of Commerce, and a recent arrival to Arundel and West Sussex. I bought an 
established restaurant business which has had a number of owners over the years, and varying levels ofpopularity 
primarily due to its location, Castle Mews off Tarrant Street. What attracted me to Arundel, having spent three years 
in a "Six Months Of The Year Tourist Town" was the seemingly active year round community and business structure, 
and what I thought was a strategicallylocated town. However, after twelve months of running my business in Arundel 
it has become clear to me that the town has over the years declined with little or no expenditure or vision, and that 
the Castleis the key attraction and the town itself is neglected. The Arundel Chamber of Commerce and some key 
business individuals work tirelessly to keep the sense of community and the town on the map. But toensure long term 
viability, sustainability and health of the town it needs a vision, commitment and expenditure which your plan I hope 
will identify. I would therefore like to add some points. 
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1253 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 1.1 These representations have been prepared by Barton Willmore on behalf of Taylor Wimpey 
UK Limited who own land at Sefter Road, Bognor Regis. A site Location Plan is attached at Appendix 1. 1.2 The site is 
outside, but immediately adjoining the built-up area boundary in a sustainable location where recent new residential 
development has taken place. 1.3 The site is 13.3ha in area and the site and its characteristics are explained in detail 
in Section 2 in objection to Policy SP8: Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations. 1.4 The emerging Arun 
Local Plan covers the period to 2013-2028 and as such provides a long term vision and sets out the strategic policies to 
shape development in the District. 1.5 The Local Plan must be consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) in order for it to be sound. The NPPF carries forward much of the longstanding national planning policy that it 
replaces. However, it introduces some new and very important concepts. These include the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development (paragraph 14) and the requirement to boost significantly the supply of housing (following 
on from Laying the Foundations: A Housing Strategy for England – November 2011). In doing so local planning 
authorities should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plans meet the full objectively assessed needs for 
market and affordable housing as far as is consistent with the policies in the NPPF (paragraph 47). Furthermore, the 
NPPF introduces a new 'positively prepared' soundness test that states that local plans should be prepared based on a 
strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements (paragraph 182). 1.6 
These representations find that the Draft Local Plan is unsound. Fundamentally, the plan is unsound as it does not 
propose a housing requirement that is objectively assessed or meets the need of the District. In order to ensure that 
the plan is found sound the housing requirement needs to be increased to 610-670 dwellings per annum based on the 
findings of the evidence base of the Local Plan. This is set out in a Technical Note on the housing requirements of Arun 
District that is enclosed as Appendix 2 of these representations. 1.7 In order to meet an objectively assessed and 
appropriate housing requirement additional strategic sites are required to be allocated for residential development. 
Land at Sefter Road, Bognor Regis, which is positively assessed in the SHLAA, is promoted in these representations as 
an Omission site for allocation in the Local Plan. 1.8 The promotion of the Sefter Road site as an Omission site in these 
representations is supported by an Initial Landscape and Visual Assessment produced by CSa Environmental Planning 
and attached as Appendix 3 of these representations. This concludes that the site is well contained within the local 
landscape and could be developed without compromising the purposes of the Strategic Gap and the Green 
Infrastructure Corridor. 1.9 Allocation of the Omission site, which is owned entirely by Taylor Wimpey ensuring that it 
has excellent delivery credentials, would deliver approximately 370 dwellings in a sustainable location. As part of the 
proposals the future of the Aldwick and Pagham Scout Group, would be secured on the site providing long term 
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certainty and considerable ongoing community benefit. 1.10 These representations also object to a number of other 
policies in the Local Plan, albeit some of these objections are not made in principle. These representations also 
support a number of policies proposed in the emerging Local Plan. 1.11 The representations are set out in full in the 
following Section. An index of all policies on which representations are made is set out in a table in paragraph 2.1 for 
ease of reference. 

1524 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT General • Inconsistent references to the role of NOR's in refining, complementing and implementing 
proposed ALP policies '” some proposed policies (like DM28'” Setting of Arundel) are better contained within the NDP 
than the ALP • Similarly, the Proposals Map contains detail that is expected to be reviewed and potentially revised by 
the NDP 

1620 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The Littlehampton Civic Society supports the comments made by The Forum of Arun District Amenity Groups. See 
comment id's 1296 to 1304 

1649 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Overall, we consider that this local plan is just 'work in progress'  which requires a considerable amount of additional 
information in order to justify a number of aspects within it. We appreciate that Arun D.C. has been under 
considerable pressure to produce a Local Plan in order to meet HMG's Planning requirements. However we consider 
that there is still a great deal of work to do and consultation to be made with all interested parties before a viable, 
sustainable and realistic Plan can be agreed. Without such consultation there will be considerable unrest in local 
communities which will determine the public response to the NPPF requirements and their voting intentions into the 
future. 

1615 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

We consider that the consultation process you have followed has not been detailed enough or long enough to enable 
local people to fully understand its implications, allow them enough time to fully formulate responses. In particular, 
the Plan is far too complex for you to expect people visiting your exhibitions to gain any understanding of its many 
elements, despite the best efforts of your staff who attended. There should, at the very least, have been a series of 
public meetings with explanations of the major issues, and opportunities for the public to raise questions, receive 
answers and hear what others had to say. We therefore ask you to extend this initial consultation process by at least 
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another two or three months and instigate the public meetings we refer to. 

1609 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 1.1 These representations have been prepared by **** on behalf of ****. These representations 
are in relation to the 'Arun District Council Draft Local Plan (2013 – 2028)' (hereafter referred to as 'the Draft Local 
Plan' ), which is subject to consultation between 19 th July and 10th September 2012. 1.2 The aim of this Report is to 
assist the District Counci l in formulating their Local Plan, having particular regard to *** and ***' land interests at 
West End Nursery, Roundstone Lane, Angmering. A plan of the site is attached at Appendix 1. West End Nursery is 
currently occupied by VHB, a horticultural operation that specialises in growing fresh herbs and seedlings; VHB also 
occupies a larger site in Runcton. 1.3 West End Nursery is located on the eastern side of Roundstone Lane, within the 
settlement of Angmering. To the immediate east of the site lies a vegetated mound and Public Rights of Way (PRoWs) 
2145 and 3605, which separate the site from the recently completed Angmering Bypass (A280). To the north lies a 
mature Leyland Cypress tree belt which separates the site from Worthing Rugby Club. Substantial buildings, fencing 
outdoor storage and car parking associated with Haskins Garden Centre lie to the south and a vegetated earth mound 
lies to the west, adjacent Roundstone Lane. 1.4 Although the site lies outside the settlement boundary of Angmeri ng, 
there is significant built form to the west and south in the form of residential use and the large, recently redeveloped 
Haskins Garden Centre respectively; a very strong defensible boundary in the form of the Angmering Bypass lies to the 
east, which also introduces a strong urbanising feature in the locality. A planning application for residential 
development for 150 dwellings north of Worthing Rugby Club has recently been submitted. 1.5 The site comprises 
approximately 10ha in total. Some 80% of the site is covered by hardstanding and is occupied by substantial 
glasshouses associated with its horticultural use. The total area covered by glass extends to approximately 6ha and 
accommodates some 60,000 sqm of floor space. 1.6 In addition to this there is an administration building, car park for 
use by employees and visitors to the premises and hardstanding for loading and unloading. Within the south east 
corner of the site is a green area in which is located a small pond, although it is usually dry. Two electricity pylons are 
located in the south west corner of the site with associated 132kv power lines. 1.7 In summary, these representations 
are in relation to the following aspects of the Draft Local Plan: Section 3 – Vision & Objectives; Section 4 – Spatial 
Portrait; Section 5 – Key Diagram; Section 7 – Sustainable Development; Section 9 – Employment & Enterprise; 
Section 12 – Soil, Horticulture & Equine Developments; Section 13 – Housing Delivery; Section 14 – Design; and 
Section 17 – Green Infrastructure. 1.8 Conclusions are drawn at the end of these representations, and Appendix 2 
contains an Arun District Housing Requirements Technical Note, produced using Barton Willmore's Open House 
Toolkit, which assesses the proposed housing numbers in the Draft Local Plan. 1.9 Where proposed revisions to the 
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document are suggested these are identified under bold sub-heading Recommendations. 

1625 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

11.0 CONCLUSIONS 11.1 West End Property Development (WEPD) generally supports the positive Vision and 
Objectives of the Draft Local Plan in that they are consistent with the positive approach and presumption in favour of 
sustainable development advocated in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 11.2 However, there is serious 
concern about a number of the policies that have been drafted which do not reflect the positive approach and 
presumption outlined in the NPPF as they are too restrictive, too inflexible, too negative and not cognisant of 
deliverability and viability. 11.3 Further, the a number of the policies are too Arun District Council focused which, 
whilst understandable, is contrary to the Duty to Cooperate that is advocated in the NPPF. The Duty to Cooperate is 
one of the tests of soundness, therefore if this fail s then the Plan is likely to be found unsound. 11.4 The Bath and 
North East Somerset Core Strategy Inspector suspended the EiP due to the Council's housing growth methodology 
being primarily based on job growth projections. To be NPPF compliant the housing target must be considerate of 
demographic and economic projections and the Arun Draft Local Plan is based on jobs growth. 11.5 This has led to 
two housing growth figures being proposed, one of 400 dwellings per annum and one of 565 dwellings per annum. It 
is considered that 610 dwellings per annum is a more robust approach, and this takes into account the necessary 
balance as alternative options include 1,000 dwellings per annum, and it is acknowledged that this figure is not 
appropriate for Arun. 11.6 A number of the policies are not based on the evidence base documents, most notably the 
elements of Policies DM1, DM9 and DM25 that have been addressed in these representations, and those elements 
are contrary to paragraph 158 of the NPPF. 11.7 All of the above results in West End Property Development 
considering that the Plan is fundamentally flawed in a number of areas and is therefore unsound. As such, significant 
revisions are required to the aspects referred to in these representations to make the Plan sound, which will enable 
Arun District Council to achieve its Aim and Objectives over the Plan period. 

1657 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

ADC Draft Local Plan (2013-2028) Consultation Document and the associated Draft Sustainability Appraisal 
Consultation Document The Communities Against Ford Eco-Town (CAFÃ‰) local campaign group was formed in April 
2008 for the purpose of persuading the Government that the developer-led proposal to locate an Eco-Town at Ford 
was unacceptable; an action that, with the very strong support of Arun District Council, was ultimately successful. 
Thus CAFÃ‰, which speaks on behalf of many local people in the District who continue to believe that any major 
housing development in the vicinity of the old Ford Airfield would be unsustainable, welcomes Arun District Council's 
Draft Local Plan (2013-2028) consultation document and its associated Sustainability Appraisal, and is pleased to 
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contribute to the local debate about the location of future major housing development in the District. This response 
will concentrate on the housing policy proposed in the new Draft Local Plan, because it would be wrong for our site-
specific campaign group to engage in debate about the many other aspects of the Draft Local Plan, most of which 
seem to be very sensible. The purpose of this letter is therefore to bring to your attention just one 'Statement of 
Support' and two formal 'Objections', all three of which are related to aspects of the proposed Housing Policy as 
described in Policy SP 8 and its supporting commentary. 

1597 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

1. INTRODUCTION 1.1. We are instructed on behalf of our clients, Epitair Ltd and Eric Wall Holdings Ltd, to make 
representations to the Draft Local Plan (2013-2028) Consultation Document. 1.2. Our clients own and operate land to 
the south of Lake Lane, as set out at Appendix 1 [See attached document]. 1.3. The site is located adjacent to the 
built-up area of Barnham and should be considered as a site suitable for future housing development as an allocation 
in the emerging Arun District Local Plan. Accordingly, we seek the amendment of the Consultation Document and the 
inclusion of our client's land within the housing growth area and within the built up area of Barnham. 1.4. The east of 
Barnham falls outside the housing growth area, however there have been a number of recent consents together with 
current applications for development amounting to circa 320 residential units. These sites all lie to the east of 
Barnham on both sides of the railway line, accessed from Goodacres, Lake Lane and Yapton Road. 1.5. Our client's 
land is currently subject to a planning application for up to 107 units (reference BN/ 16/12). 1.6. This document sets 
out our clients' representations to the current draft Local Plan Consultation Document. It is set out on a policy-by-
policy basis with comments and any proposed alterations to wording or policy. The document is consistent with and 
follows on from representations to Arun District Council's consultation on housing and employment growth submitted 
in February 2011. 

1662 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Slindon Parish Council considered the consultation document prepared by Arun District Council at its meeting held on 
Monday 10th September 2012. Although the draft document does not contain any housing allocations in Slindon, the 
District Council proposed an additional 2000 houses in the Parishes and Towns on its borders in Barnham, Eastergate 
and Westergate. The Parish Council noted that this would be in addition to the significant amount of housing already 
proposed in the Area and expressed a number of serious concerns about the proposals. Members noted that the 
proposed development is concentrated in one area, on greenfield sites and relies heavily on the assumption that the 
resultant economic growth would be sufficient to deliver the improvements to the local infrastructure that would be 
needed to support the increase in population. The Parish Council questioned the viability of this assumption and was 
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concerned that increased development in this area would put more pressure on the A29 north of Fontwell, and 
potentially increase the divide which already exists in the Parish. Consequently Members felt that given the deficit in 
highway infrastructure that already exists in the district, it is essential that the authority does not lose sight of the 
need for significant improvements to the A27 at Arundel. 

1283 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

These representations are submitted on behalf of Orchard Homes Ltd respect of the Arun District Council draft Local 
Plan (2013-2028) (the Local Plan) consultation document (July 2012) 

1285 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

We write on behalf of St Modwen Properties PLC in response to the consultation currently being undertaken on the 
Draft Local Plan. St Modwen Properties PLC is the preferred developer of Arun District Council of the Hothamton and 
Regis Centre sites in Bognor Town Centre. The Regis Centre site is located between Clarence Road, Belmont Street and 
the seafront. The Hothamton site is located west of London Road and bounded by Queensway, West Street and 
Steyne Street. 

1288 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

In relation to the Proposals Map accompanying the draft Local Plan, the Town Centre boundary omits the properties 
on the west side of the Hothamton car park (fronting Steyne Street), and the map should be updated with these 
properties included within the Town Centre boundary as part of the potential development site. 

1313 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

ARUN LOCAL PLAN (2013 – 2028 and beyond) [See attachment for plan] **** is advising a small portfolio of Client's 
who have landholdings within the Six Villages area, and which could make a valuable contribution towards Arun 
District Council's future spatial strategy for the period 2013-2028 and beyond, as contained within its draft Local Plan, 
and has therefore been asked to prepare representations accordingly. These representations relate to land at Folly 
Foot Farm, Eastergate (identified on the attached plan), within the ownership of ******, and which at present is 
located outside of the Council's broad area of search for the strategic housing development that is to be delivered in 
the Eastergate/Westergate/Barnham area. In this respect, ***** offers the following comments: (i) Generally 
Previous Local Plan's for Arun District have solely sought to focuss on achieving sustainable development at the main 
coastal towns of Bognor Regis and Littlehampton, to the detriment of those communities of the inland settlements. 
The Council are to be commended, therefore, for its recognition that it must meet the needs of communities both 
urban and rural and acknowledges that the inland villages play a pivotal role in providing a range of local services and 
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facilities serving its own community and wider rural hinterland. Furthermore, the previous Local Plan Inspector 
commented that over time genuine urban extensions at the coastal towns would become more difficult to achieve 
and that the 'Barnham Five Villages' (as they were know then), collectively made up the third largest urban area 
within the District and is capable of accommodating future growth. This approach was endorsed by the identification 
for strategic growth (1,000 dwellings) west of the River Arun, within the West Sussex Structure Plan, albeit that this 
document was subsequently superceeded by the Regional Spatial Strategy for the area, the South East Plan. Against 
this background, ***** supports the Council's recognition that considered together the combination of these three 
villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate, their services and the vastness of undesignated space between 
them, as well as a district wide priority to improve the A29 for access to employment land at Bognor Regis make this 
area a particularly sustainable location for additional strategic growth. (v) Summary As set out within these [following] 
representations, the Local Plan is supported in principle for the inclusion of a strategy which seeks to rely on both 
strategic allocations and smaller allocations within the town and parishes and is considered to offer a more responsive 
supply of housing land providing the Council with greater flexibility to ensure consistent delivery throughout the plan 
period. However, it is important therefore that the Council does not constrain all potential land within those areas of 
search identified to support strategic growth. Consequently, the area of search should be widened to include land 
west and north of Westergate, as indicated on the attached plan. Please do not hesitate to contact me should you 
have any queries or require any further information. 

1317 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

ARUN LOCAL PLAN (2013 – 2028 and beyond) LAND AT WESTERGATE/ALDINGBOUNRE [See attachment  for outline 
plan]   **** is advising a small portfolio of Client's who have landholdings within the Six Villages area, and which could 
make a valuable contribution towards Arun District Council's future spatial strategy for the period 2013-2028 and 
beyond, as contained within its draft Local Plan, and has therefore been asked to prepare representations accordingly. 
These representations relate to land at Westergate (identified on the attached plan), and which at present is located 
outside of the Council's broad area of search for the strategic housing development that is to be delivered in the 
Eastergate/Westergate/Barnham area. In this respect, ***** offers the following comments: (i) Generally Previous 
Local Plan's for Arun District have solely sought to focus on achieving sustainable development at the main coastal 
towns of Bognor Regis and Littlehampton, to the detriment of those communities of the inland settlements. The 
Council are to be commended, therefore, for its recognition that it must meet the needs of communities both urban 
and rural and acknowledges that the inland villages play a pivotal role in providing a range of local services and 
facilities serving its own community and wider rural hinterland. Furthermore, the previous Local Plan Inspector 



Page | 40  
 

commented that over time genuine urban extensions at the coastal towns would become more difficult to achieve 
and that the 'Barnham Five Villages' (as they were known then), collectively made up the third largest urban area 
within the District and is capable of accommodating future growth. This approach was endorsed by the identification 
for strategic growth (1,000 dwellings) west of the River Arun, within the West Sussex Structure Plan, albeit that this 
document was subsequently superseded by the Regional Spatial Strategy for the area, the South East Plan. Against 
this background, ****** supports the Council's recognition that considered together the combination of these three 
villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate, their services and the vastness of undesignated space between 
them, as well as a district wide priority to improve the A29 for access to employment land at Bognor Regis make this 
area a particularly sustainable location for additional strategic growth.   (i) Summary As set out within these 
representations, the Local Plan is supported in principle for the inclusion of a strategy which seeks to rely on both 
strategic allocations and smaller allocations within the town and parishes and is considered to offer a more responsive 
supply of housing land providing the Council with greater flexibility to ensure consistent delivery throughout the plan 
period. However, it is important therefore that the Council does not constrain all potential land within those areas of 
search identified to support strategic growth. Consequently, the area of search should be widened to include land 
west and north of Westergate, as indicated on the attached plan. Please do not hesitate to contact me should you 
have any queries or require any further information. 

1321 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

ARUN LOCAL PLAN (2013 – 2028 and beyond) LAND NORTH OF WALBERTON **** is advising a small portfolio of 
Client's who have landholdings within the Six Villages area, and which could make a valuable contribution towards 
Arun District Council's future spatial strategy for the period 2013-2028 and beyond, as contained within its draft Local 
Plan, and has therefore been asked to prepare representations accordingly. These representations relate to land north 
of Walberton (identified on the attached plan), and whilst it will be for Neighbourhood Plans to identify specific sites, 
the inclusion of housing allocations identified for each of the Towns and Parishes (Table 13.2), commensurate with the 
sustainability credentials of the settlement and its ability to accommodate such development in an environmentally 
sensitive way is supported. Notwithstanding the above, ******* offers the following comments: (i) Generally Previous 
Local Plan's for Arun District have solely sought to focus on achieving sustainable development at the main coastal 
towns of Bognor Regis and Littlehampton, to the detriment of those communities of the inland settlements. The 
Council are to be commended, therefore, for its recognition that it must meet the needs of communities both urban 
and rural and acknowledges that the inland villages play a pivotal role in providing a range of local services and 
facilities serving its own community and wider rural hinterland. As a consequence, ****** supports the identification 
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of Town and Parish Allocations, in addition to large scale strategic development, and in particular the Council's desire 
to promote viability and vitality in the District's villages and meet housing need. The move away from focussing on a 
single development location is considered to offer a more responsive supply of housing land providing the Council 
with greater flexibility to ensure consistent delivery throughout the plan period. (i) Summary As set out within these 
representations, the Local Plan is supported in principle for the inclusion of a strategy which seeks to rely on both 
strategic allocations and smaller allocations within the town and parishes and is considered to offer a more responsive 
supply of housing land providing the Council with greater flexibility to ensure consistent delivery throughout the plan 
period. The identification of land north of Walberton to support an allocation for 50 dwellings represents a suitable 
location for development, which accords with the spatial strategy for the area and assists the Council in providing a 
variety of housing across the District to attract and develop an employment base and reinforce existing services and 
facilities. ****** looks forward to the opportunity of working with the Parish Council and local community in 
progressing its Neighbourhood Plan for the area. In the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me should you 
have any queries or require any further information. 

1326 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Arun District Council Draft Local Plan (2013-2028) Consultation Documents: Representations on behalf of Store 
Property Ltd We write on behalf of our client Store Property in respect of the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Local Plan. Store Property has been a major investor and landlord within Arun for over fifty years. Store Property 
welcomes the vision for the future of Arun and the objectives set out in the Local Plan. However, on behalf of our 
client we wish to express concern and recommend changes to a number of the detailed policies contained within the 
draft plan. Our detailed concerns are dealt with below, for ease of reference in the order in which they appear in the 
Draft Local Plan (DLP). As currently drafted we consider the plan is unsound. We note from paragraph 2.12 of the DLP 
that further work will be commissioned to support the evidence base of the local plan. We note in particular the 
intention to instruct a retail and hierarchy assessment, which we consider will be important in improving the draft. 
Summary 22. In summary we consider that there are a number of changes required to the detailed wording of the DLP 
as currently drafted. We consider that strategically it is deficient in setting out the growth requirements for the 
District over the plan period, and providing direction as to where such facilities will go. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF 
requires that local planning authorities: 'should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their 
area' and that Local Plans 'should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change, 
unless any adverse impact of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 
against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or specific policies in this Framework indicated that 
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development should be restricted.'  23. On the basis that the Draft Local Plan does not meet this requirement we do 
not consider that it meets the key requirement of the NPPF which is a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development . 24. Paragraph 17 of the NPPF requires that that Local Plans should provide a practical framework 
within which decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiently. We 
do not consider that the Plan as drafted achieves this objective. As a consequence we consider that additional 
wording is provided in important areas such as retail growth, employment growth and housing growth. In other areas 
our concerns relate to the precise wording of the policies, and a failure to promote competitive town centres in 
relation to the centre of Rustington. As currently drafted we consider the plan to be unsound on the basis that it is not 
consistent with national policy, and it is not positively prepared. We would welcome the opportunity to engage 
further with Officers to discuss our concerns in detail. We respectfully request that the aforementioned 
representations are given due consideration as part of the consultation on the Draft Local Plan. 

38 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 
(Sustainability 
Appraisal) 
19.07.12. 

The Local Plan Sustainabilitv Appraisal The Sustainability Appraisal for the LP explains the policy involved in the LP but 
fails to effectively test the proposals. The SA does not challenge any measures involved in the LP and in so doing, fails 
to test the criteria of sustainability. The SA would itself appear to be risk averse as it merely complements the LP while 
not challenging any concepts of planning development. Results of analyses are published in compatibility matrix 
format comparing LP Strategic Objectives with SA Objectives. Examination of various matrixes for negative impacts 
reveals that only from 3% to 12 % of factors measured have delivered a neutral benefit and fewer still have a negative 
benefit. This optimism together with the lack of challenge to any proposals renders the accuracy of the appraisal 
questionable. The complete SA document is weak on flood risk and does not effectively address measures required for 
climate change. Many of the comments relating to issues under test conclude with, 'this is indeterminate at this 
stage,'  which further undermines the strength of argument. It is also premature for the SA to examine the current 
draft LP which, will probably be modified before the final document is submitted for adoption. 

40 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 
(Sustainability 
Appraisal) 
19.07.12. 

See: SA ID 41 
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41 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 
(Sustainability 
Appraisal) 
19.07.12. 

¢ The Parish Council considers that the Sustainability Appraisal accompanying the Draft Local Plan is unsatisfactory, 
naive and not fit for purpose. It should be entirely re-written in a more accessible and relevant form with a clear, 
measured scientific analysis of Arun's sustainable objectives, consistent with the definition of sustainable 
development in the new National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

1671 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

5. Vision and Mission Statements are produced by planners, dreamers, crystal ball gazers and expensive consultants. 
They rarely contain an effective implementation plan and clearly defined business processes. In other words HOW will 
the plan be delivered successfully and who will be accountable for the delivery? As mentioned previously the ALP is 
bereft of any economic forecasts and financial planning for the provision of new infrastructure. Many companies are 
currently sitting on large sums of cash, and some are actually lending to financial institutions, but due to lack of 
confidence in the economy are unwilling to invest. The Government, in the past few days, have announced that they 
are unwilling to fund any infrastructure DIRECTLY but instead, will guarantee or underwrite such projects. This in 
effect means that such funding will only be available to businesses who HAVE to borrow in the first place! Where is 
the money coming from? 6. There appear to be some concerning moral issues to this plan. It would seem that officers 
may have constructed a plan that is preconceived, misleading residents and blaming councillors in, their endeavour to 
satisfy unrealistic, unachievable and unsustainable housing targets. A greater issue is the blatant discrimination 
against the residents of the villages and the deliberate attempt to set Parish against Parish during the consultation 
process. It is highly improbable that, say, residents of Arundel and Rustington are likely to object to new development 
proposals which has no impact on them whatsoever. This is a fundemental flaw by Arun D C and a moral failure on 
their part to protect the quality of life and right to enjoy that ALL Residents in Arun are entitled to. These are the 
greatest responsibilities that elected Councillors and appointed public officials have. If this plan is adopted, Councillors 
and Officials will have failed to perform their duties and their moral responsibilities to Residents. 7. The Residents of 
the villages are not NIMBYS but are fair minded people and fully accept there is a need for ESSENTIAL and JUSTIFIABLE 
housing, however, this should be fairly allocated across Arun District in equitable numbers. Arun D C need to construct 
a realistic and achievable plan which ensures that the Arun Residents way of life is protected, the type and density of 
houses are compatible with the existing environment, that allows Arun D C to meet the housing targets of central 
government and give developers confidence to invest and achieve reasonable profit. A WIN WIN WIN situation. 
Finally, as you suggested, I have spent a great deal of time during this consultation period developing my response, 
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views and opinions on the ALP. I do believe that the consultation process is not just to provide comment but, more 
importantly to ask questions and, hopefully get ANSWERS. Regretfully, the many questions that I have asked you in 
previous e-mails have, so far, received no answers. I trust it will take you less time to read my e-mail than it took me 
to read the 24 chapters and 350 page plus ALP and, thereby, provide the deserved answers to my questions. Perhaps, 
if you find you are unable to do so, perhaps you can instruct a public servant within Planning and Conservation to 
reply. 

39 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 
(Sustainability 
Appraisal) 
19.07.12. 

Sustainable Development and Sustainability Appraisal The UK Sustainable Development Strategy Securing the Future 
sets out five 'guiding principles' of sustainable development: living within the planet's environmental limits; ensuring a 
strong, healthy and just society; achieving a sustainable economy; promoting good governance; and using sound 
science responsibly. A fundamental flaw in the Sustainability Appraisal accompanying the draft Local Plan is that there 
appears to be no assessment of the present position, namely a review of Arun District's current overall environmental 
'foot print' , and therefore no starting point from which any approach to sustainability can be effectively planned and 
measured . The Sustainability Appraisal does not moreover effectively challenge or quantify the impact of any of the 
development proposals in the draft Plan. There is for example no analysis of the effect of major housing development 
on available water resources, no mention of the significant loss of Grade 1 and 2 agricultural land, no mention of the 
increased carbon footprint of more housing and more cars, nor any analysis of the increased impact on waste water 
treatment or of potential additional flood risks. There is in summary no effective assessment of the overall impact of 
the plan proposals on Arun District's natural environment and no effective analysis of the issues relating to climate 
change or the mitigation measures proposed . 

36 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 
(Sustainability 
Appraisal) 
19.07.12. 

6.31: There is no current commitment to deliver the A29 realignment. 6.32: Please remove 'through resulting in a 
more extreme under capacity than at present'. 6.33: It is acknowledged that access to the South Downs National Park 
through sustainable modes is limited in some areas, but it would be incorrect to say that 'there are currently no routes 
to reach the National Park without a car'. Appendix 1: Relevant Plans and Programmes These lists require updating; 
for example, they contain many of the Planning Policy Statements that have now been replaced by the NPPF. The 
current Local Transport Plan should be referred to as the 'West Sussex Transport Plan 2011-2026'. 
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37 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 
(Sustainability 
Appraisal) 
19.07.12. 

It is disappointing that in section 4, very little consideration is given to the natural environment – apart from para 4.9 
which reports the formation of the National Park. The following para on 'issues'  mentions the natural environment in 
the last two bullet points, but the SA does not appear to be transparently geared to test the plan against issue such as 
biodiversity, a key component of National Policy which seeks to halt its decline, and your Local Plan objective which is 
to increase biodiversity. The sustainability objectives under para 5.2 include 'Enhance Environmental Integrity'  and 
'Maximise Natural Resource Efficiency'  need to be very clearly defined. In view of the recognition in the Local Plan, 
consideration should be given in subsequent work, to the inclusion of SA Objectives (or sub-objectives) around: 
Providing, protecting and enhancing green infrastructure and access to the countryside Protecting and improving the 
quality and character of places, landscapes and the wider countryside Protecting and enhancing geodiversity and 
biodiversity Protecting and improving environmental quality in terms of land, air and water. The prime concern of the 
SA is about testing the plan as a whole. However, it is unclear whether the sustainability of major developments and 
changes, arising from the plan, have been individually assess. This would provide clarity about the issues and 
opportunities associated with each allocation and provide a basis for improving the scheme and seeking mitigation / 
compensation where appropriate. Until the HRA is complete, it's difficult to come to a conclusion about the 
sustainability of individual development allocations and therefore the plan as a whole. Due to the current pressure of 
consultations on land-use plans, I have not been able to spend the time I would have wished to look at the 
background to the SA. My apologies if any of the matters noted above have been dealt with fully in the document or 
associated publications. If there are issues I have not covered, please let me know and I will respond as quickly as 
possible. If discussion would be helpful, please give me a call. 

1752 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The consultation days held around each area allow approximately 4 hours for people to read ,understand and 
comment on proposals contained in around 350 pages per folder-this is just not practical . What a shame that these 
consultations are taking placeduring the holiday period as many people may miss them and the more people that 
become involved the better the feed back and ideas for yourselves. I have spent some hours on the internet looking at 
the proposals and would like to make the following general comments; The information that the plan is based on is 
now somewhat out dated as since the recent flooding the situation has changed beyond any expectation, the idea of 
raising the ground level to allow building on low lying areas should now be halted, nearby to myself we have Saxon 
Reach built on raised ground, the run off once the holding tank was full flowed north and made the flooding worseon 
the Southdean Estate. Should any more houses be built? According to the recently published Fathom Consulting 
report it said "despite numerous reports that the country is suffering from a desperate shortage of homes the 
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demand at current prices is simply not there" ( the reports author Philip Lachowyez). There is talk of sustainability-- so 
we can not continue destroying productive farm lands, our food security becomes even more important with every 
year that passes. In this area during periods of even moderate rainfall many people have problems flushing toilets 
owing to high water level, much money will need to be spent throughout the Bognor Regis area on improving the 
main drainage, money that I don't think Arun has, therefore will any developer be willing to finance what could be a 
black hole as far as money goes. I hope the the leisure consultationdue out soonis clearer in its proposals allowing a 
full and proper discussion . 

1587 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Proposal Map 3: This map proposes two separate classifications of use in the undeveloped eastern side of the 
University campus (bordered by the Butlins roundabout and the A259 Felpham Way). The southern part (known 
locally as the 'Donkey Field') is allocated to economic and educational use. The University supports this classification, 
noting that the distinction between the two is unclear; many of the University's activities should have a positive 
impact on the economy as well, whether they are traditional educational activities or not '” for example the business 
incubator units on the campus. Therefore the University favours this definition remaining as broad as possible. The 
northern part of the undeveloped land is categorised as 'Green Infrastructure Corridor '” A'. Our understanding from 
the Local Plan document is that the consequence of this will be that elements of the Campus Master Plan that was 
considered by Arun District Council in 2009-10, specifically the provisions for a new entrance onto the campus off 
Felpham Way, together with car parking and a sports centre, cannot be achieved. It is only the sports fields from the 
Master Plan that could be developed. There is insufficient space on the southern part of this land to support a new 
building, together with access and car parking. This is the only significant piece of developable land remaining on the 
campus, and it would be potentially very limiting to the University's future development if the capacity for supporting 
a new building or buildings could not be maximised. In the long term a new campus entrance and associated car 
parking and visitor reception facilities is crucial to continued development, particularly due to the need to reduce 
traffic flows through residential roads to the north and west of the campus. The University believes it is critical that 
the vision of the Master Plan should remain, and therefore that some development and access should be allowable on 
this northern part of the land. The use of a portion of this land for a building that may have benefits for the wider 
community (whether this is the Sports Centre originally planned, or additional cultural or creative facilities) would also 
meet the joint objectives of the University and the Council. The University therefore requests that the Council 
reconsider the allocation of the northern element of the University's campus as Green Infrastructure Corridor '” A. 
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1594 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

General - Local Plan document The University welcomes the affirmation of the role of the University throughout this 
document. More generally, the University supports the provisions within the Local Plan to improve the accessibility of 
Bognor Regis, and the proposals regarding retail, health, recreation and leisure, and cultural initiatives. We believe 
that if implemented, Bognor Regis could become more attractive for visitors, potential residents and students. The 
University also welcomes the commitment to reducing the impact of climate change. Within the bounds of our 
expertise and the resources available, we wish to continue to work with Arun District Council to support the economic 
and educational regeneration of the area. In difficult financial times, the University has brought significant external 
investment to the town and we look forward to securing the next phase of investment. 

1558 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

See attached report - relates to Housing, Employment and Infrastructure. 

1682 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

˜Growth' is the western socie_es Achilles heal. As we all know growth is something that is unsustainable as nothing 
can keep growing forever without eventually imploding in upon itself when finally it reaches critical mass. At best we 
should be looking for 'stability' or dare I say 'sustainability'. 

1684 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The consultation period was all to brief, as is the deadline for 'comments' on the proposal and along with a 362 page 
plan, could be seen as a deliberate attempt to limit opposition to the 'proposal'. 

1688 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Surely a better plan would be to develop the east west routes in and out of Bognor creating better commercial links 
with London, Gatwick and Southampton. Put simply this plan is flawed from start to finish. There is no factual 
evidence that the proposed A29 bypass will in any way help the area or Bognor Regis and its aspirational desire to 
become an 'economic power house' in the south. I have lived long enough now and in enough places that have tried 
similar projects to know that it just does not work. The conveniently ignored fact that the whole country is on an 
economic down turn, coupled with the un-missable demographic of the area being it is predominately one of 
agriculture and that Bognor Regis is nothing more than yet another seaside town trying to make itself into something 
it is not, is astounding to say the least. There are no guarantee's nor any actual factual proof in the proposal that if the 
project goes ahead it will attract any inward investment to the area or improve anything other than the purse of the 



Page | 48  
 

developer and maybe some others to. It fails magnificently to even begin to address the issues around the deprived 
areas in Bognor and their need for investment. So in the end what is it all for one may well ask? 

1692 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

To summarise, I want to state here and now for the record that I am totally against all the options proposed in the 
plan. In fact I opt for the option that has been clearly and deliberately omitted, the option to do absolutely nothing. 

1712 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I would like to offer the following generalcomments on the Draft Local Plan: why weren't the planned consultations to 
provide evidence made before the draft plan was completed? can the cost of the studies be justified? the current plan 
does not seem to have a sound evidence base the plan does not add up financially the plan does not mention any 
proviso for the funding ofschools, doctors' surgeries and other community facilities under option 2, the proposed new 
A29 does not connect in any logical way to the A27, the main travel link along the South coast under option 2, the 
new"village" would be built on current green and agricultural land, not brown field and would not preserve the 
exisitingvillages status/strategic gap is there a proven need for so many houses as option 2 or are they merely 
proposed to fund the new road?Could they be sold in the current economic climate? how will the plan generate 
employment in this rural area, surley it will just generate further commuter traffic. there is a proven risk of flooding in 
the 6 villages area and drainage/sewage problems have never been resolved. the plan mentions the development of a 
freight terminal at Barnham station, it is my understanding that the goods rails were removed several years ago. 

1762 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

In conclusion I urge that ADC reject the Plan. 

1764 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Am horrified at the prospect of your plan ruining our villages and farmland. We live on the B2233 and it already takes 
10-15 mins to get out of the drive This plan is not sustainable - Notenoughemployment in the area to support over 
2,000 house purchases. The area is already prone to flooding We do need more houses, but not to this extentor on 
agricultural land. Please, please come up with a better plan. This one does not seem to have been thought through 
properly. 
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1951 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

First I would like to register in thestrongest possible terms my disapproval of your Planning Portal for registering 
comments on the draft Local Plan & Sustainability Appraisal. Having wasted an hour attempting to use it, I abandoned 
it (and have written to you by post to register my rejection of the Option 2 housing targets and all four options for a 
new A29, which I trust you will have received). This appears to be the universal experience by local people who are 
generally computer and internet-competent -- it is almost totally unusable as a method of commenting on the various 
ADC proposals and in my view is totally unfit for purpose. As the ADC-preferred means of commenting, a cynical 
observer would surmise that this is a deliberate tactic to avoid receiving any public comments. When coupled with the 
extraordinary timing of the briefing sessions and consultation in August (when many people are away), this seems to 
confirm the widespread view that ADC's Local Plan officers are anxious to minimise the public's ability to make 
comments. 

43 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 
(Sustainability 
Appraisal) 
19.07.12. 

This is an insult to the District's inhabitants, and a scandalous waste of the ratepayers' money. It is manifestly not fit 
for purpose. It appears to be a cut-and-paste job of previous documents, as the style and quality of the text varies 
enormously. The key section comparing the Local Plan's Objectives with the "Overarching Sustainability Objectives" is 
frankly farcical. The ADC objectives are in themselves laudable and logical, but the Sustainability Objectives against 
which they are to be measured are , quite simply, a restatement of the Local Plan Objectives. It is no surprise that 
there is a surprisingly high hit-rate between the two sets of objectives, but the real problem is that these Sustainability 
Objectives bear no relation to what the general public would expect. (ref pp 10 -11) There are numerous tables which 
on close examination mean, well, your guess is as good as mine. Try page 11, 5.3. What is this supposed to show? 
What do the various shades of grey indicate? It is totally worthless as a means of communicating anything. Another 
superficially plausible run of words which on analysis proves to be meaningless -- p 13, , 6.1 -- refers to "trends already 
identified" -- I am baffled by this as I have sought in vain to find any trends already identified in the preceding morass 
of Planning-Speak. This whole document is an exercise in Kiddology. a lot of pompous verbiage signifying very little. 
Although I have been a Parish Councillor for twelve years, having a university background (sadly a long time ago), in 
economic development, cost-benefit analysis and land-use in developed and developing countries and having a strong 
professional interest in renewable technologies and sustainable industrial processes, I am no planning professional -- 
but I would have expected some references in these sustainability objectives to at least a few of: renewable 
technologies; ; lower carbon footprints; reduced carbon-footprint of new-buildings and per capita; decreased out-
commuting; increased local bio-diversity and local woodlands/wild spaces; increased pedestrian/cycle routes; 
increased local shopping facilities/ reduced out-of-town shopping centres; improved local education and skill levels; 
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improved health and fitness of our local population. Clearly there are many more real sustainability issues totally 
avoided in this document's text. As I have said, I am no expert, but this is a document for public consultation, and 
should mean something. The great mass of drivel (not paginated) that follows the introductory sections (pp1-36) is 
even more meaningless - I have struggled and failed to understand its purpose. Arun District Council should 
collectively hang its head in shame at producing this pile of dross, and apologise to its public for attempting to pass it 
off as a worthwhile and meaningful contribution to the Local Plan debate. It may be that your officers believe that 
their take on Sustainability is adequate and covers these blindingly obvious omissions -- however, the document is a 
total failure in communicating this to even a reasonably competent reader.. I believe that you will have to completely 
re-write this document, in a clear, readable and competent fashion, and actually address the purported issue if this 
sustainability appraisal is going to be worth the paper it is printed on. 

1943 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

1 Why is there a sustainability appraisal to a DRAFT local plan which could alter dramatically? 2 The appraisal does not 
seriously test the local plan ie, 95% of results are positive and we are expected to believe the local plan is hugely 
beneficial when it is not. I have no confidence in this S.A 

1820 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Having reviewed the draft local plan and in particular the map showing the new road from Woodgate and scheduled 
to come out opposite the PMC site on the Barnham Road I am concerned that the council are not being totally honest 
about their plans. Ending opposite the PMC site it seems to be a road to nowhere which will cause significant 
congestion on the between the exit at the PMC site and along the Barnham Road to the Cenotaph at Eastergate then 
along the A29 to the Fontwell Roundabout. The proposed 2000 new houses in the area and along this new road will 
only exacerbate the problem. I cannot see that any allowance has been made for increased infrastructure in the form 
of Doctors, Schools and the other items essential for a conurbation of 2000 new homes involving perhaps 4/5000 new 
residents plus children It seems obvious to me that the intention would be to extend this road even further to join up 
at some time with the A27 at Fontwell. Why cannot the council be honest and admit this and at the same time bring it 
into the consultation process rather than trying to hide their actual intentions. 

1851 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Thank you for the information and I visited your public exhibitions and make the following representation concerning 
theDistrict Local Plan. I make this as a resident of Littlehampton and I am unaware of the Town Council's formal 
response. I have been in correspondence with the Chief Executive on issues relative to the framework and 
infrastructure and would ask those points (made in myletter NL/gls dated 27th Aug.)relative to plan period be 
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incorporated into this submission. I am in sympathy with much of the objection raised in the media over the high 
levels of housing allocated, much of which is now confirmed by planning consent. Statements at the time reasoned 
that it was necessary to ensure the essential "affordable housinglevels", but now we aregiven to understand much of 
this element is to be wavered. In consequence it would seem that balance needs to be reviewed. Those allocations 
identified in the Proposals Map clearly represent a high mobility increase above what is now close to an overloaded 
transport network, particularly in the landlocked Littlehampton area ( a sea front, a river and railway loop, two bridges 
and a level crossing ) in an area subject to high risk flooding. Other infrastructure levels, schools, hospitals,centres of 
public attraction and their service elements within the increasing car ownership trends are not properly recognised. I 
could find no correlation of the above items within the time scale of theframework plan in that none of those 
developments would overload the structure as completed (only a statement of intent to procure 400 dwellings per an-
um). Except for a rudimentary capacity increase along the Worthing Road section of the A259, the plan identifies no 
other intent to programme any other network adjustment over the period of the plan. The only other relief is a 
mention of the need for the Lyminster BY Pass, but without its presence the whole North Littlehampton project 
becomes a road traffic nightmare. Finally thecarriageway widths proposed along that complementary A284 link would 
seem inadequate considering the scale and size of the vehicles channelled into the only northern connection towards 
the A27. In the context of sizable developmentschemes it is a specified requirement to provide adequate public 
transport facilities. Whereare the bus lane and car rail interchange indicators therein? I hope this submission will be 
productive. 

2002 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

We have attended a local Parish meeting but we have not be able to hear a coherent explanation of the pros and cons 
for the development so we do not have a sensible opinion at this time. 

1812 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

My wife and I visited the Local Plan meeting in the village hall and wanted to thank the people there for their time in 
explaining what the proposals are. It is just such a shame that it was not advertised very well. i read only 5 people had 
turned up including my wife and I and her parents (whom we had told it was on). We only knew because of the email 
reminder but i suspect and have heard a lot of the people in pagham are elderly and therefore do not have access to 
the internet and therefore did not know about the event. we also told our neighbours but again they had said they did 
not know which is a real shame as we particularly felt it was laid out better than the Neighbourhood plan that we saw 
a few weeks earlier. Our concerns remain about the expansion of our village into a town, the impact of the wildlife in 
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the area (including the increase in people to the harbour), the village is already at bursting point with waiting lists for 
schools, dentists, and doctors and with just one road in and out of the village, it would take a lot more than just 
building some new houses to keep up the quota. We just hope that the Neighbourhood plan listen closely to your 
outlines, in particular the Green Infrastructure A areas which are vital to retain Pagham and Nyetimber as a village. 

1941 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Please leave our lovely villages alone there are so few of them around Chichester 

1929 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Water & Sewerage? Doctors? Schools? Employment? Traffic? 

1914 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Questions for Bower / Brown Transport. 1) Why does the West Sussex Transport Plan not confirm the claim made in 
the transport section of the DLP – that north south delays at the A284 & A29 level crossings are key issues within the 
West Sussex Transport Plan? 2) Are the A29 and A284 strategic roads within the WSTP? 3) What improvements to 
these roads are included in the WSTP? 4) If these roads are not part of the WSTP, why is ADC committed to strategic 
improvement of these roads? 5) What are the primary destinations of the traffic that is being delayed at these 
crossings? (see my transport paper for the WSTP strategically preferred routes) 6) What route do you expect this 
traffic to follow north of the A27? (If it is either the A284 or the A29 – these are not strategic roads and will remain 
poor connections.) 7) Shouldn't the ADC transport strategy align with the WSCC transport strategy? Housing 1) The 
2009 SHMA includes numerically specific requirements for Affordable Housing – but the DLP does not. Why is this? 2) 
The 2009 SHMA sates that Arun needs between 447 and 658 affordable houses per year for the plan period. What 
target will ADC set for affordable housing? 3) That SHMA clearly identifies that the priority for affordable housing is 
for 1 & 2 bed homes. What proportion of the affordable homes planned by ADC will be 1 & 2 bed? 4) The 2010 Locally 
Generated Needs Study (LGNS) used 2006 data for business growth to produce its recommendation of 550 to 670 
houses p.a. How have growth and predictions for future growth changed since then? (dropped dramatically) 5) What 
data does ADC have access to that confidently predicts business growth over the next 15 years? What is that 15 year 
growth figure, what is the base year for the data and who provided it? 6) Does ADC know of any commercial 
enterprise that makes a fixed numbers, 15 year business plan and if so which ones? 7) GL Hearn recommended in 
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their 2010 LGNS that at least 7 key market indicators be regularly monitored over the plan period and the housing 
target be adjusted accordingly. The DLP includes no plans to do this, why? 8) What will be the consequence of building 
more houses than are required by local growth in business performance and growth in job numbers? (those houses 
will be bought by people who work outside the area) 9) Why does the DLP contain absolute number targets for 
houses but not jobs? Sustainability 1) What is the ADC definition of sustainable development? (the most used defn is 
"Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet 
their own needs." 2) Do you agree that building houses where there are no jobs and few services fails to meet SD 
objectives? Why does the DLP propose this? 3) Do you agree that when development is considered essential the most 
sustainable location priority sequence is 1 st – within settlements, 2 nd – outside settlements on brownfield sites and 
3 rd - SOS on Greenfield sites? If yes, why does the DLP NOT total or group potential brownfield sites? Why is this 
sequence not idebtified as policy in the DLP? 4) How many houses could be built on DLP identified sites that are 
brownfield or mixed classification? (6649) 5) Why does the DLP plan massive development of Greenfield sites before 
all brownfield land has been used up? CIL 1) Do you agree that the DLP corrupts the intention of the CIL scheme in 
first identifying required infrastructure and then fixing the number of new houses required for the developer to fund 
it? (see my CIL paper) 

1854 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I have spent considerable time wading through your report on future development and frankly in over 50 years (and 
over 35 in senior management) in private industry, have I read a report with so many pages containing so little 
information in my life. This report rambling on about nothing of any substance with no firm proposals or aims and I 
can only refer to it as should'a, could'a, would'a. Surely the amount of money and time spent on this report could 
have made some effort to address the concerns of the public who after all pick up the bills. 

1859 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Over the past ten years or so we have seen our council taxes increase at double the rate of inflation and council staff 
salaries rocket out of control. We now have a situation where council employees enjoy above average pay, more 
holidays than any other employee's in private industry and gold plated pensions that no longer exist in the private 
sector. All of this was said to encourage a more professional approach by councils, however the results have been 
quite the opposite. Our councils can now boast the highest staff absenteeism and sick leave, at three to four times 
more than the private sector. Some improvement? The biggest concern is that despite the new high salaries paid to 
senior council staff we still have the old order in charge, civil servants with no commercial experience. In addition we 
now have a new group coming through who are older school children. The new route is through primary, secondary, 
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& university and into politics. It should be made law that no one should be in any form of government local or central 
without a minimum of 5 to 10 years in the real world (private industry). It is about time that politicians started to think 
of local people as share holders and act on our behalf, not on some hidden agenda, after all we pick up the bills, 
council tax, government grants and all the other taxes. If you read the policy statement of Arun council it is full of 
phrases like 'duty of care'  I wonder who too? From the general attitude of Arun council is seem to the general public 
that they have forgotten they are elected to carry out the wishes of the people in there area. In Aldwick we have had 
toilet closures to save cost's after we have paid out council tax bills, I am sure that most people would not be happy to 
pay in advance for a service to have it withdrawn. It is true we have or did have two public toilets, one at each end of 
Marine Park gardens if you can count the disgusting toilet block on West Park, which I don't think have been cleaned 
this year judging from the cobwebs and general state of the block, I have been on building sites in the middle east 
with cleaner toilets and have the cheek to charge 20P. At least the toilets that have been closed were always clean 
and free and to think all to save £5000.00 per year. Simple to make these sort of savings and much more first reduce 
staff absenteeism by 50% and you will have many times that amount to full fill your duties to the public. Take out the 
extra 8 days holidays a year that will save millions and charge unions for office space in our buildings and make the 
union pay the wages for their full time representatives, after all you are very quick at charging business rates so why 
not introduce these simple measures and put your own business in order and save millions. Finally what is this 
arrangement with St Modwen's, it was said by Councillor Diggens some time ago that it would cost more to get out of 
the councils agreement with this property company than the leaving the agreement to run full term. I cannot see a 
private company manager signing an agreement with a property developer that would cost more to get out of than 
continue with and yet that is what the council did with St Modwens. Perhaps the council would like to discuss this 
problem with Tesco or Butlins to see if either of these private companies would have committed to such a strange 
one-sided arrangement, on second thoughts Tesco or Butlins would never get themselves in this sort of one sided 
contract because they use there own (shareholders money) not OPM (other peoples money). Finally I would like to 
see the council get back to basics like making sure the area has enough open toilets for tourists to use as well as local 
people, clean the drains and ditched more frequently scrap the regeneration committee which has spent a fortune 
over the last 5 years with little or nothing to show. It seems from where I sit that the only reason this committee is still 
active is so that the members can claim expenses to attend. Frankly I would not trust them to regenerate a bonfire 
with a can of petrol. Get rid of St Modwens, listen to the people and finally drag your organisation into the 21 st 
century because I and many others are getting very annoyed at being side lined by some civil servants who seem to 
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think they are an elite kind, well I have news for you your not. 

1881 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

As you are probably aware I have attempted to take time to understand the local plan. Whilst I believe there are many 
good points and the overall objectives and visions are sound, the Draft Plan in its current state is lacking in evidence 
and facts surrounding the need for road and housing development and is therefore unsustainable and I strongly 
object to it being adopted. I would request thatindependentand impartial studies are carried out in order to calculate 
the true needs of the Arun District. I have attempted to be objective in my comments, however, feel frustrated in the 
errors, contradictions and the apparent lack of understanding of the needs and desires of the both the local and wider 
Arun communities. I implore Arun District Council to reconsider the Draft Plan and work more closely with its 
inhabitants. In my opinion theconsensus of the 6 villages of Barnham, Yapton, Westergate, Eastergate, Aldingbourne 
& Walberton having been to the ADC consultation events, local Parish Council meetings and Village Action Group 
meetings are that of distrust in openness and honesty through the consultation process. This is something ADC and 
the communities need to work on together for asuccessfulfuture. I would welcome your comments with regard to 
points I have raised and hope to work with ADC in creating a sustainable Local Plan and aprosperous future for the 
Arun District. 

1802 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

General As stated by others in the press and at public meetings I would like to add my opinion about the consultation 
process on the Draft Local Plan (the plan) being run during the summer holidays. Despite assurances to the contrary 
and the concession by the District Council to extend the consultation period by a few days this timing appears to be an 
attempt to 'railroad' an unpopular set of proposals past this consultation stage. The sheer volume of information in 
the plan (362 pages plus 305 in the Sustainability Appraisal Report) and all the supporting documents is frankly 
daunting. It has taken years for the Council to compile this plan and they have given the community little over six 
weeks from a standing start to comment. The size of these documents is also likely to discourage many from reading 
them and providing the informed feedback that the Council is asking for. There is also a certain amount of superfluous 
content but much of the devil in the plan has been buried in the detail. It is a matter of historical fact that Arun District 
Council has failed to maintain a current local plan leading to the situation we have at present where developments are 
being developer led and won on appeal to the planning inspectors against the decisions of the Parish and District 
Councils. Furthermore the District Council have failed to deliver the benefits promised in previous Local Plans so I for 
one have little faith that any of the benefits aspired to in this plan can or will be delivered. It has taken three years for 
Arun to consult on this draft local plan since commissioning a survey of residents called 'Options for Growth' . The 



Page | 56  
 

results of that study appear to have been interpreted in a way that suits the Council's own objectives in preparing this 
draft plan. For example, a bypass for the A29 Woodgate Crossing was not included on the Spatial Options maps in the 
Options for Growth document in 2009. Option 3 from this Options for Growth document is the closest to the proposal 
in the plan yet according to the survey results this option was considered equally appropriate to Option 1 that would 
see 'sustainable urban extensions' . However as both Options 1 and 3 were considered most appropriate by only 26% 
of the respondents each are minority choices. The geographic spread of respondents to the 2009 survey is likely to 
have tilted these figures. Apart from the fact that Options for Growth is probably past its use by date, much of the 
detail in the plan leads me to call into question the ethics and even the competence of Arun's Planning Department 
and the councillors who oversee their activities. I would also call into question the value for money the Council Tax 
payers have received from many studies commissioned from external consultants for who the area represents no 
more than a few squiggly lines on a map but this consultation period does not allow time to do so. Having reviewed 
the plan and the supporting documents as deeply as possible in the limited time available the best I can say of the 
plan is it is incomplete. The proposals in the plan I am most interested in are those for the six villages area North of 
Bognor Regis but many of the points I make in this response apply equally to the proposals for other parts of the 
District. There has been much talk from local and national politicians about NIMBYism holding back economic growth. 
Indeed the Prime Minister himself has used such language in the last few days. Firstly, I would point out that this 
response to the plan is not just about my back yard as any proposals like those for the six villages should not be made 
for anybody's back yard. Secondly, if fighting for what I hold dear, the place we have lived for over 20 years, the place 
I went to school, the place we brought up our children, the place our daughter got married, the place we live in 
relative peace and tranquility, a village environment with a history that can be traced back way beyond that of the 
nearest town makes me a NIMBY then I'll just have to live with the fact that politicians with their own agendas have to 
resort to calling me names because they cannot win the argument any other way. The language used in the plan is full 
of platitudes and blatant spin to try and present an unpalatable set of proposals in the best possible light. For 
example, the development area proposed for the building of an indeterminate number of houses and a bypass is 
labelled as a Green Infrastructure Corridor (GIC2). This is cynical in the extreme as the only green thing about this part 
of the plan is the colour shading used on the map! The District Council are proposing something of a nuclear option 
for this area. The central requirement of the plan is to close a level crossing on the A29 at Woodgate and replace it 
with a bridge. To build this bridge the District Council are proposing to build a bypass across a green field site that is 
mostly agricultural land. The District Council cannot fund the road scheme so to pay for the bypass they are proposing 
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the rest of the green field site be handed over for a housing development. The big idea being to get the developer of 
the housing estate to pay for the road with a contribution from Network Rail towards the new bridge. So in a nutshell 
the District Council are proposing to destroy the living and natural environments around these villages to replace one 
level crossing. General I note that some of the language used in the draft plan is pre-emptive as it implies a decision to 
adopt the plan has already been made. If I understand the website correctly, the draft has been approved by the ADC 
for consultation but at the roadshow event in Littlehampton I was told this draft represents an early set of proposals. 
General The A29 Woodgate Crossing is being identified by the District Council as the villain solely responsible for 
preventing economic growth in Bognor Regis and in particular for the social depravation suffered in parts of the town. 
Without wishing to play down this point it must be noted that depravation in Bognor Regis is something of a relative 
term as the plan compares the town to other Districts in the County rather than other parts of the Country. There is 
also no evidence provided that the economic benefits predicted by this plan will be delivered and even less chance 
that the benefits will accrue to the deprived areas of the town. General Finally, from the perspective of a resident in 
Eastergate, I feel I must state that this draft plan has already created a level of uncertainty, blight and stress for the 
residents of the villages. Furthermore, there is an economic reality to face in that the half baked ideas in this plan are 
likely to have already put a blight on the property market in the villages and any development will significantly reduce 
the value of the properties in the villages and thence the wealth of the District as a whole. If this plan goes ahead the 
District Council will be able to say the Woodgate Crossing is no more but the price the villages are being asked to pay 
in fiscal and environmental terms to speculate on the off chance that ecomonic benefits will accrue to Bognor Regis is 
simply too high. 

1903 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I work for an international company that plans, designs and implements multibillion dollar oil and gas infrastructure 
and rehabilitation projects on a global basis. One thing I have learnt about these types of plans and the how they will 
be delivered is that they abound with misrepresentation about forecasts, budgets, and costs on which planners have 
to make decisions, and this misrepresentation leads to a much higher level of risk. Because of the long time scales of 
these plans, have many stakeholders to consider with conflicting interests, they are inherently risky. It is also common 
to find that contingency costs are inadequate to meet unplanned events and these characteristics together with other 
also commonly found, relate to timing, resourcing, risk management/mitigation and overall funding. The plans are 
generally full of optimism and this is usually the cause of much misinformation. The result is that cost overruns are 
inevitable. The other main characteristic of plans of this nature is that they often do not explore obvious options, for 
reasons of political expediency, or conflicts of interest. This one single issue brings the credibility of the plan into 
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question and in particular the credibility of those who have prepared them. This document is no different. The 
characteristics I have mentioned above are not only found in infrastructure projects but are equally found in projects 
for housing, major construction works, bridge building, industrial plants, military/defence systems and the like. 
Dealing with the complex nature of a complete geographical area such as Arun district, exacerbates all these issues to 
new levels of risk. This draft plan is so complex that it can never work as it stands; it has to be reconsidered rather 
than be the pipedreams of those in power. A more cautious approach should be taken. It should also be noted that 
infrastructure projects in which I am involved are based on much shorter delivery times than the period this plan 
spans. The risks associated with longer spans of time are inherently greater, especially in the current economic 
climate. It would not be unreasonable to argue that this plan does not take sufficient care in planning for the next five 
years let alone until 2028. Again a more cautious approach should be taken. In the document there is no 
demonstrable evidence that even if the strategy was sound in the first place, that it can be delivered. Since the Plan 
has yet to consult with other stakeholders it is unknown as to whether or not the strategic sites mentioned in the plan 
are available and therefore the plan is fundamentally flawed. Aside from the above comments [reps ID1904-ID1905 
CB] the timing of the publication has been ill timed in as much as the period for consultation coincides with the 
holiday period thus not affording a representative sample of the population time enough to truly come to read, 
digest, understand and comment on this weighty tome. Not only that, the consultation period is minimal bearing in 
mind that the complexity of the issues discussed. 

1849 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I have just logged on and registered to make comment on the new Draft plan especially covering my home village of 
Eastergate. I found the whole process extremely confusing and not at all user friendly. I think this may have been 
created especially to avoid adverse comment from residents and I consider myself reasonably intelligent having A 
level english admitted aquired many years ago! I have commented on-line but am not sure whether I have done so in 
the correct format and in the correct boxes! I want to ensure my comments are noted and my objections to the plans 
are taken into account. Do I need to write formally to ensure that my objections will be included and does one need to 
include the comment forms provided by Arun District Council? 

1801 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Summary: Housing Option 1, which includes individual Parish allocations of 100 in Eastergate etc, would appear to be 
the only option that would have any chance of retaining the local character and identity of all the villages, keeping the 
villages physically separate and protecting the setting and views of the historical assets including the Conservation 
Areas and Listed Buildings. The allocation could even be reduced to reflect the reduction in area for which ADC now 
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has planning responsibility. There is no evidence that the building of a large housing development would improve job 
opportunities in Bognor Regis. Were any large development be built, it should be close to existing job opportunities. 
ADC should retain its planning objective of building on brown field sites before any consideration is given to building 
on green field sites, especially when those green field sites are agricultural land. Many viable brown field sites have 
been identified. All four of the A29 improvement options would appear to be unnecessary and undesirable. They are 
merely squiggles on a map with no sensible starting point or finishing point. Any consideration as to whether 
improvement to the A29 is necessary should surely wait until the Bognor Relief Road and A259 improvements are 
complete. 

1827 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Councillors voting in favour of this plan have either been bullied into it or encouraged in some other way. Either way 
they will not be following a logical, well researched path that adheres to the 'Planners Mantra'  of "Sustainable 
development is the core principle underpinning planning. At the heart of sustainable development is the simple idea 
of ensuring a better quality of life for everyone , now and for future generations. 

1831 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Public enemy number one not only in this country but throughout the world appears to be global warming. Vast sums 
of money are being spent to reduce global warming. Increasing commuting by building speculatively without jobs just 
creates more commuter journeys which easily wipe out other greenhouse gas reducing measures. Everything should 
be done to reduce the need for people to commute. 

1852 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Arun and Rother Connections: Linking Landscape and Community (ARC) project – is a partnership made up of the 
RSPB, Environment Agency, Sussex Wildlife Trust, South Downs National Park Authority, Natural England, West Sussex 
County Council and the Arun and Rother Rivers Trust. Development funding of £114,900 has been awarded by the 
Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF). Plans are now being developed for a full programme of work worth over £2m for three 
years from 2013. The ARC project covers a large area spanning three districts – Chichester DC, Horsham DC and Arun 
DC. The project's overarching aims are to: • Promote a rich and thriving river system where wildlife flourishes and 
where people value and enjoy the landscape, natural and cultural heritage. • Work with landowners to protect, 
restore and reconnect wildlife habitats. • Improve water quality and eliminate non-native invasive species. • Better 
connect the community to the catchment, through access improvements, engagement opportunities and 
interpretation of the natural and cultural heritage of the project area. The ARC project will help to address many of 
the worst effects of climate change (whilst also delivering benefits for biodiversity) through a number of activities 
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such as; · Work with landowners to protect, restore, enlarge and reconnect wetland BAP priority habitats to deliver a 
more robust and sustainable ecosystem · Buffer watercourses to slow, filter and trap pollutants and protect farmland 
and riverbanks from erosion · Work with landowners and the public to locate and eradicate invasive non-native plant 
species that threaten native wildlife, cause riverbank erosion and increase flood risk across the catchment · Protect 
and improve clean water resources and deliver flood storage to protect farmland and communities through the 
restoration of wetland habitats · Improve fish passage and river restoration · Restore wetland habitats (fen, reedbed, 
species rich floodplain meadow), river, chalk streams, wet woodland and heaths The ARC project is undertaking much 
important habitat and species survey work in the first of the four years of the project, for example it has produced the 
Arun and Rother Habitat Potential Model - a digital tool for the monitoring and direction of habitat restoration of 
habitats and species within this area. It incorporates nine wetland habitats which occur naturally in the ARC project 
area (aside from the riparian one), which reflect local natural character and processes. They are: · Coastal and 
floodplain grazing marsh · Lowland fen – Base rich fen and base poor fen · Lowland meadow · Purple moor grass and 
rush pasture · Reedbeds · Saltmarsh · Species poor tussocky pasture · Wet woodland There are also a number of other 
species and habitat surveys currently being undertaken, the results of which will be available in early 2013. The 
partnership is keen to ensure that developers are made aware of the ARC project to showcase examples of good 
practice for sustainable development, explore linkages and partnership working and to maximise S106 possibilities 
that could contribute to the shared objectives of the Arun District Local Plan and the ARC project. The website for the 
project will be live by the beginning of December - www.arc-project.org.uk . In the meantime for further information 
about the project, please contact the ARC project officer: 

1861 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

As a resident of Bognor Regis I am truly baffled as to why my tax payers money is being used to decimate the Six 
Villages area when there is so much re-generation needed in Bognor Regis. In addition to this the sheer lunacy of a 60 
mph road going near to both Eastergate and Westergate schools defies all logic. The priorities for Arun seem to not 
consider public feeling or resident needs but are more focused on money making for business. Surely improvement of 
existing residential areas will encourage growth, attract tourism and generate the revenue needed? I am thoroughly 
opposed to your proposals and genuinely question the value for money you are offering to Arun residents. 

1875 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I would like to register my dismay at the draft Local Plan. The consultation activity was flawed, as the maps presented 
to the community do not align with the proposed plan, and too, ADC's website also has maps that conflict in relation 
to Angmering development and proposed employment sites. I believe, the consultation activity must be undertaken 
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again, as the draft as is open to interpretation in relation to the plans for the Angmering district. I am also at a loss to 
understand why the Community Lead Plan which is expected to be a bottom up as well as top down process, also does 
not take into account whatsoever, the views of Angmering Residents. The proposal of over 500 homes in Angmering 
on Green Field sites is against some of the key policies contained within the Draft Plan. It attempts to side step these 
principles, suggesting that it is OK for land to be 'torn up forever'  in return for a dual carriageway, where the case for 
such as a benefit to the residents in Angmering is yet to be proven. There are many alternative 'Brown Field'  sites in 
Angmering that will meet the local need, and many alternative sites in the area that will meet the district need (e.g. 
Ford Aerodrome). There is no need to build on Green Fields in Angmering. South Downs National Park: The area's 
marked for potential development is in the East boundary that is adjacent to the South Downs National Park. 
Development of this site will compromise the National Park Boundary View, as it creates a very hard edge from the 
National Park to Angmering Village. For example, when viewing from the National Park: Today Main Road Trees 
Grassland Trees Grassland Hedgerow Local Road Housing Proposed Main Road Trees Housing There are various 
reasons why it is unsustainable, to consider Angmering for any significant housing development Roads (main): The 
A259 through the parish of Angmering is widely recognised as a problem. It is inconceivable that ADC would consider 
it to be acceptable to put further pressure on the A259. Much has been talked about locally about dualing the A259, 
however, it is likely that this will not serve the community of Angmering, only those passing through it. I believe it will 
have a negative effect on Angmering residents, as large volumes of fast flowing traffic (at multiple points of the day 
and weekends [not just rush hour]), will make it very difficult for residents to leave Angmering by the A259 
roundabouts. Water Capture: Earlier this year, the UK suffered it's driest period on record, with drought restriction 
being put in place, and emergency measures being drafted up by Government. Protecting Green Field sites is of 
paramount importance in the South East to enable the capture of surface water. Flooding: Angmering is an area which 
historically has been subject to flooding. In June this year, water from the higher land arrived in torrents in the village 
centre after heavy rain causing severe flooding to buildings in Water Lane, The Square, and Station Road. This was not 
an isolated instance and is likely to become more frequent as land is built on. Retail Parking (Village Centre): I do not 
accept that additional housing will benefit local businesses. It is already extremely difficult to park in the village centre 
at most times of the day, and I do not accept that the majority of residents would walk to the local shops from 
Roundstone Lane. (also see my references to poor pedestrian safe access above). Local Schools: Angmering's primary 
school is widely regarded as full and some children from Angmering already have to go to school in other villages 
some miles away. WSCC have already ruled out building another school in Angmering even when consulted by a 
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housing developer when they were proposing 300 houses earlier in 2012. Doctors / Medical: The Angmering Medical 
Centre, whilst recently built in response to the needs resulting from the Bramley Green development, is clearly at 
capacity. I as a user of that facility already have to wait around 4 days for a standard Doctor's appointment. Further 
local development of the magnitude being suggested will put an intolerable strain on the facility, thereby worsening 
the service for existing residents. Need for Housing: There is no local need for housing in Angmering. Angmering's 
current need formally results from 7 cases where really urgent housing is currently required by Angmering residents 
(i.e. Arun Category A), and only a total of 21 cases in the wider Categories A & B. This need for Angmering can be 
achieved by building on existing Brown Field sites within the current building development area. District Housing 
Targets: Angmering has made significant contributions to new housing in the Arun area over the last 30 years, and 
over the last 10 years has contributed around 700 houses. In the last 10 years the village has increased by around 28% 
and the local infrastructure is viewed by residents to be at capacity in real terms. Views of the residents: In village 
surveys conducted by Angmering Parish Council and the Save Angmering Village (SAV) group during 2012, the 
residents of Angmering have made it abundantly clear that they do not wish for, or see the need for, more than 100 
new dwellings in the Parish between now and 2028. From the SAV referendum, the response from 99.69% of 
responders was that they did not want to see any further large scale housing developments in Angmering, and 75% 
wanted 100 houses or less. Similar responses have been obtained through other media and Parish Council activity, so 
ADC can be in no doubt on the 'Bottom Up'  view. Community Lead Plan – Principles and Aims: In January this year, 
the Prime Minister clearly stated: 'Our vision is one where we give communities much more say, much more control. 
The fear people have in villages is the great big housing estate being plonked down from above. Our reforms will 
make it easier for communities to say 'we are not going to have a big plonking housing estate landing next to the 
village, but we would like 10,20,30 extra houses and we would like them built in this way, to be built for local 
people'.'  Quite clearly through the surveys and referendum, the community of Angmering have said that they do not 
want, or need to 'have a big plonking housing estate landing next to the village'  [or in this case in the village]'¦..but 
they have said they would like up to 100 houses over the next 15 years or so. The community of Angmering is very 
much in line with the Government's objectives, and it would call into question/challenge the validity of the whole 
Parish and District Community Lead Plans should Arun's Draft Local Plan go forward as it stands with substantial 
housing development targeted for Angmering. ADC need to listen to the residents of Angmering, as a failure to do so, 
can only demonstrate that the Government Initiative of a community lead plan has failed to deliver change within the 
localised planning process. 
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1915 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The whole plan is dangerously ill conceived. It has been put forward under political pressure. No account has been 
taken of economic demand, for example if you encourage younger families with the area how will the individuals be 
employed. Look at the Petworth plans and consider the cost of travelling and ???? UK is generally in economic decline 
especially in the service area. There is no evidence of recovering added ? . It is all so very wrong and in ????? tells you 
that carbon development must make sure you are going in the wrong direction On another matter of ? Patterson walk 
is indicated as a ? cycle route. It is not it is 1.2 mtr wide and cannot possibly accommodate walkers. Cyclists and 
elderly in ?? Sorry about the handwriting but I have parkinsons! 

2152 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

This is my response to your published draft local plan. I object to your plan as published particularly because, if 
implemented, it has the potential to increase flood risk to existing residents over the development's lifetime. In 2009 
you consulted on options for growth and then, in 2011, on how many new homes should be built in Arun. I responded 
to both of these consultations in letters dated respectively 2gtb March 2009 and 24th February 2011. Because I put 
considerable effort into obtaining and evaluating evidence to draft these letters I attach further copies in case you do 
not have the originals to hand. The views I expressed in those letters have been strengthened and reinforced by three 
recent developments: . Objective factual Information gathered in the development of the Angmering Neighbourhood 
Plan. . The laudable efforts of the community group Save Angmering Village (SAV) in gathering evidence on local 
development related issues. . The devastating property and infrastructure flooding of Angmering [See attached 
documents - CB] 

2164 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Map 3 – Cycle ways seem to be Ad Hoc, with no joined up plan. Cycle routes need to have a start, middle and finish. 
Signing is critical, on Bognor Sea Prom, there are two signs, one saying it is okay to cycle on the prom, another saying 
it is prohibited! Someone needs to get the whole act together. 

2050 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Proposal Maps On page 221 Policy DM25 there is mention of Walberton and Barnham Green (?) Infrastructure 
Corridor under Type A. I assume the reference should be Walberton Green to Barnham but as Fontwell is within the 
parish of Walberton and that the corridor between Walberton Green and Fontwell covers all the requirements in that 
section it should also be included. (It is interesting to note that this year the BBC chose Fontwell as a location for its 
national programme on the Night Sky.) I consider that the hatched area on Arundel, the Six Villages and Surrounding 
Area Map 2 be extended northward from Eastergate Lane to the old Arundel Road as far eastward to Copse Lane to 
embrace woodland, springs, emerging streams and ponds shown on the accompanying Ordnance Survey Map GI 
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Corridor Walberton Green and Fontwell pdf doc. 

2063 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The Draft Local Plan raises too many unanswered questions, offers none or very flimsy evidence-based arguments, 
and the justification '...where appropriate, shall be ensured/promoted/proposed through a planning condition or 
planning obligation...' is wholly unconvincing. I reject and object to all road Options a, b, c and d. And I support the 
original housing Option 1. I look forward to receiving Arun's response to some of the areas I have identified and hope 
that the next stage of Public Consultation is conducted with a little more consideration for how long local people 
require to digest these proposals. 

2060 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I only wish that I had been allowed more time to give the Draft Local Plan a much closer inspection, but I write this 
letter on the day of my return from a summer holiday, and have been unable to cover anywhere near all the areas I 
wished to address thoroughly and coherently. Sadly, a public consultation period of seven and half weeks is not long 
enough to respond properly. 

2052 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Firstly, I was dismayed to learn that Arun District Council's Planning and Policy Team has had over four years to 
develop the Draft Local Plan, and yet local residents such as myself have been given a mere seven and half weeks to 
respond to the document and all its implications. May I ask why those who are most affected by the Plan's proposals 
have been given such a tiny window of opportunity to comment? Secondly, why was it deemed necessary to offer this 
limited Public Consultation period during a busy Olympic summer holidays? I really do want these two questions 
answered please. I feel at a distinct disadvantage when attempting to tackle all the issues raised in the Plan within 
such a small timescale, and at a crazy busy time for most families. 

1992 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

3. General The assumption of the Local Plan seems to be that certain needs will arise which will have to be catered 
for, but (as far as the Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate area is concerned) these needs are not apparent nor proven 
for the future. Moreover, the Plan appears not to consider the present needs for this area. 

1949 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

1 ROADDestruction of identity of Eastergate village at War Memorial. It would destroy our way of life 2 Proposed 
housing No amount of new drainage will work on this land as it is flood plain and the sea levels are just beneath the 
surface. The sea levels are rising and already causing problems along the coast. 3 There isn't a need for new housing 
on this scale. You cant even sell the ones you've built around Bognor. 4 You couldn't complete the road scheme 
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around Bognor and nor will you complete the proposed road scheme here and we will have a half baked plan for years 
to come 5 Driving around here can already be difficult no new roads are going to improve the situation that number of 
houses will increase the traffic chaos in the area 

1978 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

In summary, the Plan is long on words but short on items that could be considered as supporting the aims of 
sustainable development as I understand them. The District will not be best served by the adoption of this Plan in its 
present form. Discard the padding, present objectives that are SMART [1], along with evidence that supports their 
adoption and the Council will have a Plan they can be proud of and one that will gain public support. [1] S-Specific, M-
Measurable, A-Achievable, R-Realistic, T- Time based. 

1994 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I am unable to access the online consultation form so here are my views via email; I have lived in North Bersted for 
over thirty years. I was very concerned by the amount of building, concreting and tarmacing across open fields and 
voiced my concerns, mainly of flooding that this would cause. My letter and photos showing the high water levels in 
local fields was published in the Observer newspaper, I wrote to ADC and the Environment Agency, but the building 
still went ahead and thus year, as predicted by many local residents, we had severe flooding causing disruption and 
misery. During a telephone conversation to the Environment Agency at this time I was told that building should not go 
ahead so close to floodplains. We now have the relief road being built across a field which floods every winter and is 
on the Environment Agency's map as a floodplain. We were told this road would be elevated on stilts to avoid the 
water but now the field is being raised by the addition of earth, where will the water go next winter? Can you totally 
reassure the local residents and council tax payers that this road will not cause flooding to the very local houses? We 
are constantly told by the media that climate change will lead to wetter weather so we cannot assume this years 
weather will not be repeated in the near future. Regarding the proposed new cinema, this would surely put the 
Picturedrome out of business, the Picturedrome is owned by the people of Bognor Regis and needs to be protected 
for us. 

2069 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Neighbourhood Planning In January 2012 the Prime Minister stated: 'Our vision is one where we give communities 
much more say, much more control. The fear people have in villages is the great big housing estate being plonked 
down from above. Our reforms will make it easier for communities to say 'we are not going to have big plonking 
housing estate landing next to the village, but we would like 10, 20, 30 extra houses and we would like them built in 
this way, to be built for local people'.'  This resulted in the introduction of the Neighbourhood Plan. The 'Communities 



Page | 66  
 

and Local Government Introduction to Neighbourhood Planning'  states: 'Neighbourhood planning is a new way for 
communities to decide the future of the places where they live and work. They will be able to: ï‚· choose where they 
want new homes, shops and offices to be built ï‚· have their say on what those new buildings should look like ï‚· grant 
planning permission for the new buildings they want to see go ahead'  So what is the point of a Neighbourhood Plan I 
ask myself? Angmering Parish Council has tirelessly worked together with the local community and groups like Save 
Angmering to ensure everyone has a voice on the future of Angmering. They have already submitted a draft of the 
Neighbourhood Plan to Arun to ensure the residents comments could be incorporated into the Draft Local Plan. 
38.4%, which is a very high percentage of people, based on mail shots and community meetings only, replied to 
various questionnaires that were sent round regarding large scale housing developments in the parish and 99.69 % 
said they didn't want large scale housing developments, particularly the proposed development by Barratt/David 
Wilson Homes (this was for a proposed 301 homes on the land north of the Worthing Rugby Club which has now been 
reducted to 150). A Neighbourhood Plan survey (carried out by Angmering Parish Council) had a response rate of 
41.68%. Of those who responded, the initial findings of the AIRS report (July 2012) shows that: ï‚· 78.46% identified a 
preference for 'up to 100 new homes' in the Parish spread over the next 17 years ï‚· 15.06% wanted 100-250 ï‚· 4.71% 
wanted 250-500 ï‚· 1.8% of those that responded want more than 500 homes '71.15% indicated that the number of 
housing units on individual development sites should not exceed 10 units' . Angmering villagers have told the Parish 
Council that they wish to see incremental, appropriate, natural and sustainable growth in their village and welcome in 
particular, the requirement for development to take place within the Built-up Area Boundary on small sites rather 
than one big lump of housing. The expectation is that this view will also be reflected in the Local Plan. Currently the 
villagers comments/ views have been completely ignored. So once again what is the point of a Neighbourhood Plan if 
local Government is ignoring central Government, regarding policy to be adopted by local councils, and doing their 
own thing by ignoring local residents' views? Your Draft Plan contradicts the government's intentions and has paid not 
the slightest notice to any of the residents comments. See Point 9.3.4 in the Plan, "Angmering is identified as a broad 
location for growth in Policy SP8. Employment development has not been achieved in Angmering under the 2003 
Local Plan's unsaved policy for Site 4. That site is now bounded by residential development and playing fields. The 
2010 Employment and Economic Land Assessment questions the viability of this site for commercial enterprise whilst 
the 2012 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment considers the site to be suitable for housing. The 
employment assessment ranks land at Water Lane, Angmering as the most suitable site for employment development 
in Arun. This site forms part of SP3 and, subject to other policies in this Plan, should be taken forward." However other 
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points in the Plan, plus other studies actually prove Angmering is not a suitable or sustainable site for development, 
particularly in light of other plans/studies that have been carried out and results put forward alongside the plan. I list 
several examples extracted from these documents/studies: 

2070 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Sustainability According to your Plan "all new development should be sustainable": The 'Settlement Sustainability 
Study – July 2007 Section 2.8: Policy H3 of the South East Plan' , explicitly requires that "future development be 
located in settlements that are sustainable". 'New housing needed to meet the district's requirements – whether on 
previously developed land or greenfield land – should be in sustainable locations which have necessary infrastructure, 
services and community provision, or where this provision is planned. Housing development should generally be in 
locations that are, or can be, well served by a choice of transport modes'  (SEERA, Policy H3: The Location of Housing, 
submission draft South East Plan, 2006) Other findings of this assessment of ' Settlement Sustainability Study – July 
2007 " are, accessability to key facilities and services in the district's settlements'  for Angmering it shows: Facilities 
Accessibility – Good ï‚· Bank – Very Poor Accessibility ï‚· Further Education Institution – Very Poor Accessibility ï‚· Petrol 
Station – Very Poor Accessibility (Site was sold for housing) Employment availability – Limited Public transport 
availability – Poor ï‚· Bus – Poor Accessibility ï‚· Train Station – Poor Accessibility Your plan seems to be completely 
ignoring this study and aims to put a further 490 houses, on top of the 100 houses already allocated by Arun, plus an 
industrial site in Angmering Village when it is quite evident this village is highly unsuitable as demonstrated by this 
study (I will further elaborate on its unsustainability later in more detail). Although this study took place in 2007 
nothing in the village has changed to now make this a viable or sustainable village for development. Why waste 
money on studies if you take no notice of them? An excerpt from your plans says , ''¦New housing needed to meet the 
district's requirements – whether on previously developed land or greenfield land – should be in sustainable locations 
which have necessary infrastructure, services and community provision, or where this provision is planned. Housing 
development should generally be in locations that are, or can be, well served by a choice of transport modes'  (SEERA, 
Policy H3: The Location of Housing, submission draft South East Plan, 2006) Angmering is not sustainable for major 
development - I will expand on this later in the document. Draft Plan Point 4.53 "Arun will need to accommodate 
substantial new development over the next 15-20 years. New development needs to be planned to minimise impacts 
on the countryside and environment and, where possible, make best use of available brown field land and buildings. 
At the same time it is important to preserve the individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, 
avoiding over-development or the merging of settlements." The building requirements in the Local Plan for Angmering 
goes against its own policy above of not building on greenfield sites. The sites are 'outside the built up area' and 
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should remain green. The Plan states brownfield sites should be built on before on greenfield ones, so why are you 
trying to build on greenfield sites in Angmering? Arun should choose a more appropriate site than Angmering Village 
to help fulfill this objective from your plan. The current application for 150 houses by Barratts is on greenfield site not 
brownfield so should not even be considered as a viable site for this many houses. This is also over the current 
allocated 100 houses for Angmering at present which begs the question, if this scheme is given planning permission 
does the surplus 50 houses go towards the eventual figure in the Local Plan?. Point 13.1.18 says "If the funding for 
infrastructure is not available we would; Monitor the provision of infrastructure through the Implementation 
Development Plan and the Council's monitoring reports in order to help phase development" Surely before any 
planning permission is given, the financing for infrastructure and development to deliver road improvements, schools, 
improved doctor and dentist surgeries, water, drainage, sewage and flood prevention etc., should be in place to 
support any new development otherwise the development is not viable. Point 4.10 states:- 'The largest inland 
settlements (sic) in the east of the district is Angmering. Angmering has experienced considerable new residential 
development in recent years but retains a village character. With improvements to the A280, proposed improvements 
to the A259 and the possible securing of additional primary school places, Angmering is considered a sustainable place 
for additional housing and employment growth' . 

2286 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I object to the proposal to resite the A29 which appears to link to a busy 'b' road and interfere with a strategic local 
gap between Eastergate + Barnham. I also object to the proposal use of agricultural land, a flood plane for extensive 
housing with no evidence of need I see site 6 in Bersted and unused planning permission and no financial proposals to 
provide 'local' (no out movements) jobs. The local gap between Barnham and Eastergate must be preserved to avoid ? 
of villages ? inspectors report re previous Brooks nursery application for housing. 

2349 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Re ADC Draft Local Plan 2012 This plan has been on-going for so may years. I am incensed by the necessity to write yet 
again about the proposed huge housing development, based purely on the desire to build a bridge over the railway 
and the road required to serve it. I wrote in 2003 that the proposals both for the development and the road 
contradicted Planning Policy Guidelines. Mr Tony Dixon, also wrote in May 2003 a memorable letter clearly stating all 
the reasons why the then WSCC Draft Structure Plan would have a major, irreversible and devastating impact on the 
local environment- and why the whole concept was totally ill-conceived, These reasons still stand – and are further 
supported, for example, by floods experienced only a few months ago and on several occasions some years back. 
Development on a major scale in the countryside is contrary to The National Planning Framework- and in any case, the 
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area is totally unsuitable. There are few jobs available, minimal opportunity to create them, poor public transport and 
major congestion on the roads. One does wonder if any District Councillor has ever actually driven along the A29 and 
A27 and, in particular, attempted to negotiate the Fontwell roundabout at our prolonged rush hours. A further 2000 
houses will produce several thousand more cars. The local infrastructure is already at capacity – and the combination 
of a large flat plain, a high water table, poor drainage and inadequate sewerage makes the Plan totally unsupportable. 
This Plan should be scrapped. If it is not, there is a real risk that the whole Chichester Plain, from Littlehampton to 
Chichester and possibly even including the Manhood would, in twenty years time, be a completely built-up area. 

2305 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL – DRAFT LOCAL PLAN (2013 – 2028) CONSULTATION DOCUMENT We are writing on behalf of 
our client, Bourne Leisure Ltd., with reference to the above consultation document, published for comment by 10 th 
September 2012. Bourne Leisure operates more than 50 holiday sites throughout the UK, in the form of family 
entertainment resorts, hotels and holiday parks and within Arun operates Butlins, Bognor Regis, and the Church Farm 
Holiday Park near Pagham. By way of background to these representations and in recent years, Bourne Leisure has 
experienced increased visitor demand for higher quality accommodation and facilities, and for improved park 
standards, services, entertainment and eating establishments. The Company has responded by upgrading its sites and 
facilities and this has enabled a move towards their more extensive use during off-peak times throughout the year. In 
2011, Bourne Leisure invested £104m in improving its existing sites. For some holiday parks, improvements 
necessitate the expansion of sites in order to facilitate the provision of new facilities and ensure higher amenity 
standards. The Company therefore considers that it is important that emerging development plan policies allow fully 
for these changes to take place, and ensure that the value and importance of tourism to local economies is fully 
recognised and promoted. The comments made below on the consultation document use its titles, for ease of 
reference. 

2345 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

1.Transport structure, Westerly route is preferable because the other routes have not taken into account access to 
A27. 2. Access to Barnham road is not an option because that road B2233 3. The building of 2230 houses in the area as 
defined on the plans is a non starter. Where will they go, who will buy them ( in a recession) Too much load on 
sewerage, schools, transport services, stretched. Whilst I realise some plan must be prepared, I don't think this plan 
has been thoroughly researched and to this end, I take ? Council ( Arun ) should ? this document ? be renamed and 
redrawn. 
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2346 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I attended the exhibition on the Local Plan in the Regis Centre and found it to be very poor. It was unprofessional and 
the planning officers did not seem to be able to deal with the many concerns the public were expressing. The only way 
I got to see a map of the proposals was by balancing a spare copy on my knees. It was an insult to the public My 
comments are that no more house building should even be considered until the very serious problem of FLOODING is 
dealt with as a priority. Then we need justification for building all the extra houses which will bring so many more 
people into the area/ But – where are the plans for jobs, schools, medical care and roads and improved transport? 
Site 6 might have coped with the flooding but the water was simply shifted further south. A friend in Chichester Road 
had flooding under her floorboards for the first time and our garden was flooded far deeper than ever before. Bognor 
Regis is in great danger of further serious flooding if you build in the villages and shift the problem south. 

2369 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

1, Plan issued during summer recess (19 July -10 Sept.)- Not allowing sufficient time to consider plans for next 
generation. CONCLUSION I am very disappointed with ADC's unprofessional approach to a very serious task of-
providing a local-plan.I hope that the views and concerns of rate payers in small villages will be addressed. I hope that 
the views and concerns of rate payers in small villages will be addressed. 

2296 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Please leave our five villages alone. I object to all the road proposals for new A29 Bypass. I accept Option 1. 

2256 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Bypass/ Housing 1) We do not ( as residents ) have sufficient statistics regarding traffic flow either on the A29 or on 
Eastergate /Barnham /Yapton to A259 to judge whether a by pass is actually needed. Land ? the housing to pay for it. 
2) I've driven all over the country and no-where are waiting times at level crossings are so lengthy- ie traffic builds up 
all around this area at all level crossings. If this was changed traffic flow would be faster-less need for a by pass. 
Locally we are ( as a small village the same with other villages around us) already inundated with developments, either 
already in the planning pipeline, halfway ? or under consultation ? ? this week)) let alone those already built. . 
Consultations are held for local views ( with limited number of leaflets distributed so word of mouth is the only way 
the majority of residents hear about things) As far as my own experience is concerned, no-one listens of where/ who 
listens to flooding/ sewage concerns. PS Planning and conservation – no conservation in any of those options as far as 
I can see 
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2188 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

In moving forward to the next stage we trust that Arun District Council will pick up the threads of greater community 
engagement. We hope ADC will also allocate time and resources to the Parish Councils to ensure the effective 
development of Neighbourhood Plans in parallel with the evolution of the LocalPlan, as a means of engaging the 
community in a developing a future vision andbuilding capacity to take forward the effective implementation of the 
Local and Neighbourhood Plans. 

2116 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Comments on Arun Draft Local Plan (2013 – 2028 ) Consultation Document for Ferring Parish Council. General- Ferring 
Parish council supports the objectives of the draft plan, in particular we agree with the need to address the 
unsustainable and harmful trends of the last few years when employment opportunities have failed to keep pace with 
the population growth, with the result that outward commuting has increased bringing with it unacceptable road 
congestion. Securing new employment opportunities must take precedence, thus the rejection of the South East Plan 
target of 565 dwellings a year and the adoption of the publically preferred figure of 400 is welcomed as it seeks to 
reverse the unsustainable trends rather than further embedding them. The draft needs to put the argument for the 
reduction in housing numbers far more strongly and spell out the positive consequences for the district of doing so. It 
is of great concern that the figures used for the supply of sites appears to be incorrect, understated by around 2500, 
an error which calls into question the policies around housing supply. The lack of clarity engendered by having two 
target figures also needs to be addressed. The draft should be revised to provide a clearer explanation of why housing 
supply needs to be reduced, providing clear evidence and cogent arguments for this. It must make clear that this 
reduction in housing supply runs in parallel with the drive to increase employment opportunities. Inconsistent 
references to the role of NDP's in refining, complementing and implementing proposed ALP policies – some proposed 
policies ( like DM25 – Ferring Green Infrastructure Corridor ) are better contained within the NDP than the ALP. 
Similarly, the Proposals Map contains detail that is expected to be reviewed and potentially revised by the NDP. 
Overall the draft needs to be considerably shortened and the arguments for Arun's preferred polices better supported 
by clear reasoning and accurate figures. 

2140 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Option 2 Aldingbourne/ Barnham/ Eastergate: This horrific proposal is almost unbelievable in it's ? To build over 2000 
houses would destroy greenfields and create ? traffic congestion on roads which are already overcrowded- re routing 
the A29 would not help! People will drive in their cars to jobs some distance away- employment opportunities are 
very few in the area and although there would be increase in jobs for builders, this would be very short term. Option 1 
will continue anyway. Please leave future development ( Hopefully on Brownfield sites) to that?! If David Cameron 
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and Co want to ' Kick start'  the economy he should encourage business large and small by making life easier for them 
ie by reducing the overheads like VAT, business tax, national insurance etc. He should abandon this apparently easy 
option ( eg Option 2 ) of building vast numbers of houses, many of which will remain unsold in unsuitable areas 
thereby destroying good farmland, villages and creating misery for local communities. The Arun Local Plan should stick 
to the ? and sustainable OPTION 1 

2144 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I do not accept the need for option 2 I do accept the need for option 1 I do not accept the need for the A29 Woodgate 
by pass. Routes ABCD are not acceptable My one hope is that somewhere down the line there has been a catastrophic 
error of judgement and that by Christmas this plan will have been replaced with something that is acceptable to our 
community. I cannot claim to have detailed technical knowledge in fighting this plan and will leave that to others. I am 
also aware that I must not argue on an emotional level as it will not be heeded. So I write as a resident since 1976. 

2149 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I am writing to express my deep concern regarding the process and the proposals outlined in the above local draft 
action plan 2012. Firstly, I consider it unacceptable that the public consultation period was scheduled to run during 
the summer holidays when so many residents are away. I feel this runs completely contrary to the spirit of localism, 
enshrined in the government's Localism Act. 

2197 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Comments on the Arun District Draft Plan I am writing to comment on the ADC Draft Plan. I am very concerned that 
the Plan will have a most detrimental impact on Angmering village if it is implemented. In fact Angmering will be 
turned into a small town, but without the necessary infrastructure and amenities to sustain the increased population. 
The Plan also ignores the wishes of the inhabitants of the village and the Prime Minister's policy statement ¡n January 
2012 that villages should not suffer 'housing estates being plonked down from above' . This is precisely what the Plan 
threatens to do to Angmering. I attach a paper setting out more detailed comments on the Plan. 

2199 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I attended the display of the draft local plan at the regtis centre Bognor Regis. I learned nothing from it as the 
presentation was poor and the district representatives were not particularly well briefed. However, I have grave 
concern about the local plan in the Arun District coincides with the flood plain, much of which is farmland and 
therefore on the face of it very attractive to developers who would see such area as prime sites, especially with 
government backing on the need to build houses. I strongly recommend therefore that before any update of the local 
plan is discussed and produced a detailed study is made on how flooding can occur, given the rainfall to cause it. 
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Going into such detail as the probable result of effects in surrounding areas of new developments for example where 
flooding had not necessarily accrued before. I have concentrated on this aspect of planning because I believe however 
desirable a development may look even after detailed consideration, if a very careful assessment of flood risk is made 
it could easily be a case of, forgive me money down the drain! 

2207 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I support Option 1 as being less bad than Option 2. Am against Option 2, 2000 new houses which will translate in 10 
years time to 10,000 people and 4000 cars, the road infrastructure would not be able to support this. Close Woodgate 
level crossing – sheer madness ! 

2230 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Although only recently arrived in the community, I can appreciate the need for such a document as the proposed 
Local Plan.To this end, Arun DC should be complimented for initiating such a piece of work. However, a the point any 
plaudits must stop as the present Draft Plan is so fukll of unsupported assumptions, decisions and proposals as to 
make it unworkable and certainly unsupportable by the majority of the community. I would stress again that whilst 
there are indeed benefits in having a Plan for future development, such a plan must reflect the needs, desires, 
strengths and limitations of both the area and the local population. It is disappointing to find that this Draft Plan fails 
to meet these basic requirements but until it does I believe that it is both unsupportable and unacceptable. 

2238 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I am making an objection the proposed Arun development plan which does seem to be evidence based. I totally object 
to this plan which is considering Greenfield sites in the Arun area. I am all in favour of a plan but not on Greenfield 
sites, we will and do need these greenfields for food production in the future if not we will be buying in yet more from 
other producing countries.. Being held to high prices and adding more carbon emissions through added transportation 
and of course added cost to the consumer in the long run, I understand Greenfield building is contrary to government 
policy. David Cameron is on record as stating there will be no huge developments attached to villages. I understand 
there are sufficient brown field sites throughout England to accommodate housing needs. Housing should be on a 
needs basis not a huge profit to developers scheme, it is realistic to think some development would be needed to 
accommodate local needs this would be option 1. Option 1 which is not discussed in the plan This could be delivered 
very easily by local building firms which would in turn be local work for local people Option 2 which is the figure 
discussed is the option given be developers as the only way to achieve the 20,000,000??? Cost of delivering a new 
route to Bognor Regis avoiding the Woodgate railway crossing. I am unsure as to how this figure has been calculated 
as it would be substantially more than this figure to build and upgrade current facilities which would be necessary if 
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this road was to be put in place there would be a very big rethink or renage on the developers part as in the recent 
cases of the relief road and the health care provision in North Bersted. I have also seen on the media recently that the 
developers would like to see an end to the 10% 'affordable'  allocation, I am unsure as to why it was not discussed. 
The problem at Woodgate could be relieved by better signal phasing and less users, this is mainly a problem at the 
ususal rush times in the morning and evenings. Nothing should be done or decisions made until the new relief road is 
fully operational as the bulk of this traffic would use the new and improved road, closing it is an expensive and 
unnecessary option. The building of this amount of houses out in these areas would in turn cause further flooding and 
sewerage backfill to the already affected areas of Felpham. Barnham has already got major problems as to sewage 
and flooding, a major upgrade of infrastructure/schools and medical provision of jobs all of which will not be provided 
for by the developers it as would not be profitable for them to do so. The out commuting from Bognor could be 
relieved by regeneration throughout the town both in housing/shops and business investment, those options seems 
to have gone by the board, we have lost over the years light industry and jobs, why? That question needs to be asked 
and answered before a workable plan can be put in place, there is also a need of more better paid jobs in the area 
which would alleviate the need to commute. I am objecting to all of the new road/routes mentioned in the future 
development plan, other options need to be investigated before we yet again tear up more greenfields. I am sure the 
highways department could be involved in a greater way to achieve some better outcome. 

2513 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Re ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN 2013 - 2028 Attn Simon Meacham Esq, (Head of Planning and Conservation), 
Arun Civic Centre, Maltravers Road1 Littlehampton . BNI7 5LF We write in response to your request for local 
inhabitants to express their views on the new Neighbourhood Plan. We commence by saying that we have attended 
your presentation in Barnham, joined the local public debate meeting sponsored by Bambam Parish Council and 
looked at the website that contains your document and are aware that our comments refer to the locality and not just 
Barnham in making this response. We deliberately chose to retire to Barnham in 2006. The area at the time offered 
village '” rural attractions that were most agreeable to us, yet in that time we have seen them significantly eroded. 
The villages group of communities so individually distinct but equally delightful as a whole balanced modem 
agriculture, horticulture, service industry and light industrial with varied but harmonising architectural styles 
contributing greatly to the sense of being modern but not out of place within the landscape. The plans that you 
propose as your vision for the future will largely destroy that uniquely balanced local dimension and we believe that 
the community will lose forever the benefits of the area that on other occasions that you so widely and positively 
publicise as desirable. 
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2519 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

CONCLUSION . I found the visionary plan to be good when judged by the large number of words used, but sadly with 
little real substance beyond the driven desire to build dwellings anywhere and in profusion. The need for them is not 
expressed, anywhere, giving the strong impression that they could be jammed in to the detriment of the desirable and 
appreciated special virtues of the local environment. The data to support that need was singularly lacking in any real 
substance. When staff at your local presentations were asked questions it was clear that innovative thinking had been 
given little emphasis - judged by the calibre of the answers received. How regrettable, a missed opportunity perhaps? 
The main beneficiaries are not the potential inhabitants let alone the current inhabitants but building development 
companies and their specialist enquiry subcontractors. The developers are beloved of district councils whose hunger 
for a larger revenue stream particularly in these cash poor times when more houses equals more money into the 
district council coffers. If the Local Plan 2013'”2028 proposed by Arun District Council is to have real and lasting 
beneficial value to the area it has to be far better in concept and delivery than this uninspiring document. 

2522 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Arun District Council's Draft Local Plan 2013 '” 2028 This Draft Plan states an employment site at Water Lane and 590 
houses for Angmering. I object to both. Employment Site: 1. This land is outside the built-up area. This ¡s contrary to 
the Plan's policy. 2. The land is Greenfield. This is contrary to the Plan which states the Brownfield sites should be built 
on before Greenfield sites. 3. It is far from the rail station and the busses only run hourly and stop at 6pm. Workers 
would have to come by car, and this would increase fuel emissions, which is contrary to the Plan's policies. Delivery 
vehicles and traffic from the site would be more likely to exit through the village causing (more traffic problems- 
congestion and fumes) 4. The land is prone to flooding '” the floods this year came from the area of the proposed site. 
To concrete over the land would only result in more flooding. 5. Concreting over the land would have the additional 
detrimental effect of removing land that can absorb water to help reduce drought '” which is another very real 
problem in the area 6. The site is very near to the South Downs National Park and would spoil the view from the Park 
7. There are empty business units ¡n Arun. These need to be filled before any more are built 8. The Plan says 'Many of 
Arun's roads are already congested and the pressure on the local road network ¡s likely to increase with further 
population growth and new development.'  Businesses will not come to the area until the road system is sorted out. 
Bottlenecks atArundel, the congestion problems on the A27 and the A259 are not conducive to enticing businesses 
into the Arun area 9. I would prefer to see the land used as a reservoir/wildlife area. This would help to alleviate the 
flooding and drought problems. 10. I would prefer to see the VHB West End nurseries kept as an employment site 
rather than being sold for housing 
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2525 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I don't agree that there are good, regular bus services to and from Bognor, from here there are less than 1 an hour 
and often full with elderly standing. I hope the development of residential gardens will be strongly resisted as stated 
as we have enough of it locally and less green spaces and more plumbing problems and flooding because of it allowed 
in the past. Don't know chapters sorry. I also feel that there is a limited choice of employment locally without 
travelling further afield, its admirable to aim for flats is impractical in reality. Had 2 visits to the library and 1 to a 
display – very little there and it took so much time to read document. Design Flooding More houses and buildings less 
space for water to drain away. Very real threat to existing houses when too many new ones are built as past and 
present events have proved. 14 Design External space standards. North Bested development doesn't appear to meet 
rear garden standards set out here – very trying indeed. Please prÃ©cis this document next time for most of us to 
choose which to read as its far too long. Better advertising needed of public consultation sessions – in local gazette. 
Local signs of events needed at nearest large road. Better presentations and informed officers at them and longer 
hours too. Video presentation was useless and insult to our intelligence. Need more information and there was very 
little here.     

2498 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Firstly, my thanks to your representative at the Eastergate Village Hall road show, who sent me a copy of the Local 
Draft Plan [MAP 2 for Arundel, the 6 villages and surrounding area] and answered the questions of numerous 
attendees at the time. However, despite her courtesy and patience, she failed to convince me, or any other of her 
listeners, of the practicality or value f the current proposals i.e. Option 2 of the Local Plan 

2473 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

General Feedback Regarding This Consultation It is pleasing that there will be an up to date Plan at last. Many poorly 
considered developments have occurred in the absence of such a Plan, as well as other issues such as mapping errors 
by ADC that have led to inappropriate development in the 6 Villages. It is unfortunate that the process is top down, 
rather than built from the bottom up from Neighbourhood plans to represent the democratic aspirations of the 
residents rather than the personal and political motivations of its prime movers. There is no evidence of any 
consultation of the broad populace or specific, distinctive communities in Arun within the Vision or Plan. The 
Consultation process itself may meet legislated criteria but 7 weeks in the height of summer, in an Olympic year, is 
totally inadequate for working person, trying to get by in a difficult economic environment, to even read the 
paperwork and backup, let alone come to a considered opinion and detailed view on the issues. The Council had far 
longer to consider and develop its arguments and could have created a far more productive consultation process if it 
had a more realistic approach to timing. The Consultation process was not helped by the poor quality 'events' where 
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ill-informed staff were unable to answer questions of fact or incorrect in their assertions on some aspects of the Plan. 
The promotion of those events was inconsistent, especially via the Council's new media operation and the shoddy 
video that introduced the Consultation was an embarrassment for anyone who actually noted what was said. 
Fundamental Issue Regarding This Plan Cllr Bower leads this policy within ADC. He was the talking head on the video 
that the Council used as part of the consultation process and still shows on its website. He said in that video 'The Local 
Plan in Arun is about jobs growth. We need jobs in Arun' . He then is seen and heard answering specific questions 
regarding jobs. Two of particular note are: Interviewer: 'What as a Council are you doing to help bring business into 
the area?'  Cllr R Bower: 'We're working in partnership with a lot of other bodies to unblock road delays, such as level 
crossings, deal with drainage problems and generally ensure that there are sufficient school places in the District to 
accommodate those who wish to live in the District' . Interviewer: 'What difference does it make attracting higher 
level jobs?'  Cllr R Bower: 'We need to ensure that those sort of jobs are provided within the District because they're 
the sort of jobs for which the schools and the Academies seeking within the District so that they can work with those 
companies to help develop businesses in the area and to ensure that the yunger professionals don't have to out-
commute from the area and that they have jobs at the end of the road that they can go and take part in.'  Such 
streams of consciousness in an official Council communication are clear signs that there is no basis for credibility in 
the Council's ability to deliver its plan for an unspecified number and quality of jobs in the District. Arun DC has no 
track record of achievement in regeneration, which it has been attempting during a period of around 10 years in a 
better economic environment, let alone a fundamental explosion of jobs within Bognor Regis in a period of austerity. 
There is no substance that would justify inward investment of the scale needed. There is no fundamental enterprise 
creation mechanism in place or vaunted that will throw up the entrepreneurs that will lead jobs growth and no sector 
specific initiatives that give credence to the plan goals. There is no belief locally that such goals are feasible. Indeed 
two local gatherings that I attended during the consultation period greeted the subject with laughter and derision. If 
we don't believe, who else will? And the ultimate conceit is to make the bridging of a railway crossing on the road to 
Pulborough the sole barrier to regeneration and a reason to deface and vandalise the 3 semi-rural parishes of 
Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate, fundamentally changing the area for ever. A new route to queues further up a 
road to nowhere and 2000 unnecessary houses on a flood prone area without any investment to save the good 
people of Bognor from floods of water without floods of jobs to accompany them. 
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2488 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Outstanding Issues Awaiting Answers from Arun District Council In order to submit these comments ahead of the 
deadline there are a number of queries and information requested that have not yet been received from the Council. 
These include: Does Cllr Bower's quote in the Bognor Observer w/e 7.8.2012 re Stage 2 consultation represent an 
official change to the timetable for future consultations or is he just mistaken? A link to ADC website re Public Open 
Space Study that does not function. It defaults to home page and no reference found on search engine in the site (a 
constant issue. Try searching for Strategic Housing Market Assessment. The website isn't fit for purpose in a 
consultation process). A Freedom of Information request regarding Arun Councillor and Officer residences relative to 
the development in the 6 Villages area. Queries regarding the timing and detail behind ICMs for 'Broad Locations for 
Growth Visioning' and 'A29 Realignment Study'. These ICMs have now mutated into 'Preparation of a Visioning Study 
For The Broad Location of Development at Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and Angmering' and 'Project For The 
Local Plan Evidence (sic) Base (A29 Realignment Viability), whilst there is no 'Appraisal Of Flood Risk in Aldingbourne, 
Barnham and Eastergate' visible yet, which seems a selective action plan. No detail is currently visible on these 
expenditure commitments on the Arun website so comments are reserved for when they are. It should be noted 
however that there is considerable obfuscation of facts caused by inappropriate and inconsistent descriptions for 
items of evidence. The Plan itself has no intention of creating a development in Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate 
nor are housing targets defined as such. If a list of afflicted Villages were used it would include Woodgate, as per the 
GI Study 2012 etc. Parishes should be the correct descriptor. Sloppy! Outstanding Responses from Third Parties 
Comments are awaited from other parties including West Sussex County Council and Sainsbury, a recent inward 
investor in Bognor despite the A29 being unabridged and with no agreed plan for same. 

2285 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I am making objection to the proposed Arun Development plan which does seem to be evidence based. I totally object 
to this plan which is considering Greenfield sites in the Arun area – I am all in favour of a plan but Not on Greenfield 
sites, we will and do need these green fields for food production in the future if not we will be buying in yet more 
from other producing countries, being held to high prices and adding more carbon emissions through added 
transportation and of course added cost to the consumer in the long run, I understand green field building is contrary 
to government policy. David Cameron is on the record as stating there will be no huger developments attached to the 
villages. I understand there are sufficient brown field sites throughout England to accommodate housing needs. 
Housing should be on a needs basis not a huge profit to developers scheme, it is realistic to think some development 
would be needed to accommodate local needs-this would be option 1. OPTION 1 – which is not discussed in the plan. 
This could be delivered very easily by local building firms which would in turn be local work for local people. OPTION 2 
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– which is the figure discussed is the option given by developers as the only way to achieve the £20,000,000??? Cost 
of delivering a new route to Bognor Regis avoiding the Woodgate railway crossing.I am unsure as to how this figure 
has been calculated as it would be substantially more than this figure to build and upgrade current facilities which 
would be necessary if this road was to be put in place-there would be a very big rethink or renege on the developer's 
part as in the recent cases of the relief road and the health care provision in North Bersted. I have also seen on the 
media recently that the developers would like to see an end to the 10%'  affordable'  allocation-I am unsure as to 
why-it was not discussed. The problem at Woodgate could be relieved by better signal phasing and less users-this is 
mainly a problem at the usual rush times in the morning and evenings, nothing should be done or decisions made 
until the new relief road is fully operational as the bulk of this traffic would use the new and improved road, closing it 
is an expensive and unnecessary option. The building of this amount of houses out in these areas would in turn cause 
further flooding and sewerage backfill to the already affected areas of Felpham. Barnham has already got major 
problems as to sewage and flooding, a major upgrade of infrastructure/schools and medical provision is needed as is 
the provision of jobs all of which will not be provided for by developers as would not be profitable for them to do 
so.The out commuting from Bognor could be relieved by regeneration throughout the town both in housing/shops 
and business investment-those options seem to have gone by the board-we have lost over the years light industry and 
jobs, why? The question needs to be asked and answered before a workable plan can be put in place- there is also a 
need of more better paid jobs in the area which would alleviate the need to commute.I am objecting to all of the new 
road/routes mentioned in the future development plan, other options need to be investigated before we yet again 
tear up more green fields. I am sure the highways department could be involved in a greater way to achieve some 
better outcome. 

2319 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

A Realistic prediction of figures for employment in the area should be evaluated to avoid any new house building for 
those travelling by car or rail to destinations further afield causing even more congestion on local roads, level 
crossings, T Junctions etc. and villages. Yapton and Woodgate crossings are full to capacity and any major 
improvements here will only ease the situation at the gates but traffic will build up elsewhere due to limited access 
onto main roads. It must be emphasied that the A29 ( Fontwell to Bognor ) A27 and B2132 ( to Yapton and onto the 
A259 at Bilsham ) cannot carry additional traffic through housing developments. Theses schemes are manipulating 
builders to provide new roads, by passes, level crossings, drainage Etc. To Carry the cost. The requirements for 
additional housing, needs clarity. And offset against the no of houses for sale, the homeless etc. Upgrading of existing 
accommodation should be the first priority. In the area pinpointed, it should be remembered that building is limited 



Page | 80  
 

to the south and therefore roads to the north, west and east are very congested. 

2336 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Reference: Local Plan '” Proposal Map 4 '” Littlehampton On studying the above plan, I cannot understand why the 
Building Line skirts to the north along South Terrace and why it does not continue along Arun Parade, the Promenade 
and then north back towards South Terrace, following the Brown Economic Growth Area line, Harbour Park and 
Windmill sites have far lcss flood risk than all that land to the north, one has only to look at the Flood Risk Assessment 
Plans to see this in detail. Our site has in the past had planning permission granted for a hotel, this area including the 
Windmill site lends itself to a hotel/accommodation and in view of longevity of the Local Plan, I would suggest that the 
Building Line is re-aligned and that the policies reflect the acceptance for this type of development. This would of 
course dovetail in with the Leisure Strategy Document, currently out on consultation. On the same plan, there is an 
area to the south south west of the Oyster Pond which is marked as a white triangle and is therefore wrongly 
identified as this is currently public open space. 

2344 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

General Comments. The water table flooding is my great concern, as seen this summer in Eastergate, Barnham and 
Westergate. Sewage structure still disastrous.. Doctors Surgeries- overflowing. Education – schools, needing more 
space. Employment –You showed ? and Nurseries in your video, will this cover every walk of life? Roads- we don't 
want our villages carved up by more traffic, dividing the unity between us. Government Policy- Grow more, you are 
taking good fertile land. Think again 

2354 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

SP8 Option 1 was the preferred rate after public consultation in 2011. No to option 2. Local infrastructure cannot 
cope. We already have serious water stress (in the last heavy rain fall goldfish were swimming up lake lane) 

2361 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Arun District Council Draft Local Plan I objcet to the following parts of the Draft Local Plan: I. Housing Option 2, which 
would encourage development of more than 2,000 unnecessary, unwanted new homes in the Eastergate, Barnham 
and Westergate area. 2. All four suggestions for re-routing the A29. 3. More protection is needed for green fields, 
agriculture and horticulture. 

2410 Local Plan - 
Consultation 

The proposals submitted by Arun District Council to divert the A29 through the villages of Barnham, Eatergate, 
Westergate and Aldingbourne simply do not add up. Destroying villages and village life to accommodate a bridge over 
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Doc 19.07.12. the railway at the Woodgate Crossing is too expensive, financially, environmentally and socially. 

2657 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

[Anonymous response - no details attached to letter] The Local Plan 2013 to 2028 is in my view a serious matter, since 
this gives the structure behind any detailed planning proposals which may be submitted and if the detailed proposals 
fall outside the plan that they would be rejected by the council. To give a detailed, reasoned response to the proposal, 
would in itself need a "Thesis" sized document, which given the time constraints for response and that this needs to 
be undertaken while having an alternative full time employment is not possible. So far my response has been rather 
destructive of the proposals submitted; however this is not the intention as I want to be as helpful and constructive in 
my response as possible. I will try to give me [sic[ reasioning behind my responses but I accept that other proposals, 
giving the same outcome are possible. Given the requirement for housing in the South East of England and the 
necessity to maintain the best possible quality of living in the area, changes and difficult planning decisions may be 
necessary. It is my opinion that these decisions should be made while maintaining an overall view of the situation in 
surrounding area[s]. It is obvious to me, that any future development in the South East must take heed of the 
surrounding existing and proposed infrastructure in the area. Unfortunately given the expenditure constraints 
resulting from the existing economic recession does not result in the most favourable outcome for the area. Given the 
history of the area new developments must take account of Transportation, Water and Power Supply, Waste Water 
disposal and flooding possibilities. 

2624 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Overall this seems to be a good plan. Its aspiration is great and it ticks all the right boxes and has all the right phrases, 
but in the end it all depends on how it is implemented. I will make a number of suggestions/comments: (1) The land 
currently available for agriculture, especially high quality land should NOT be used for housing or commercial building. 
(2) The West Bank of the River Arun should be improved and tidied up but should not have any additional residential 
properties. Keep it as 'green' as possible. (3) Littlehampton should continue to be a port. The coming and going of a 
few 'steamers' and the loading and unloading of them adds interest to the area. Thus Railway Wharf should remain as 
long as it is viable in its present form. (4) Littlehampton should promote its position close to the South Downs National 
Park. (5) It should be a planning requirement that all new properties with a garden should be built with rainwater 
storage of at least 1000 litres. (6) Planning should be required before front or back gardens are paved or gravelled 
over. (7) There should be serious restrictions on the installation of private boreholes. These have the potential to 
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reduce ground Important in future periods of drought. (8) The plan requires new homes to be 'well designed'. Room 
sizes should be reasonable, i.e. no more 'double bedrooms' which will not fit a double bed plus other furniture, or 
dining areas without table room. (9) New housing developments should be built with wider roads and fewer cul-de-
sacs. At present narrow roads with parked cars cause delay and extra pollution as a result. Some roads in these 
developments should be through roads – long cul-de-sacs mean vehicles have to drive a long way in and a long way 
out meaning more use of fuel and more pollution. Parking restrictions and features to prevent 'rat racing' may be 
necessary. (10) Too many houses are planned for some villages – Angmering, Barnham and Yapton for example while 
more could be constructed, if sensitively designed and if space permits in places like Aldingbourne, Arundel and 
Rustington. (11) Larger 'green spaces' should be planned for housing developments. We need more parks as distinct 
from small green patches at road junctions or between rows of houses. (12) For Littlehampton the present swimming 
pool should be retained as should the Windmill Centre. A multi-storey car park would spoil Littlehampton. (13) The 
Littlehampton to Arundel Green Link is an excellent proposal. (14) The bus pass has enabled me to reduce my 
motoring miles considerably. Consideration should be given to providing a rail pass similar to those that London 
pensioners have. This could cut road use further. Maybe an annual fee could be charged for it. 

2569 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

On the 2500 houses and the re-routing of the A29 – General Comment I'm sorry but I fail to understand how the 
above enhances the economy and wellbeing of the general area. Surely new employers and businesses etc need to be 
'drafted in'  to Achieve this!? In my opinion ADC are just target chasing as 'slaves'  to central Government 
requirements. 

2637 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

· There are many new houses in Arun which are unsold. · The roads are not big enough, chaos will ensue from 
hundreds of new homes, most with two cars each. · Brownfield sites should be used first and there are plenty of them. 
· There will be additional flooding. There will need to be another school; where are Arun going to put it? 

2555 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Re: Arun Local Plan I refer to your letter of the 12 August 2012 addressed to my colleague, Simon Meecham. It is clear 
from the content of your letter that you have been provided with inaccurate information. You suggest that the team 
¡n attendance was not fully briefed but you do not elaborate. The three female officers ¡n attendance are all part of 
the team which has been putting the Plan together and hence are very familiar with the Plan and its content. 
Regarding my attendance, and contrary to your assertion, they did not have to contact me as I was always 
programmed to attend right from the outset of when the consultation programme was due to start. Also you state, 
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'when he eventually arrived'. Again to correct you I was in fact in attendance from the beginning and helped to 
arrange the layout of material at the venue. With regard to the comments you attribute to me I agree that I said this 
or something similar but you fail to make any reference to the rude and completely unnecessary comments that were 
directed at myself. The team that was in attendance was there to help the public understand what was being 
proposed in the Local Plan and encourage members of the public to comment on the Plan. On the whole I and the 
others had very useful and reasonable discussions with many members of the public. Unfortunately, some members 
of the public felt it was reasonable to verbally attack the staff in attendance. On the matter of me not knowing that 
the Barratt's application had been lodged with the Council, I was away from the offices on the Friday when it was 
lodged and the consultation event was the next day. In any event the submission of the application was only relevant 
as part of the context surrounding the Local Plan consultation. Its actual submission did not require any changes to 
the event itself. 

2556 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The 'Save Angmering Village'  group has been contacted by a number of its supporters regarding Arun's consultation 
on the Draft Local Plan that was held in Angmering Village Hall on Saturday 4th August 2012 and we would like to 
lodge a formal complaint on the way that it was handled. The general feeling was that this was a purely public 
relations exercise to tick all of the right boxes and although over 200 villagers attended and expressed their views 
these would not have any bearing on the final plan. It was also noted that the number of houses for Angmering stated 
within the plan was in complete contradiction to the opinions expressed in recent surveys carried out in the village 
and the preliminary results of the Neighbourhood Plan. The maps used were out of date and contained incorrect 
information regarding Angmering. The three female staff were not fully briefed and when they realised there was 
going to be a large attendance had to contact Karl Roberts. When he eventually arrived he was visibly shaken at the 
level and barrage of questions that were being put to him and several times walked away when he was being spoken 
to. In fact to one lady he said 'I'll go and talk to somebody with a more open mind'  We consider his conduct 
throughout the day both rude and unprofessional. His attitude was very similar to George Brown's remark during the 
last election regarding the 'bigoted'  lady. Although it is common knowledge that Barratts have submitted a planning 
application for 150 houses, Mr. Roberts seemed to be unaware of this which is another indication of how well briefed 
the Arun District Council's staff had been. We would like your comments regarding our complaint, and we would like 
your assurance that the views of the populace of Angmering, not only those that were expressed at the 
'consultation' , but written views as well will have a bearing on the final plan and that any future consultation be 
done in a more professional manner. 
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2552 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Why is Option 1, looked upon with favour by Arun DC in 2011 to my recollection, no longer under consideration? 
Option 1 at least has the merit of posing a lesser threat to the fabric of the local village communities. Over time I 
imagine that even his option is likely to lead to a gradual suburbanisation and homogenisation of the 5 villages – an 
outcome feared and decried by local MP Nick Herbert at a public meeting in January 2009. What we can say is that 
Option 2 will most surely and rapidly create a new suburbia, changing the feel of the locality irrevocably, leading to a 
loss of the currently pleasant sense of amenity and community. Quality of life will be reduced for all – more people, 
more cars, more commuting – all crowded into an inadequate infrastructure. Option 1 is so self-evidently the one to 
be preferred that one is driven to conclude that the predilection of Arun DC for Option 2 is driven not by a proper and 
considered analysis of local housing needs but by the desire to bypass the Woodgate level crossing at all costs, come 
what may. (Let us recall the unwise and intemperate replies comments of Councillor Ricky Bower in this regard). This 
desire seems to overwhelm all rational considerations and to take precedence over a logical and disciplined approach 
to local policy formation in relation to housing development – so much so that one feels that one must question the 
intellectual competence of those advocating Option 2. Given that the drive to Option 2 is to eradicate the bottleneck 
at the Woodgate crossing, let us ask ourselves whether the proposed development actually will do no more than 
move the bottleneck a short distance to the overloaded A29 at Fontwell Avenue? Of course it will not. The gains will 
be minimal. A better approach would be to look at the signalling logic controlling the crossings along the railway line 
between Chichester and Worthing. Often one waits for an unnecessarily long time, allowing several trains to pass, 
presumably because of the desire to reduce the number of times the crossing gates must lift. In any case, 2000 houses 
equals 4000 cars, or thereabouts. The local roads cannot absorb this amount, especially as there will not be local jobs 
and the new owner occupiers will be forced to commute, perhaps long distances (so much for an ecologically sound 
approach to planning). 

2583 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The plan says a lot about sustainability, environment, etc., but proposes only a large amount of house building and 
one new road. No mention of preserving land for agriculture. Please think about how we can get more locally sourced 
food. Houses as proposed to west of Barnham and around Littlehampton are not needed for local people and would, 
if built, be for incomers mainly, for whom there is no work. There would be more commuting and congestion. Shame 
the plan involves closing Littlehampton glasshouse industry, which should be kept as a valuable employment resource. 
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2538 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Having tried to put my comments onto the Arun DistrictCoundil website, I found the whole process very confusing and 
difficult to understand. I have A level English but the information to input comments seemed to be deliberatelmaking 
it very hard to do so. Therefore, I wish to state my objections to the development as it appears to be un sustainable. 
No consideration seems to have been taken into account for where these new residents will work and if houses are 
built in the villages and all the work is in the towns this will at least double the car movements.   

2548 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

RE: Ama District Councifs Draft Local Plan 2012 I would like to object to the Arun District Council's Local Plan, 
regarding the villages of Aldingbourne and Westergate for the following reasons: 1. Your Plan Looking at your plans, I 
find that they are far too simplistic and show very little detail. This shows that diere is a lack of thought and planning 
going into the scheme. I fÃ«et very depressed about the ADC's local pian mainly because I feel that our local 
government leaders are letting the ordinary working class citizens down. I have worked hard all my working life in 
education to build a nice home in a beautiful part of the country which I and my children can enjoy, to fmd that 
through a lack of vision and detailed planning this could all be ruined. ADC should be ashamed at producing such a 
poor, ill thought out plan for friture development in my area. 1f you gave the task of producing a local pian within set 
boundaries to a group of A level students from any local secondary school, you will find that they would make a much 
better job of it, 

2682 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I am making objection to the proposed Arun Development Plan which does seem to be evidence based. I totally object 
to this plan which is considering Greenfield sites in the Arun area. I am all in favour of a plan but Not on greenfield 
sites, we will and do need these green fields for food production in the future if not we will be buying in yet more 
from other producing countries, being held to high prices and adding more carbon emissions through added 
transportation and of course added cost to the consumer in the long run, I understand green field building is contrary 
to Government policy. David Cameron is on the record as stating there will be no huger developments attached to 
villages. I understand there are sufficient brown field sites throughout England to accommodate housing needs. 
Housing should be on a needs basis not a huge profit to developer's scheme, it is realistic to think some development 
would be needed to accommodate local needs - this would be Option 1. OPTION 1 - which is not discussed in the plan. 
This could be delivered very easily by local building firms which would in turn be local work for local people. OPTION 2 
- which is the figure discussed is the option given by developers as the only way to achieve the £20,000,000 ??? cost of 
delivering a new route to Bognor Regis avoiding the Woodgate railway crossing. I am unsure as to how this figure has 
been calculated as it would be substantially more than this figure to build and upgrade current facilities which would 
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be necessary if this road was to be put in place - there would be a very big rethink or renege on the developer's part 
as in the recent cases of the relief road and the health care provision in North Bersted. I have also seen on the media 
recently that the developers would like to see an end to the 10% 'affordable'  allocation - I am unsure as to why-it 
was not discussed. The problem at Woodgate could be relieved by better signal phasing and less users - this is mainly 
a problem at the usual rush times in the morning and evenings, nothing should be done or decisions made until the 
new relief road is fully operational as the bulk of this traffic would use the new and improved road, closing it is an 
expensive and unnecessary option. The building of this amount of houses out in these areas would in turn cause 
further flooding and sewerage backfill to the already affected areas of Felpham. Barnham has already got major 
problems as to sewage and flooding, a major upgrade of infrastructure/ schools and medical provision is needed as is 
the provision of jobs all of which will not be provided for by developers as it would not be profitable for them to do so. 
The out commuting from Bognor could be relieved by regeneration throughout the town both in housing/shops and 
business investment - those options seem to have gone by the board - we have lost over the years light industry and 
jobs, why? That question needs to be asked and answered before a workable plan can be put in place - there is also a 
need of more better paid jobs in the area which would alleviate the need to commute. I am objecting to all of the new 
road/routes mentioned in the future development plan, other options need to be investigated before we yet again 
tear up more green fields. I am sure the Highways Department could be involved in a greater way to achieve some 
better outcome. 

2424 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

4. Conclusion Arun, L believe our plan is poorly thought out, lacks any imagination, evidence and is not a sustainable 
plan for the future economic growth, for the following reasons: Lack of any research to define jobs Plan appears to 
have been put togetherin total isolation of any other plan or be joined u with: - A27 -Sewerage and Drainage Poor 
consultation with Communities Use of Green Belt Not environmental I would hope based on all your Communication, 
PR and Videos ou will live by your word or to quote Councillor Ricky Bower: ' Tell us what you think; your say is 
important to us ' . Please work more closely with the local communities and PariÅ¡h CouncÃ¬ls to develop something 
Sustainable, Economic, Environmental, and Strategic that will benefit everyone now and into the future. 

2418 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Arun District Council Plan. 1. Tmelines and feedback. The plan 
appears to have been issued on 19th July 2012, with comments back by I 0 September 2012. Why was such an irnpoÃ-
ant plan which affects the lives of the people who live in Arun for the next 20 years, issued at a time when most of the 
community are on holiday and therefore are given no timeto digestor comment? On the ADC video on line Cou ncillor 
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Ricky Bower said: 'Your say is important to us.'  Our view cant be important to you if you only consult during peak 
holiday season... 

2429 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

REGIS CENTRE SITE 1 This site is far more valuable to the community as a car park 2 Something along the lines of 
streets clarks village would be nice/shops/seats/plants/roundabouts/toilets/icecreams/coffee shop/wine bar FAILING 
THAT 3 Could the residential use be kept to a minimal? No more sea front blocks of flats. 4 It would be such a shame 
to lose the little garden on the corner 5 Car parking must be replaced for visitors, somewhere near the Sea perhaps 
the spare ground on the corner of Gloucester rd Walton rd would help. 

2438 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

There are many other issues I could raise: sustainability, a responsible approach to environmental matters, lack of any 
coherent plan regarding infrastructure development (schools, medical facilities etc., all of which are currently at 
capacity) and lack of alignment with plans drawn up in neighbouring districts. I come back, however, to my original 
statement: any process resulting in a practicable and effective plan must be based on sound evidence. It is entirely 
appropriate and acceptable to assess the facts generated from proper research first, and then to develop a plan from 
this assessment; here we have what appears to be a plan totally unsupported by pertinent research that some 
random and non-coherent facts have been loosely fitted round. In fact there appear to be some sections that are 'cut 
and pasted' from previous documents unconnected with the current proposals, further underlining the lack of 
appropriate due process or review. A plan is required; however for the long-term good of the immediate area, Arun 
district in general and the wider population in the foreseeable future the plan must be accurately developed starting 
from a sound evidence base. The section of the draft plan affecting the area under discussion above is demonstrably 
not in this category and should therefore be rejected in its entirety, to be replaced with a plan that will stand close 
scrutiny and analysis. 

2445 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

A29 Road Route 1. Options A-D NOT VIABLE 2. Options C & D will result in unsupportable traffic congestion in villages 
3. No money from WSCC 4. Other more logical westerly routes not considered 5. STRATEGIC HOUSING. NO WAY! 6. 
NEW HOUSES NOT NEEDED OR WANTED 7. NEW HOUSES NO THANKS 8. BARNHAM BEING DESTROYED ALREADY! 9. 
OPTION 2 DEFINITELY A NO! NO! NOT TRUTHFUL! 10. MORE UNTRUTHS! ADC NOT TO BE TRUSTED 11. DEVELOPER 
CONTRIBUTIONS MEANS HOME BUYERS WHO WILL BE PAYING FOR YEARS ON THEIR MORTGAGE 12. SEWAGE AND 
DRAINAGE NOT FIT FOR PURPOSE THEREFORE OPTION 1 ONLY! 
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2472 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

It is most unfortunate that there are so many syntactical, grammatical and semantic errors or infelicities in the Draft 
Local Plan and the Sustainability Appraisal, as clear and unambiguous prose, together with the accurate use of 
punctuation, are the requisites of effective communication. The use of the modal auxiliaries as if they are 
interchangeable is one example and confusing the terms aim and objective is another. The punctuation is particularly 
weak. Mutatis mutandi, the same is true of the plans. Including a glossary of terms would be most helpful, if only to 
distinguish between those words and phrases that have a legal or technical import as opposed to an everyday use. 

2490 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

No comments received 

2491 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I feel I must protest at the local plan proposals for the BarnhamlEastergate/Aldingbourne area. This is not just a 
NIMBY reaction, as it probably won't happen in my lifetime. 

2507 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I do not agree with either Option 1 or 2 being considered for the villages including Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate 
and Aldingbourne. The roads in Barnham are very busy as things are now, with more houses this problem will only get 
worse, there is also the drainage and sewage problems that need to be addressed as well as education needs, doctors 
surgeries and employment opportunities. 

2527 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

This Draft Plan states an employment site at Water Lane and 590 houses for Angmering. object to both. There are 
many errors and inconsistencies in the Plan. The Maps do not tally with the words the Green Corridor should not be 
for housing (as it states on the map), the employment site on the map is not where it should be etc. 

2536 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Housing In June we were stranded for 5 whole days unable in theory to get in and out of Shripney Lane. Our road the 
whole length was totally affected by the June floods 2012. Previous years may be 75 metres. On Site 6 the water had 
to go somewhere all that concrete rose the water table, never seen anything like it!! Industrial Units – At the present 
time there are many empty units in Durban Road and the Lec site . There is no need for further industrial sites. I 
moved to a semi-rural site and paid a premium for my house but the proposed works is ruining my proposed views in 
the future. Apparently you don't buy a few but the estate agents don't know that! What with flooding industrial units 
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and more houses I would lose money on my house now and the foreseeable future. 'PREVIOUSLY PERMISSION 
REFUSED FOR GOLF COURSE'  I know which I would prefer!! Bognor was totally cut off from everywhere. I missed out 
on a week's work (self-employed) Couldn't get to Horsham, Copthorne, Felpham or x 2 Bognor schools. Major works 
on the drainage needs doing before any building works. 'PREVIOUSLY PERMISSION HAS BEEN REFUSED BECAUSE OF 
FLOODING!!'  

2564 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Schools, Health Centres etc Schools are bursting at the seam, doctors are having a lot of trouble by appointments not 
being able to cope with patient intake. I work at St Richards Hospital, we have major cut backs, closed wards, wards 
with 3 bay have at least 1 bay closed. What are we going to do with an influx of 2000+ more patients to care and help 
in emergencies. The new housing estate in Bersted where going to have a health centre and primary school, Oh 
surprise NOT HAPPENING. We are a group of villages and want to stay that way.   We don't want to be a put together 
town.   I've lived in the villages all my life.   I like the field and country it provides.   We have little transport (bus 
service) as it is.   If you go ahead we will end up a dirty looking area.   Crime will elevate.   Peacefulness will 
disappear.   Nature will disappear.   And hearing that there was even talk amount moving the war memorial 
roundabout in Eastergate absolute disgusts me.   My relatives are named on there. If you lived or had family who lived 
in the area.   Would you really want to live in the chaos that will upon us.   Someone came in and change our way of 
life.   Does anyone on your housing Council live around in the villages.   NO I expect the answer is to that. Then 
wanting to put roads around and through fields, lets loose more of our farming history.   Make places look like 
concrete city's.   Why not finish the housing estates you've already given the go ahead too.   Put in the schools and 
health centres that are promised and at affordable prices, so they do sell.   My husband works in the building trade 
and at the Bersted estate and work has nearly ground to a halt, because they are not selling. We do not want your 
road (bypass) we do not want your 2000+ houses.   Why not put them in your area if you are desperate for houses to 
be built. 

2568 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Arun Local Plan as it Affects the Villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate This plan is fundamentally flawed, 
working from the premise that Woodgate crossing will be closed. The villages were here BEFORE the railway. 
OBJECTION to the closing of Woodgate crossing on SOCIAL ECONOMIC and ENVIRONMENTAL grounds. To close the 
crossing would be SOCIALLY, ECONOMICALLY and ENVIRONMENTALLY disastrous. To cut a community in half does not 
make sense and where will the life-line between villages – the bus route that connects them to each other – now go? 
Westergate will become isolated and thriving businesses will struggle, those without transport and unable to walk far 
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will become housebound and dependent on others. Interaction between villages will become difficult. The railway 
must find other solutions to its problems and not bring misery to the population. OBJECTION to ALL proposed routes 
for new road for ENVIRONMENTAL and PRACTICAL reasons With both the proposed site for housing and ALL the 
proposed road routes there has been no thought given to, or solutions suggested for, existing issues: Such as flooding, 
drainage and sewerage, to name but a few. ALL the proposed routes for a new road seem to just end without linking 
effectively to a major road having crossed ACRES of farmland (GREEN fields). There are already alternative routes to 
the A29 in existence, all are longer and have their own possibilities for delay – perhaps there is room for improvement 
there? OBJECTION to proposed new housing development: need in THIS AREA not established, existing issues not 
addressed and ENVIRONMENTAL impact not assessed. Where is the proof that MORE new houses are needed in THIS 
area? The developers in Felpham and Bersted cannot sell the houses they have just built and Arun District Council has 
had to buy some (with OUR money) to allow the developers (with OUR money) to build the road they promised (over 
GREEN fields). The developers are sending notices to the villages asking to part-exchange to get their houses 
occupied! (if they do then housing will become available in the villages!!). The existing problems of the proposed 
GREENFIELD site for development have not been addressed and the impact on wildlife and the environment has not 
been considered. This plan is flawed in so many ways it needs to be rethought and researched properly, taking into 
consideration ALL the issues and not ignoring inconvenient ones, such ENVIRONMENTAL impact and SOCIAL and 
ECONOMIC consequences. Why propose theoretical jobs at the expenses of existing ones?   

2576 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I am making objection to the proposed Arun Development plan which does seem to be evidence based. I totally object 
to this plan which is considering greenfield sites in the Arun area – I am all in favour of a plan but not on greenfield 
sites. We will and do need these green fields for food production in the future. If not we will be buying in yet more 
from other producing countries, being held to high prices and adding more carbon emissions through added 
transportation and of course added cost to the consumer in the long run. I understand green field building is contrary 
to government policy. David Cameron is on the record as stating there will be no huge developments attached to 
villages. I understand there are sufficient brown field sites through England to accommodate housing needs. Housing 
should be on a needs basis not a huge profit to developer's scheme. It is realistic to think some development would be 
needed to accommodate local needs – this would be Option 1. Option 1 (Which is not discussed in the plan). This 
could be delivered very easily by local building firms which would in turn be local work for local people. Option 2 
Which is the figure discussed is the option given by developers as the only way to achieve the £20,000,000? cost of 
delivering a new route to Bognor Regis avoiding the Woodgate railway crossing. I am unsure as to how this figure has 
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been calculated as it would be substantially more than this figure to build and upgrade current facilities which would 
be necessary if this road was to be put in place – there would be a very big rethink or renege on the developer's part 
as in the recent cases of the relief road and the health care provision in North Bersted. I have also seen on the media 
recently that the developers would like to see an end to the 10% 'affordable'  allocation – I am unsure as to why – it 
was not discussed. The problem at Woodgate could be relieved by better signal phasing and less users – this is mainly 
a problem at the usual rush times in the morning and evenings, nothing should be done or decisions made until the 
new relief road is fully operational as the bulk of this traffic would use the new and improved road, closing it is an 
expensive and unnecessary option. The building of this amount of houses out in these areas would in turn cause 
further flooding and sewerage backfill to the already affected areas of Felpham. Barnham has already got major 
problems as to sewage and flooding, a major upgrade of infrastructure/ schools and medical provision is needed as is 
the provision of jobs, all of which will not be provided for by developers as it would not be profitable for them to do 
so. The out commuting from Bognor could be relieved by regeneration throughout the town both in housing/shops 
and business investment – those options seem to have gone by the board – we have lost over the years light industry 
and jobs, why? That question needs to be asked and answered before a workable plan can be put in place. I am 
objecting to all of the new road/routes mentioned in the future development plan, other options need to be 
investigated before we yet again tear up more green fields. I am sure the highways department could be involved in a 
greater way to achieve some better outcome.   

2587 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I most definitely prefer OPTION 1: Option 2 constitutes a new town – where will 2,000 plus people come from to buy 
houses here? Where will they find jobs? The regeneration of Bognor Regis will not allow for this number of people. 
The problems of transport will greatly increase. The infrastructure is simply not there – I do not see on the plans the 
provision of medical services, schools (a primary school only?), new drainage pipes which will surely exacerbate the 
flooding problems already experienced at Elmer, Middleton-on-Sea, etc. New roads? Option 2 is not wanted or 
feasible. 

2591 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Water supply The area is noted for drought problems and although we are told that the water companies are able to 
supply we only have their word and of course they are a private company. We who live here know that it is a mini 
climate and supply is very challenged. Transport Traffic not allowed to exit proposed site on to by-pass. Instead exits 
are in Roundstone Lane meaning that most cars will be directed through the Conservation Area and the unavoidable 
dangerous pinch points. Education No extra provision for schools causing larger classes. Also extra car journeys for 
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parents taking children to further schools to counter over subscription in Angmering. Employment This area is not a 
large employment area so any inhabitants will be forced to travel either by road or train to employment further afield, 
the numerous rail crossings causing further tailbacks. Environment These proposed developments are just a small part 
of other schemes in area which added together will destroy the environment of this area. 

2808 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Objection to policy DM5 This proposal requires that all applications for farm shops should rely on an assessment of 
existing village shops within an unspecified locality to determine whether or not such proposals should be permitted. 
The new policy as I understand it, as promoted by Central Government, seeks to ensure that all such applications are 
run on a competitive basis and it is only the requirement for out-of-town superstores that require such provision. It is 
my assertion therefore that this requirement within policy DM5 should be dropped as it is simply too onerous on the 
provision of proposed farm workers to apply. In any event it is part of the Government commitment to increase the 
provision of such facilities as being part of its intention to relieve and encourage new economic development and 
utilisation of new shop premises provided within existing farms. Objection to paragraph 2.6 of the ALPCD South East 
Plan requirement is still a commitment to provide new houses and remains so while that Plan remains as part of the 
Development Plan. If the assertion made within this Plan is based on the provision of new jobs then surely there has 
to be an expectation that new housing will follow as a consequence. Is Arun now expecting to retain or even attract 
new workers into Arun District against the current expectation where there has been travel from Arun to new jobs in 
immediately adjoining areas of Chichester and Worthing? Given the long-term market situation I do not see this 
change occurring and accordingly the expectation must be in providing Arun's commitment to new housing as 
previously envisaged. It is also worth making the point that in previous proposals for Arun District Local Plans, both 
the last and the one before, whilst criticism was levelled that research had been done some years prior to that never 
the less remind the commitment to all new planning policies. Why now change? Objection to policy SP20 The 
provisions set out within this policy require much greater explanation for each individual road construction and 
proposal to understand each one. Some of these 'outstanding commitments'  were promoted in the Arun District 
Local Plan 2003 and were to be implemented during the course of that plan. That Plan now has in effect expired from 
the opening statement within and yet this document now suggests that some of these commitments are scheduled 
under the 'medium to long term'  allocations potentially putting these back to post 2020. Quite clearly we need 
greater explanation to understand these allocations and also the expectation of Arun District Council in respect of 
these very specific highways matters. Objection to SP2 and SP8(1) re Housing Allocations and Commitment The same 
may be said about the housing commitments where provision is already made to include existing housing sites which 
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were committed in the previous Arun District Local Plan to be developed up to the year 2011. Whilst it comes as no 
surprise to me that Arun District Council continues to roll forward housing numbers from previous commitments 
guidance has been given by Central Government that this is clearly wrong and that you cannot keep building up new 
provision for housing relying on past commitments. Again, this would suggest that Arun District Council's approach to 
the provision of overall housing numbers within the District within this Plan is wrong in any event and increased 
provision should now be made within Arun District by demonstrating that Arun is a site where there has been 
continuing under provision of housing commitment and should in fact have an additional 10% requirement to 
commitment for housing provision as is set out in the NPPF. Objection to Policy SP3 re the Commitment of Land for 
Employment Arun has allowed previous employment sites, for example to the west of Bognor Regis, to be developed 
for housing without fully addressing the employment requirements. Whilst I fully appreciate that circumstances will 
change as a consequence of Employment and Housing provision of those represented a loss of employment 
opportunity. I do not believe that their potential employment opportunity was fully examined or discussed in the 
context of the commitment to employment now made within this Plan. Now all future employment is provided in one 
location. I am concerned over the commitment that is made to future employment opportunity particularly bearing in 
mind the commitments made at Bognor Regis either side of the A29, of north of the town, when looking around the 
area there seemed to be no other employment opportunity provided. Whilst I recognise that commitments have had 
to be made these are all provided in one location and fly in the fact of Arun's approach to sustainability which is fully 
and clearly explained and committed to under policy SP18. In terms of assessing the employment opportunity 
provision is already made within the District Council to redevelop the existing employment sites. Whilst the 
commitment to the former LEC site this offers nothing new in terms of new employment provision to benefit the town 
of Bognor Regis. It is simply not a new employment but the redevelopment of existing employment premises where 
there was a loss of some 1200 jobs when the premises were closed down a few years ago. Objection to Policy SP8(3) 
Regarding Development of Land at Angmering Let me make it very clear in making this objection that neither my 
client nor I, as his long-standing Planning Consultant, were approached in respect of this commitment towards future 
housing to provide some 500 new houses to the northeast of Angmering. The obvious and clear problem that raises is 
that if my client's land is not to be part of this housing development for which my client would provide some 8 
hectares of land plus access requirements to the site, then the objection must stand. My client has developed Oval 
Race Club at Angmering, through various Planning Appeals and applications over a 25 year period, to ensure that in all 
cases all existing residents are safeguarded from potential noise disturbance and intrusion from the day-to-day 
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running of Oval Race Club and especially when motor race track meetings are held on some 24 scheduled race days 
per annum. The impact to my clients were my clients land not to be included for redevelopment, with the effective 
loss of the Oval Race Clun, would be catastrophic in terms of the impact of my client's existing business on new 
residential properties with the constant threat of closure from Environmental Health and their separate controls. 
Undoubtedly those properties would suffer noise and intrusion as a consequence of my client's activities and quite 
clearly this matter must be addressed before any action can be taken in producing new housing development on this 
site. My client understands Arun District Council's commitment in producing new housing figures and whilst it is his 
view that the housing commitments fall short of what should be expected within Arun District he would nevertheless 
welcome this housing development provided of course that his site is included within. My client is also concerned over 
the potential levels and financial commitments that he would have to make and in this respect the Local Plan whilst 
referring to these matters does not produce the detailed form of guidance that one would normally expect from such 
a document. This is particularly in terms of the fact that there are commitments made within the Plan to making 
contributions towards affordable housing and also to the CIL contribution referred to in paragraphs 24.0.06. and 07. 
Clearly these need to be qualified in the context of this Local Plan so that these can be properly understood to all. 
Finally, reference is made to improvements to the A259 but where and what is the extent of these works? I am also 
concerned as to why as this site is well away from the A259? Objection to Policy SP2 (and Table 13.2), as shown on the 
proposals map, to exclude land at Nyetimber, between the rear of the Inglenook Hotel running west to Summer Lane, 
all to be included within the defined built up area. It is my belief that this site provides an ideal opportunity for future 
housing development and is effectively enclosed on four sides by existing housing (along Pagham Road and Summer 
Lane), the existing house which runs along the northern boundary (to Summer Lane) and principally by the mobile 
home park not the land at Mill Farm Caravan Park. This site will provide a yield of approximately 80 houses taking into 
account the relationship of these houses to neighbouring properties and also the provision of open space within the 
site to serve this development. The Arun Local Plan Consultation Document refers to the provision of 100 houses to be 
provided within Pagham, however, I have sought to seek clarification of where these houses are to be provided and at 
this moment in time I have been unable to address this matter with certainty in terms of housing provision. In this 
respect I would suggest that table 13.2 is either wrong or otherwise incomplete in that it fails to address the housing 
provision expected. Quite clearly these housing numbers have their impact upon the overall provision of housing 
within Arun District. This is clearly vitally important in terms of the commitment to housing my which is contrary to 
the provisions of the South East Plan creating further significant shortfalls within Arun District the commitment to 
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provide 565 houses a year, plus 10% to address shortfalls. Objection to Policy SP8(2) and associated text regarding the 
provision of Housing: in association with the proposed realignment of the A29 road from Bognor Regis to the north 
Whilst various submissions are made within the Plan seeking to encourage and promote new housing development, 
under allocations 1 and 2, but no actual commitments are made within the Plan as to where these houses are to be 
provided and to what extent. My clients own an area of land within the allocated site, as subject to SP8 at Westergate, 
and is accessed via Orchard Gardens, Westergate; on the east side of the village. Whilst my clients are fully committed 
to the provision of this new road and can understand the benefits that will arise the content in the Plan in itself, this 
approach offers nothing in terms of a commitment to the development of this land should and perhaps more 
especially, on the assumption that that of course is agreed, the expectation, as to how my client is to contribute 
towards the payment for the bridge that is required over the railway line and also the prospect of flooding that may 
well occur through the area in which the road line is now allocated. Quite obviously my client believes that he cannot 
be expected to pay towards other matters that arise through the Local Plan with the commitments made towards 
other infrastructure payments; the provision of affordable housing; and also the provision of the new bridge over the 
railway line. One assumes that something will be lost in amongst all of this, however, the Plan appears to offer no 
explanation as to how this will be achieved. The Plan makes reference to the provision of contributions at paragraphs 
24.0.06 and 07 towards the CIL payment. Reference is also made to housing commitments to pay towards affordable 
housing and of course there is the commitment within the document that my clients will be paying towards the bridge 
over the railway line. In short one cannot expect all land owners to contribute to all matters of contributions as sought 
by Arun District Council. The obvious conclusion is that there will be question marks and may be even objections from 
the land owners towards these contributions and the commitments will not come forward to promote new housing 
development and more especially the new road. Objection to Policy DM25 This policy seeks to introduce a green 
infrastructure, type A, to the West of Bognor Regis and this includes my client's land between the back of the 
Inglenook and Summer Lane. This land has not had any such policy previously and indeed when the Inspector 
previously suggested this commitment should apply officers of the Council, supported by members, rejected that 
suggestion. My clients believe that this land in any event should be included within the defined built up area and 
allocated for housing development being enclosed, essentially, on all four sides of existing development. 

2803 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

We don't need any more houses! The drains can't cope as it is, let alone with 2, 230 more houses. More houses, patios 
and roads covering natures soak aways I certainly object to closing the level crossing at Woodgate. And also to the 
four bypass options. Village Action Group Document attached 
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2869 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I wish to comment about your recent so called 'DROP IN MEETING'  to gather public views on Arun District Council's 
Draft Local Plan land use guidelines held at Pagham Village Hall on Saturday, 25 th August. It seems that the only 
publicity given for this event was two lines almost hidden away in a small column in the Observer Newspaper on 
Thursday the 23 rd August. I suggest that many of the Observer readers probably do not purchase or read this 
newspaper until the weekend after it is circulated which would be too late to pick up the information for your meeting 
on the Saturday morning. I understand that Arun District Council was holding this meeting. I cannot believe that 
seemingly no effort was made by Arun District Council to alert the residents of Pagham that this important meeting 
was being held. We have a small Fish and Chips shop in Pagham and when they recently had a special offer they 
produced a leaflet which seemed to have been put through the doors of most homes in Pagham. Why could not 
A.D.C. have done something similar?! I note in the Observer dated the 30 th of August that apparently only five 
people attended your meeting. As it seems hardly anyone knew that this 'DROP IN MEETING'  was being held is it any 
surprise so few people turned up. The previous meeting at the Pagham Village Hall which was to discuss a 
neighbourhood plan by the Pagham Parish Council was very well attended because Pagham Residents were made 
aware that it was being held. I like to believe that Arun District Council is run by well educated, dedicated people, so 
how was it that this meeting seemed to have been organised in such a shambolic manner. I would also like to add that 
comments attributed to Arun District Council which appeared in the Observer dated the 30 th August regarding the 
ALDWICK meeting seemed to make a prejudgement of the views of Aldwick Residents as if to justify only nine people 
turning up. Could it possibly be that the residents of Aldwick were also unaware that A.D.C. was holding a 'DROP IN 
MEETING'  in their area? I look forward to a reply to the comments I have outlined. 

2806 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Housing Economy & Employment Introduction This submission is made in the context of the recently introduced 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Localism Bill which supersedes the previous Government's PPS, 
The Regional Planning policies and the Arun Local Development Framework, although most of the background studies 
and evidence, albeit some updated are used to inform the new Plan. Some of the Policies are encouraging and 
positive whilst others are either mystifying or detrimental to the District's future. Sustainable economic growth with 
some new housing is to be welcomed, but not at the expense of our environment and the historical character of the 
District. It is acknowledged that with the South Downs National Park now leading on Planning within its boundaries, 
that the remaining undeveloped land is now under great pressure. In effect an area between Ferring and Pagham with 
the sea to the south and the A27 in the north has very few options and many constraints for large scale development. 
In essence the Regional Plan housing numbers and economic commercial development will be unsustainable in most 
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of the areas under consideration in this Plan. Major transport infrastructure improvements are unlikely in the near 
term due to the current global economic downturn. More austerity and zero or flat growth are likely to continue for 
many years to come, impacted by the banking crises and global economic slowdown. Arun has not performed well in 
economic terms in the period of growth from the mid-90s to 2008, wages are low, there is much deprivation in parts 
of Bognor and Littlehampton and generally housing is unaffordable for local wage earners. Arun has many out 
commuters and a large elderly population. Unfortunately, I do not see much in this Plan which will turn this around, all 
I see is a major transformation of our coastal plain villages into urban centres gradually being absorbed into the two 
large towns. The coastal development which has gone on relentlessly over the past 100 years is about to engulf the 
hinterland, in much shorter time span. The economy and employment policies have not recognised the current 
national and international situation. A high growth scenario is no longer relevant. What is needed is a realisation that 
Littlehampton and Bognor Regis are seaside resorts that used to have character and were popular visitor destinations, 
they are in danger of spiralling down to become places to be avoided, apart from dormitories for the elderly and 
commuters who in-migrate from Surrey and Greater London. The District will never attract large scale business 
investors outside the tourism/retail sector. Butlins has shown how to get people in, ADC and the towns should follow 
suit. By keeping the inland villages unspoilt, only permitting needed housing and ensuring the retention of what 
character is left, Arun will show an attractive threshold to visitors and encourage more tourism to the resorts, the 
river and to the Downland in Arun. Hotels, pubs, B&Bs, rural holiday lets, cafes, tea rooms, museums etc will thrive. 
The LAST thing we want is urbanised villages and more industrial development in the gateways to our seaside and at 
the foot of the Downs. Economy and Employment The retention of existing employment and the objective of a 
realistic expansion in business investment is to be supported. However, in the case of Bognor Regis there seems to be 
as desire to continue with the previous policy of leaving one large area of outdated and tired-looking estates, e.g. 
Durban Road and allocating undeveloped land without a willing seller, hoping that investors will be tempted. This has 
not worked in the past 10 years, despite a booming national economy. Very few new jobs have been created. 
Fortunately there are few vacant premises in the more recent estates, apart from the ex-Wiley's warehouses. Without 
really good road and rail connections to the other major commercial centres, Bognor Regis will be unlikely to attract 
investors or new, modern businesses. There is also a lack of a highly educated, skilled workforce, this needs to be 
addressed before lobbying for new investment. Recent local school results are looking very promising, with careful 
timing, close co-ordination with business groups and an improvement in road links westward to the Southern 
Hampshire Investment Area and eastward to the Shoreham Port/Brighton and Hove area, some spin-off linkages 



Page | 98  
 

could occur. This will be a very long haul, given the global and national outlook for low growth, from which Arun is not 
unaffected. The Plan does not recognise this. The LEC Airfield site, if it can pass the flood risk test would be better 
suited to residential development, as it is close to all facilities, existing employment, schools and connects to the 
A259, soon to be improved. Is this site brownfield or greenfield? Ref. Site 4, Map 1, SP20 vi Butlins Link. Ref. 9.5 
Durban Park with its northern and southern access should either be refurbished before taking new land, or if 
employers prefer to move to a new, more attractive site, use the land as a brownfield housing sit Ref. 13.1.4p.108 in 
order to prevent greenfield land development (NPPF Policy). The Enterprise and Employment Strategy, however well 
meant is unlikely to produce the 7500 full time jobs quoted by Simon Meecham, no evidence is found in the Plan. 
Despite economic deprivation, Arun were not successful with their bid for an Enterprise Zone, which indicates a 
different approach is needed Ref. 9.3.1-9.3.3. What has happened to the St Modwyn Scheme for the regeneration of 
Bognor? I couldn't find it in the Plan. What has happened to the proposed Marina at Bognor? A study was made, there 
is still a demand for moorings and facilities between Brighton and The Solent. Such an investment would be a 
revelation for Bognor and would bring in many additional businesses, it would put the town back as a premier resort 
attraction in Arun. A medium size marina would not affect Littlehampton which has only a limited potential being in 
the tidal river and has the West Beach as an attraction. Ref. DM2 The Plan states that Arun's four key sectors for 
employment are: Horticulture, Knowledge-based manufacturing, Tourism and Health and Social care Ref. 9.3.7. As 
there is no large hospital in Arun, I assume the latter means nursing homes, tourism is very important and should be 
an emphasis for Littlehampton and Bognor Regis, together with Pagham Harbour, The South Downs and Arun Valley. 
There is a danger with focussing on industrial investment around the towns that the very attraction of our coast and 
countryside with be lost Ref. SP7 and 11.1-11.8. Expansion in the IT/high tech. sector is aspirational, this tends to be 
based in recognised corridors where the skilled workforce and support from universities is available already, in the 
current and future investment climate, the District is not likely to attract new businesses. No evidence is shown in the 
Plan. Merely allocating land is insufficient. Finally, on the horticulture Ref. 12, Arun has no strategy to expand this 
sector, Chichester has Horticultural Development Areas, yet Arun is set to demolish a large enterprise at north 
Littlehampton and to thwart a proposed expansion in Eastergate to facilitate large, new housing developments. Ever 
since the closure of The Glass House Crops Research Centre for housing development, Arun has allowed housing 
development on horticultural sites. e.g. Horsemere Green Lane, Clymping. However, the condition on lighting after 
6pm is welcomed. Ref. DM9 # 8. Housing Ref. 13 My comments are mainly in connection with Policy SP8. I support the 
Council's Strategic objective Ref. 13.1.3 particularly meeting the needs of Arun's residents and the provision of 
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affordable housing. This should apply to both rented and purchased housing and should be targeted at local people, 
those with local connections, rather than being driven by the marketing of the development industry and the in-
migration of new residents from Surrey and Greater London, who have been responsible for the massive inflation in 
property values in West Sussex. This has led to local people, particularly young first time buyers and young families 
who need more room, including some garden area to play in and to grow food not being able to buy or rent a suitable 
house unless they are fortunate enough to out commute to a highly paid job. This sector of the known, local market 
should have absolute priority in establishing housing need, both by number and size variation. Although it is difficult 
to reconcile the housing numbers associated with Options1 and 2, generally I support Option One, 400 p.a. which I 
believe is the Council's preferred Option. However, a way must be found to ensure these meet the needs of the 
aforementioned local people thought the Parish and Town Allocations and that these houses are at prices which can 
be afforded, rent or buy. If the Plan controls permissions for land development and sites are recommended through 
Neighbourhood Plans and there is no developer bonanza, surely land values will become more realistic. This will allow 
local firms to build cost-effective, energy-efficient, lower priced housing to meet real need rather than â€œmarket 
ledâ€  soulless estates built by national corporations who have to cover vast overheads and make big returns to 
shareholders. Surely the completion of the sites with existing permissions, some 4637+6000 houses from parish/town 
allocations will provide enough to meet our needs over the next 15 years. It has been stated that the higher figure of 
565 p.a. results from the SE Plan figures and an extra allocation of 2000 resulting from the Eco Town proposal of the 
last Government, therefore creating a requirement for a Strategic settlement between Barnham and Eastergate. I 
cannot accept this as factual. If so, it can now be discounted, as the Eco Town (5000 houses) was rejected, therefore 
any housing allocation which is supposed to result from such a proposal should also be REJECTED. Public statements 
by The Cabinet Member for Planning and the deletion of â€œpreferredâ€  from Option 2 Ref. 13.1.2 are confusing. Is 
this a diversionary tactic for the possible pre-determination of the Plan outcome, or is it retribution for the Ford 
proposals? It then follows that there is no need for a development of 2000 houses at Eastergate. Ref Policy SP8 
Strategic Housing, or anywhere in the vicinity of Barnham/ Eastergate/ Westergate/ Aldingbourne as this would be 
entirely on greenfield land, contrary to NPPF Ref. 13.1.14 p 108 Local Plan Draft. Such a development would be 
unsustainable and unsuitable, particularly in this location for the following reasons: Å¸ Not compliant with NPPF Policy 
brownfield before greenfield Ref. 13.1.4. Å¸ The termination of a viable farming enterprise of 314 acres, a 170 cow 
dairy producing 8000/10000 litres of milk/cow/annum, this farmer wishes to be succeeded by his son and grandson. 
The farm is on Grades 1 and 2 brick earth soils, as is the other farm land south of the railway. This is the most 
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productive food producing land. Å¸ The disruption to a thriving horticultural business by preventing an already 
permitted expansion project, these two are contrary to Policy DM8 Soil, Contrary to Local Plan Policy on Employment, 
Horticulture Ref. 12.2/12.7. Å¸ The development is dependent on car travel, there is no viable bus service, it is not 
close enough to a railway station to expect walking and Barnham has no potential for more parking. Contrary to Policy 
SP18/DM23. Å¸ Drainage and sewage disposal are not explained satisfactorily, it is known that this whole catchment 
area has major drainage and related sewage handling problems. It is likely that the Lidsey WWTW is unable to meet 
the requirements of 2230+ houses without a large capital investment, S Water and EA reports awaited. Å¸ Damage to 
an historic landscape, looking north to the Downs and the Eastergate Conservation area, including St Georges Parish 
Church and historic barns. Å¸ Increased flooding risk in the immediate area and downstream farmland percolation and 
overloading of the Rifes (critical watercourses). Evidence in June 2012 shows that risk is now greater due to summer 
storm events being more frequent Ref. DM40. Å¸ The development and its attendant road, the A29 Woodgate bypass 
will not be financially viable, so therefore it is undeliverable. Taking costs from the 2009 EDAW Report on Funding 
together with estimates by Parsons Brinkerhoff for the road and adding an estimate for essential extensions to the 
road to make it workable, there is a total requirement in the region of Â£100 million for all necessary infrastructure. 
Contributions from 2000 homes will not provide this amount. No Infrastructure Delivery Plan accompanies the Draft 
Local Plan. Ref. SP26. In the event that an Inspector or Government Policy dictate a higher housing number than 
Option 1 (400 p.a.) be adopted, then Arun District Council should seek to locate that higher proportion i) On 
brownfield (PDL) and, ii) In a more sustainable location with a more suitable link to the A27, iii) Prove the case for an 
Arundel bypass, based on the severe constraints to large scale developments and attracting business investment into 
Arun, iv) Seek a developer who is able to build this number, including affordable and sustainable homes at a price 
which shows market viability AND can contribute adequate funding for the required infrastructure. Transport Ref. 16 
Priorities should be: Completion of the Bognor Relief Road as soon as possible, followed by a thorough survey of 
traffic movements in Arun over at least a 12 month period. Consideration with Chichester DC and WSCC over the 
potential for dualling the A259 from Bersted to the Drayton roundabout in conjunction with HA improvements to the 
A27 â€œBognorâ€  roundabout, (Chichester bypass). Consideration with Chichester DC and WSCC over the potential 
for a link road from the Drayton roundabout to the A27 Strettington Flyover junction on the A27 W of Tangmere, this 
would incorporate a bridge over the railway and the closure of the Drayton crossing. Press Network Rail to lower gate 
down times at all relevant crossings using their modern and updated digital technology. Put to Government a sound 
business case for completion of the Arundel bypass on A27, including the possibility of constructing the western arm 
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first from Ford Road to Scotland Barn on A27, this could initially be single carriageway and would add potential for a 
link road and road bridge over the railway near Ford, such road could include an alternative to the dangerous Comet 
corner and BN2233 â€œOystercatchersâ€  junctions on A259. Downgrade the A29 further by signage diverting traffic 
away from it to more suitable Strategic routes, to the west and east. Consider the wasted capacity of Ford railway 
station and the lack of car parking (13 spaces). Delete reference to the rail freight depot at Barnham, this is irrelevant 
and would be totally unsuitable in such a location, a relic of the 19 th Century transport system. I support more 
walking and cycling where safe and unpolluted by vehicle traffic. I support enhanced biodiversity, the protection of 
nature conservation sites and the landscape from development. I support the protection of historic sites and 
conservation of listed buildings, however the listings badly need reviewing and updating and this should be included in 
the Plan. I support the Conservation and protection of the Arun to Portsmouth Canal, this should be restored, where 
possible with support from ADC. I support the provision of recreational areas, parks, cycleways, sporting facilities and 
areas of tranquillity where appropriate. I object to unnecessary light pollution e.g. glasshouse illumination without 
shades, street lights and security lights which are not needed. The latter should have planning permission. I object to 
Arun's Renewable Energy Policy Ref. 14 Design 14.5.15 and Policy DM19. I feel this is weak and restrictive to the 
adoption of Renewable Energy which is vital towards our Energy Future. Ref. DM19 Para vii) is particularly restrictive 
in that the need for some Grade 1 or 2 land for energy production may be needed in the future for energy crops, 
however, where available lower grades should be considered in the first instance. Traffic impacts will be no different 
to any other commercial undertaking, so should not be singled out, they will be similar to current agricultural 
transport impacts and would only replace existing crop transport, although likely to be outside the normal harvesting 
season. I fully support the positions of Objection by the parish councils of Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Barnham and 
the supplementary representations by Navigus Planning. I also support the Objections made by Angmering â€œSave 
Angmering Villageâ€  and The Villages Action Group representing the Western Arun Villages. Â  

2875 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

*The reason that 400 houses changed to 560 was ADC got their cash per house sums wrong - they needed 160 more 
to make the costs work to give them a FREE and so called infrastructure! *If we look at the new estates recently built 
at Littlehampton, Tortington Lane area? And the New estates at Felpham - North Bersted and many more including 
the houses being built and on the planning list right now! Is there a shop? One? Or a Pub? Doctors? Community 
Centre etc? Yes there may be the odd area with a play area - a token green space! Three schools for this population = 
NO! My house? Found out after? bought it in 2004 - is in the very centre of a flood zone. I was informed by the house 
insurance company - so I spoke to the Environment Agency in Worthing - they sent me a computer print-out showing 
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a dark blue area passing through my house and going all the way in a long patch to Woodgate - Lidsey area. How many 
empty houses in ADC? How many Brownfield sites are there? There is no planning shown for extensive office or 
industrial use - causing a NEED for more houses. So we don't need any more than the in-filling spread over ADC. I 
went to the so called meeting CONSULTATION, all the big maps showed ONE red line and the so called fact that you 
need 560 houses for each year to the year 2028 that's loads? Total? We the people who pay you to run our planning, 
who we have to trust to protect our little villages and our special green spaces from overdevelopment are the very 
same who have come up with the very stupid and clearly poor scheme to push a major road from Bognor to London 
A29 through a clearly defined flood plain onto a small overcrowded road B2233. This hasn't even got a pavement 
along its length and is the route between many local schools! Which are full up now - so putting thousands of homes 
on flooded land each house will need cars and services adding to the traffic chaos we have already! NOT curing the 
problem, creating a BIGGER one! Up till June this year it was FOUR Options, a bridge on existing road at Woodgate, 
route A to Nyton and one over the Lion Monument and down behind Westergate School and finally your route the 
only one YOU WANT the only route shown on your map. That is not even reaching the A27 - unless they bulldoze 
Walberton too! Your clever planners clearly have your own agenda to turn our small villages into a sprawling town, 
crammed full of little houses with cul-de-sacs and a line of little roundabouts, oh and stick a few traffic lights in - why 
not! Closing the crossing gates for ever, who thought of that one? Can anyone even contemplate the chaos NOW - 
right NOW in August 2012 Road closed ahead, use Barnham Road - ( mind the low bridge)! Every single person who 
lives North of the crossing who wants to go South comes North to Lion roundabout then goes East to turn South? How 
many is that? Ask your computer to tell the number of people in that post code, all must NOW go backwards = it's 
CRAZY! Similarly Lidsey end more chaos the whole of Woodgate goes South to a roundabout stops for the NOW busy 
A29 then goes NORTH - WEST - SOUTH to get to the other side of the crossing = CRAZY! Like the Berlin Wall dividing 
that area in two forever! This road has been there for many, many years and even the SAT NAV knows there is a hold 
up at a crossing gate, but it's only a real problem during the rush hour, you learn to miss it or simply switch the engine 
off and wait - it's only a few minutes! ? Use this road a lot and yes it would be easy going over a bridge, but imagine if 
you CAN what effect that will have'¦'¦'¦ soon the word gets out'¦'¦.. inc. SAT NAV 'use the A29 - its quicker' ! This will 
attract more traffic - more problems more chaos, don't you see that the crossing means less traffic use this road! We 
have seen this in Worthing the new Goring Bridge has fed all the traffic into a small residential area not designed for 
heavy traffic! The problem becomes worse NOT BETTER. I'm sure if all the schools in your ADC area were asked to look 
at this and debate it, these children - our future would come up with a better idea than professional planners! Once 
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you allow building a major road in a green belt area and fill it with an estate of little boxes you have destroyed their 
land, their lives, their fresh air and open breathing green lungs, you have taken away forever what we need, what we 
crave. Why we moved here, why we love, our little individual Villages! Don't dump a NEW TOWN garden or other 
fancy name on us - it's plainly WRONG. Leave it as it is, let infilling happens spread all over the ADC, each application 
studies and fought over - appealed against. Yes and appealed against the appeal - and don't say we can't, we must, 
you must on ' OUR - US'  behalf stoop these crazy schemes! That's what we pay you for! Not to get a red pen and say 
that's your new road like it or lump it! The Government has said democracy should work bottom up - Not top down! 
So you must listen to us who pay you, we the residents of these little villages want to be here as it is - yes we will 
change and grow as we have always done and will forever - slowly little by little over time. NOT by being dictated to, 
that's why we died in TWO WORLD WARS = Freedom to say what WE want! NOT HITLER saying 'We have AUTOBAHN 
here YAA Siec Hail? I was born in Findon Valley 70 years ago in a small house on a flint track with no drainage or 
sewers or gas! So I do understand change - growth, all the fields have gone, you would have a problem finding a plot 
to build one house, but you always will, by pinching little bits here and there, by demolishing three to build ten or 
more, life goes on, we will end up in a more crowded space. It's your job to do it well! Please God! Here's an idea = 
put a big sign up on A27. Expect long queues on A29 at railway crossing - use alternative routes! DO YOUR JOB TO 
PROTECT US! NOT DESTROY OUR VILLAGES - thank you. You go on to say page 109. Each of the three villages has a 
unique character and separation of these settlements shall be conserved as part of any proposed development 
scheme. Like hell - you will flood them with houses as well as flood water - just to get your Free bridge if you ever get 
your way - NOT our way or any other party! Option 2 has been rejected by the Local Plan Sub-Committee and the Full 
ADC Council! So is this a Simon Meecham plan? Saying 'it's the Government don't blame me' ! SEERA have is now 
abolished! So this is misleading on a grand scale! Is he a former Banker? We all know what he will go down in history 
as '¦'¦'¦'¦'¦'¦'¦.. History is the final judge '¦'¦'¦'¦'¦.. our children's, children will judge us '¦'¦'¦'¦ and you the Planning 
Department. So REJECT plan / Option 2 or reject it forever! Don't try again to foist a massive block of housing on us 
again. You failed with ECO TOWN at Ford and you will fail with this hairbrained scheme! Please God get it right. You 
are making a complete mess of your job. Your job, to most of us who pay your wages, is to protect our little villages 
from over development. To stop building on our special green spaces, the lungs of our community. Green areas that 
have been preserved for centuries green and pleasant land that keeps our villages for what we, the residents who 
chose to live here and pay all our taxes to you. Your housing delivery document page * 112. ADC Local Plan states on 
the Table 13.2 Parish and Town Council Allocations Gives a total of 1,350 per year. This is excessive as it is - but you 
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have to justify some numbers, so you scribble down odd numbers. The whole of Bognor biggest town 'oh call 
that300' ! Littlehampton 200 you haven't built a big factory or a few office blocks or even a small industrial estate 
that I can see! Now you hammer the small villages, Barnham 100 - Eastergate 100 - Walberton 50 - Aldingbourne 30 - 
Yapton 100 = 380! When you take the area of TOWNS Bognor and Littlehampton total 500 and the very small 
individual villages of ABEW+Y being 380 as a percentage of area. This is clearly excessive! These are small village 
parishes preserved for Centuries individual small places, divided by green spaces - as it should be, as it has been, as it 
should continue. Yes it will get infilled a little over the years - that's natural! Planning is there to protect us, NOT to 
destroy all our villages and turn us into a sprawling mass of little cul-de-sacs with roundabouts all along roads, 
creating a small town - called what - ----eh! Like a strange Welsh 'Eastbarn - Walyapald' ! This is what your crazy 
scheme will do push a major road through the only green space there is between the villages as very clearly shown on 
your map. Your new A29 ends on B2233 a small local road connecting our small Villages. Narrow - No pavement in 
many places - used by many school children and school run cars - its already very busy indeed, trying to get out of 
Church Lane is a nightmare! Turn left up to Lion Monument a tiny and dangerous little roundabout then Right to pick 
up real A29 to Fontwell. Next thing you will push on with is Bulldoze another road through Walberton to A27 A29 
interchange! My house is in the very centre of a flood computer generated area that goes across the B2233 Barnham 
Road and continues all the way down through the area behind Woodgate to Lidsey. Exactly where you demand you 
put another road with a free bridge! Why do you think it has never been built on - ever! How long is that? You don't 
need a computer to tell you - common sense has been used before, all you need is long wellies or even Waders! Walk 
the route after a heavy rain storm - see for yourself! Ask the farmers - ask the locals who were born here and been 
there generations, they know! Sitting in your ivory tower with you stubborn noses stuck in a computer map - saying 
'look - here's a green space - that will do!'  Never mind that it stops on a small B road! We can force it through - ram it 
through crushing any local little voices - like mine! You even have the brass neck to say 'A well designed development 
and positively adds choice for existing communities, whilst avoiding COALESCENCE and ADDS to the district's green 
infrastructure' . COALESCENCE means : - to grow together - to unite into masses - to combine - to fuse into one! 
CONCRETION = A union of separate bodies into one body or MASS! This you want to AVOID! Â  

2734 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The Draft Local Plan The Local Plan as proposed suffers from a fatal flaw. It is driven by one and only one aspiration, 
that of raising £20,000,000 to pay for a railway bridge and an A29 bypass. It ignores or fudges over basic 
considerations e.g. 1. Who is to live in these houses? No local need has been proven. 2. Where will the inhabitants 
work? There is little employment opportunity in this area. 3. Households usually have one or two cars which will add 
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to traffic congestion. Access to public transport is poor. 4. No provision is made for schools, medical centres, or 
increased infrastructure regarding sewage, drainage. 5. The flood issue is side-lined. 6. The landscape surrounding 
three ancient villages is being irrevocably altered. 7. An area used by locals for free and healthy relaxation is being 
removed. Finally, developers may agree to 'planning obligations'  in order to secure a contract but there is no 
certainty that they will deliver if Berkeley Homes and North Bersted. 

2807 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I have various points to make concerning the new Draft Local Plan 2013-2028 and I will use subheadings for each area. 
The standard form for comments is inadequate for detailed points but it is attached to this submission for record 
purposes. I have attended a couple of your Consultation Events in the period and I did have time to question officers 
about the proposals. Consultation period and Process The first and obvious point I wish to make is the choice of the 
summer holiday period in which to place the Consultation period. Obviously many people will be away from the area. 
Many Local District Councillors and MPs are also away on holiday, sometimes for extended periods. This makes any 
attempts by local people to contact their representatives very frustrating and often unsuccessful. In fact one of the 
local MPs, Mr Nick Herbert was indeed away on holiday for some considerable time towards the end of the period, 
when many people were trying to contact him. This consequence could be easily foreseen by yourself and others who 
made the decision to choose this timing. Appeals were made by myself and others for the period to be extended by 3 
weeks but this was not granted. In view of the fact that the Local Plan main document is 350 pages and is not easily 
readable unless one has a hard copy, I believe that the time allowed, just over 7 weeks, is totally inadequate. 
Sustainability The Option 2 proposal in the plan to build 2,230 houses in a rural location with inadequate 
infrastructure in terms of roads, schools, doctors surgeries, sewerage treatment and drainage does not stand up in 
any logical sense. Firstly, there is no local need for this number of houses most of which would be unaffordable to 
local people in any case. The main purchasers would be commuters to well paid jobs in Portsmouth, Gatwick, Crawley 
and London, thus defeating your commitment to reduce out commuting. This would only increase the carbon 
footprint of this region, not decrease it. Building this many houses on a Flood Plain would result in greatly increased 
flooding events downstream in Bognor, both in severity and frequency. This proposal makes no allowance for the 
recent obvious changes in our general climate with many more heavy downpours. The Lidsey sewerage works are at 
capacity already and require major upgrading before such a large proposed increase in the local population. The cost 
estimates for all the above mentioned infrastructure shortfalls would run up to at least £50 million on top of any 
proposed road costings. The Arun DC proposal that the new residents of the 2230 houses would all work in the new 
and thriving business/new industry park at Shripney as described to me by a Planning Officer is pure fantasy. No 
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expanding business would willingly move to Bognor Regis because it is not near enough to the main road network of 
the UK. The Arundel bypass needs to be completed at least. More on this later. The destruction of the Grade 1 and 2 
agricultural land that such a development would cause is unacceptable in time of increasing food shortages worldwide 
and the need to grow more food locally. There would also be much destruction of local wildlife which is very prolific in 
certain undisturbed locations such as parts of Hook Lane. The hedgerows and ditches and oak trees are very old and 
fairly undisturbed. They act as a wildlife corridor from the Downs National Park to the coast. There are many species 
present and a full survey has not been conducted yet. There could even be dormice in the hedgerows. This last point is 
relevant should Route A be chosen at some stage as a proposed route for a new road. It is fairly obvious from all of 
the above points that the Strategic Housing numbers in the Local Plan are incorrectly targeted on to this rural area of 
the Aldingbourne, Eastergate, Barnham parishes and the result would be unsustainable. This proposal completely 
contradicts the NPPF requirements of sustainable development. Housing There were in the original draft of the Local 
Plan clear choices between 2 different rates of house building. They were 400 p.a. (Option 1) of 565 p.a. (Option 2). 
There also used to be alternative sites on which to put Strategic housing (i.e. in the 2009 LDF),but this new Local Plan 
only has chosen one location – a rural one! This is surely a very poor way to conduct a Local Plan with only one 
location to choose from. What happened to the other 2 choices from the previous LDF which, after all was shelved 
following the General Election? The Option 1 figure would only need the Parish allocations in each of our Parishes and 
400 p.a. is the original preference of the Arun DC Councillors based on the 2011 Public Consultation. The fact that the 
SE Plan is due to be revoked is not a reliable justification for choosing such a figure. The 565 p.a. from the SE Plan 
appears to have been chosen mainly to fund the bypass proposal. The 400 figure does not produce enough of an 
overspill of housing to allow for the infrastructure payments (CIL) and other inducements to provide extra monies for 
a planned new road. I would also criticise the way in which the Option 1 does not appear to be mentioned in any 
proximity to the 2,000 house proposals for Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Barnham in the document. It is not at all 
obvious that Option 1 even exists in the latest version. I had to check with an Officer to confirm that it is indeed still 
part of the proposals. What happened to the statement in Chapter 13, Para 13.1.14 concerning choosing brownfield 
sites before greenfield? Why have you gone completely against your own directive and that of the new NPPF which is 
clearly against large scale development in the countryside? There are many brownfield sites in Arun District and there 
may well be alternative sites for strategic housing should Option 2 be chosen. I cannot believe that a Greenfield site is 
the only suitable one in Arun for such a large scale development proposal. In conclusion I would ask that you choose 
Option 1 because it is the least destructive of the natural environment and it would provide adequate housing 
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provision for local needs. Transport The proposal to re-route the A29 and bridge the railway is a 'road to nowhere' . 
The proposed road, whichever is chosen in any final proposal starts in the wrong place and finishes in the wrong 
place. The net effect would be to flood the villages and settlements of Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate and 
Barnham with huge amounts of extra traffic. The Consultant's report on the 4 route Options did not even consider the 
effects of extra traffic that such a development and road would cause!! There would be approximately 4,000 extra 
cars plus extra Bognor traffic encouraged by the bypass. The net result would be transference of an even larger traffic 
jam to either Crockerhill or Fontwell roundabout (already at capacity), plus massive traffic congestion in the villages. 
The Bognor Relief Road should be completed before any decisions are made about any such road proposal. A far 
better position for a bridge and link to the A27 from Bognor would be a bridge over the Drayton Crossing and a road 
joining up the A259 with the Strettington Flyover. It has an unfinished southerly exist which could easily connect. The 
A259 is however, straighter and does not flood. It is a much better alternative for Bognor that the old A29 route. The 
A29 does not appear in W4st Sussex Transport Plan's Strategic Road Network for 2011, and so cannot be seriously 
considered to be a 'Road for the Future' . Instead it should be downgraded to a B road and re-signposting for Bognor 
put up to direct traffic onto other routes. The object should be to discourage any further traffic growth in the villages. 
In terms of overall improvements to the local traffic flow, the Arundel bypass is a glaring problem which needs an 
urgent solution. Please put pressure on the Government. Flooding The prospect of over 2,000 houses on a flood plain 
in one massive development covering over greenfields must inevitably cause much more run-off of rainwater from the 
roofs, pavements and roads as well as displaced water from foundations. The proposal to mitigate with SUDS is not 
acceptable because, as recent flood events have shown, the calculations of engineers are usually completely 
inadequate for real situations. Bognor Regis could suffer many more floods and the severity could well be greater. The 
loss of Bognor's much vaunted 'Blue Flag'  status could happen more often than at present, I believe that this has 
recently been lost, presumably due to this very reason. Bognor Regeneration One of the reason given for the bypass 
proposals was that the A29 Woodgate level crossing delays were affecting Bognor's economic growth prospects. This 
is not proven and is not even likely. It is purely an anecdotal statement without evidence. Bognor Regis has some 
problem but it also has much potential. The fact that it still has some attractive buildings and a long seafront is a 
starting point. There was once a mineral proposal. If it could be revived this would bring much investment to the 
town, if a backer could be found, but there is possibly more chance of this than the idea of a business park at 
Shripney. At least Bognor has a seafront and access to the sea! This is a special feature that only a few places have. 
The prospect of an extended pier with real Edwardian styling would make the whole place much more vibrant. Bognor 
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should use and improve its main assets and attractions and not try to keep up with towns that have stronger 
economies based on other industries or businesses. As an example, Butlins seems to do very well where it is located. 
The A29 does not seem to affect how successful that company is. If Bognor was on the north coast of France then I 
guarantee that it is would already have a thriving marina and lots of restaurants and cafes. Business attracts business. 
It needs imagination to think outside the box and not just try the common, boring options for investment. In France 
even the unlikeliest places are developed into small harbours. Woodgate Level Crossing This is an outdated level 
crossing which should be upgraded by Rail Track and perhaps Arun DC assistance if they are so concerned about traffic 
flow. The signalling could be made more precise and able to respond quicker to several trains in a sequence rather 
than remaining closed for several trains. Expert opinion states that this is possible. The BRR will also decrease the 
traffic using the Woodgate crossing in due course. In other words it should be possible to improve the Woodgate 
situation rather than try the bypass solution, an approach that would mean that the cure would be worse than the 
complaint. Conclusion In my opinion the Local Plan is ill conceived and poorly defined. There are only 2 housing 
Option choices and the Strategic housing, should it be chosen by Arun DC or an Inspector only puts the housing in one, 
very unsustainable location. All this may be the result of bad decisions made in an earlier LDF in which no clear 
decision were made and one option was eliminated entirely. Nevertheless, the fact that Arun DC has painted itself 
into a corner is no excuse to put the Strategic Housing in an unsuitable and unsustainable place. As presented here in 
this Local Plan the only sensible choice based on the low economic growth of the UK plus the local housing need is 
Option 1. This also automatically eliminates the unsuitable and inadequate bypass proposals in one move. This is the 
best possible result. Should the Option 2 be forced through by whoever, then the ball game is much more complex. A 
completely new site needs to be found for the houses because the proposed one is unsustainable and destructive in 
multiple ways. Any clinging to the bypass road as a solution to anything should be firmly blocked   

2621 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

This document is rather too much to take in on one visit to a local hall and is therefore difficult to comment upon as a 
whole and I am not able to quote chapters/paragraphs or policy numbers in respect of the following comments which 
are confined to my own local area. As a resident of Angmering village for almost 40 years and having worked locally 
for an even longer period I am concerned about proposals affecting our village and am left with the distinct 
impression that your plan seems determined to destroy the 'village' element of Angmering. We have already, recently 
coped with a huge development of over 600 properties at Bramley Green and I question why is it necessary to impose 
a further 500 + 100 units as indicated within this document? Local roads are already overwhelmed for most of the day 
– the more so because the by-pass (so called) was located to the wrong side of the village, i.e. to the EAST instead of 
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the WEST, where it would have relieved the village roads (Water Lane and Station Road) of westbound traffic – which 
accounts for most of the users of the by-pass, who continue to use the village roads, despite the so called traffic 
calming. Any proposed improvement (dual carriageway) between the roundabouts at the bottom end of the by-pass 
and Angmering Station roundabout will do NOTHING to improve the situation, merely providing more space for 
'parking' whilst waiting to move forward. You did not provide the new school promised for Bramley Green despite 
being given the land and taking a financial levy for each property sold, with the result that we now have excess traffic 
movements through the village twice daily and an overloading of St. Margaret's School capacity so there is no 
accommodation for children from the proposed 500 + 100 new homes. I am concerned also as to what has happened 
to the land given and the levy that was raised. We currently have one remaining true village country lane (Dappers 
Lane) leading from the village to the open countryside including Angmering Park and areas of the South Downs 
National Park, located to the north of the A27, with safe access beneath this road, used very much by walkers 
including many children, cyclists and equestrians who are able to enjoy this facility without recourse to formal kerbs, 
pavements and the many access points required if this part of the village is to be over-developed. It is to be hoped 
that you can see the benefits of retaining this last truly rural access to and from the village rather than URBANISING 
every possible area so as to facilitate more and more development. Remember once developed we can never go back 
to how it was and the unique benefits provided by areas such as Dappers Lane will be lost forever. Most local 
residents with whom I have discussed this matter feel as I do that we do NOT want to lose the VILLAGE element of 
Angmering. 

2635 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The plan proposes more development in the Angmering area using greenfield land bordered by farmland and on the 
fringes of the National Park, even though there is a surplus of unsold housing in the village. Infrastructure 
improvements were promised the last time Angmering had a major development - principally a new school - and this 
did not appear. Therefore the reason why villagers will oppose this scheme is because (i) it supplies houses for which 
there is no local demand; (ii) valuable greenfield land will be destroyed forever; and (iii) there will be additional 
pressure placed on Angmering's (unimproved) infrastructure. 

2636 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Angmering does not have the infrastructure to support another large development. There are no additional school 
places, the roads and drainage in the village were not designed to support a small town and my family are currently 
having to wait two weeks for doctor's appointments. I am sceptical that investment in infrastructure will follow as the 
Village's Library is having its hours radically reduced. There are very few employment opportunities for residents as it 
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currently stands. We have been told that residents will be needed to take part in 'The Big Society'  and run council-
type services as volunteers. If the Council ignores the voice of local people and only views local democracy as 
something that happens in a polling booth every few years what incentive do we have to take an active part in the 
running of our district's services? 

2658 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

· Very limited road access, on already over-crowded and busy roads, including a bus route, Weavers Hill is very narrow 
· Brownfield sites, within the Angmering area should be used Why was the Barratts application allowed before the 
Draft Local Plan and Neighbourhood plan were agreed? Water Lane has flooded several · times, extra housing will 
make this worse · Is there a need for any more housing when several are empty, within Arun · It is almost impossible 
to get a doctor's appointment, Extra housing with no additional Surgery, will make this worse. No provision has been 
made for extra school places. 

2683 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I am saying NO to 2,000 houses in this area, we haven't got the facilities to accommodate such numbers of people. 
There is not enough schools or doctors and the Council at present haven't got the money or manpower to clean drains 
to prevent flooding as the whole area is Green Belt which would no longer drain away naturally through the soil. The 
wildlife would suffer and we would no longer be villages. There is no employment therefore the commuting would be 
greatly exaggerated causing more congestion on an already busy road. The trains and buses would be cramped to 
more than full capacity. We have I feel had enough new homes in Barnham and Eastergate. I am saying NO to a 
bypass of the A29 the amount of traffic it would cause would be diabolical and many users would try to take short 
cuts through the villages of Barnham and Eastergate. Barnham Village at the best of times is single land traffic due to 
the parked vehicles. 

2725 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The character of the village will change with the introduction of 2000 new houses. The proposed area is around 1 
square mile and I would guess that there are 2000 existing houses so the density will double and Eastergate, 
Westergate and Woodgate will become a town much larger than Arundel. The bypass will only shift the problem 
elsewhere when they join one of the three proposed locations. The western route will divert traffic onto Nyton Road 
and at least 80% will turn right to join the existing A29 at the Basmati Restaurant at which point all the local traffic 
which will have doubled will then have to merge at this awkward junction. There will be even more delays at the War 
Memorial and the A29/A29 junction at Fontwell will become even worse. The other two options are just as bad 
because the local roads are already under strain having suffered from lack of investment in the infrastructure for 
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years. All the new residents will need cars because there are no jobs in this rural location or is Sainsbury's going to 
employ another 3000 people? Also, there will be another 3000 children. Where are you going to send them? This area 
cannot stand more houses on this scale with or without a bypass and a bypass should be just that not a partial one 
which will concentrate even more traffic on the War Memorial roundabout. 

2764 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Strategic housing for Six Villages The plan to build 2,300 in Eastergate, Barnham, Westergate is completely flawed. 
ADC state economic reason for jobs. These houses will be built before jobs as there are no jobs in the region for this 
level of housing. Who do you think will buy these houses. My view is people from outside of region who will then 
commute 'BY CAR'  to their jobs in Portsmouth, Brighton etc. The 2011 Hearn report states that we require affordable 
housing to the rate of 570 houses per year. That needs to be reviewed constantly as those needs always change. To 
state a 15 year plan and build these unnecessary houses is flawed. The 4 options you state for the A29 bypass seem to 
do nothing to resolve the problem. Option A, C and D all put the traffic into another area and will create bigger block 
spots. Option B flyover is sensible but funding needs to come outside of development. Simply none of the options are 
realistic, your funding projections are massively wrong, and none of these options bring the A27 into play. Also the 
A29 is a non-strategic and as such why would you develop it at present.   

2765 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I reject to any proposed bypasses being made. If the Woodgate crossing was sorted out on taking so long waiting for 
trains to pass by which would be less costly. We need to see what happens when the relief road from Felpham comes 
in. We can also see what happens to the roads when it floods instead of rushing things. The only OPTION on houses to 
be built is OPTION 1 any other options would be too costly in the long run as there is not enough jobs to go round 
now. Sainsbury's will bring some more jobs but I bet Tesco's will cut some of their staff for the competition. We only 
need about 400 houses for our local people then the facilities of schools, medical and shops could take it. 

2775 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

1. In Barnham we already have a problem with flooding in heavy rain. The water will come out of the manhole 
sometimes mixed with raw sewage. With a huge increase in building this would become a huge problem. 2. The local 
schools both primary and secondary are all full. We have no doctor in the village at the present time. We do have the 
station, but local buses are quite limited in the area they served. 3. As for the A29 I find it hard to think any of the 
routes would be of any advantage over the current route. On the economic and environment front, the cost would be 
very high. The land proposed for all the extra houses is agricultural land, which is the major local source of 
employment at present. With no additional (in fact less) local employment this would mean possibly 1,500-2,500 extra 
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cars on the road (and that is only 1 car per house or less) all travelling to Bognor, Littlehampton, Chichester or further 
afield on a daily basis. 4. The only practical option in my opinion is Option 1 as this would be a slower expansion which 
would be most easy to absorb into the present villages. 

2786 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

No to all the options. This is a flood plain area- The drainage/sewage systems across the six villages are not coping 
now and more housing would exacerbate the situation. 

2787 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

NO to ALL bypass options. House sales to pay for A29 bypass new route is not financially sound. flooding problems 
would increase. 

2788 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I strongly object to the proposal to build additional houses under options 1,2, 3 or 4. There is already a waste water 
problem in the area and additional houses will only add to the potential for flooding. There is no evidence that 
additional jobs will be provided so therefore additional housing is not required. Additional cars will add to the already 
gridlocked Chichester by pass in summer. The gap between the villages is becoming eroded by infill building. The 
proposals are not evidence BA530? And therefore not justifield. The residents of the village concerned do not want a 
new road or additional houses. 

2802 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

I understand there may be a new rail freight depot! This is crazy, Bognor, Barnham, Littlehampton and Chichester 
have had these in the past and they failed from lack of use because the railway charges were too high. Roads 
transport of goods have successfully taken over because it is door to door and most things can be delivered daily, 
especially perishable goods. The huge lorries on the road nowadays maybe a pain sometimes but they are definitely 
more reliable than transporting by rail. What about the cost? 

2818 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

First comment I would be happy to vote for option of total of 230 new homes over 15 years. (2) The first I heard of 
these proposals was on 29-8-12 more information needs to be provided for people who do not drive or have access to 
the internet. (3) The closure of Woodgate Crossing and a footpath to be provided, how will this benefit people using 
Westergate Street, many of whom are elderly. The public transport is at best poor.Disabled access buses should be 
provided at all times on routes. (4) The drainage system cannot cope at the moment every year people in the area are 
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either flooded, iced or snowed in. (5) People have moved into this area because of its beauty, peace and quiet. I 
understand the need for more housing but believe that the problems we already have need to be addressed first. 

2831 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Consider : Flooding Problems Sewage Problems Schools Problems Surgeries Problems Infrastructure Problems Relates 
to all Consultation Documents An extra 2,000/3000 cars on the already congested roads. CRAZY. Relates to all Plans. 
Roads already full. No jobs available for all these houses. Flooding and drainage. No Surgeries and Schools. 

2837 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the long awaited Draft LDF. I should comment firstly on the content of 
the document and secondly on the presentations. The document is too long, wording and repetitions in part, 
accompanied by a just as wordy environmental appraisal · which seemed to consist of the same tables being repeated 
for every aspect of the appraisal. The whole exercise should have been prÃ©cised for use by the general public, with 
the supporting evidence just used by the industry professionals. · The exhibition was extremely poor (I attended the 
North Bersted one), with staff failing to engage with the public and just relying on the video featuring Ricky Bower. A 
slightly longer powerpoint type presentation was required with a narrator. Now I will turn to some of the points raised 
by the document. · As a former Local Government Officer, I try to keep abreast of local developments and was amazed 
that Arun chose to use the LDF to reveal the proposed development at Woodgate. No exact details had been 
forthcoming until then and I was amazed to find the route was to the east of the existing road, emerging near to 
Barnham. This then entails northbound motorists · going along the narrow Barnham Road to the Eastergate War 
Memorial to rejoin the A29. · Had the road gone to the west it could easily have joined with the A27 at Crockerhill, 
circumventing the developed area of Barnham Road, or at worse just used the short link past The Labour In 
Vain/Basmati Restaurant rejoining at the War Memorial. · I find the concept of reducing out- commuting 
commendable but in reality not likely to work, already WSCC has centred on three major locations, affecting hundreds 
of staff who now face major commutes. Likewise teachers /nurses and other professionals will commute as it is now 
the only way to advance in their careers, by taking higher paid jobs elsewhere. · P.137 Chapter 14.1.6 Why is quality 
housing only specified for 10 dwellings or more - surely it should be on merit for all designs. · P.142 Policy DM14 - 
Climate Change. The Council considers it important to integrate measures to mitigate and adapt against the effect of 
climate change. Standards need to be raised to ensure this. Developers will only fund the minimum standards laid 
down by National Policy and also only tend to look at the immediate area of the site, hence the recent Chichester 
Road flooding. No off-site drainage clearance or improvement works were carried out by the developers. Finally, I 
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welcome the comments on infill development and trust that these will be understood and fully adopted by planning 
officers, namely:- · P.156 Chapter 14.2.12 A private garden should preferably include an area that is not directly 
overlooked. · P.162 Chapter 14.3.4 Up to 50% extensions considered proportionate - over 50% unlikely to be 
acceptable. · P.161. Chapter 14.3.3 (iv) not lead to overlooking, over powering or over shadowing of neighbouring 
properties. · P.162 Chapter 14.3.6 ll extensions and alterations which are visible to the street scene should respect the 
spatial character and pattern of the street and make a positive contribution to the locality. My only concern is if the 
applicant takes these to appeal Government Inspectors will presumably take the National viewpoint, which may be at 
odds with local standards, unless 'Localism' is to the forefront of the Inspector's views. 

2844 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

The route of a new road should avoid any village. That is why we are a village. DO NOT DESTROY OUT VILLAGE LIFE ! 
PLease No infrastructure New School? New Doctors? No jobs how will they be created. No industry in area. This is 
definitely the wrong area for any proposed plans. 

2846 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

What a counter-productive scheme. More houses mean more cars to contend with. Most seriously is the problem of 
flooding because of the added concrete used. No infrastructure in place - over full schools, doctors, hospital facilities 
and certainly not enough jobs to be had. 

2874 Local Plan - 
Consultation 
Doc 19.07.12. 

A RESIDENT OF THE AREA FOR OVER 40 YEARS Please find enclosed my comments with regards to the Consultation 
Document of the Arun Draft local Plan. You have some of my concerns already from our earlier e-mail 
correspondence. I am in full support of the need for having a Local Plan in place. In summary I hope you collectively 
decide to revert to Option 1, throwing out Option 2, as soon as you can and having done so reassure the public you 
are listening by letting us know before the next draft is released. The Local Plan needs to be sustainable with regards 
to pollution, waste, transport, and damage to the environment. It needs to be deliverable and the plans financially 
sound; and delivered in such a way the infrastructure is delivered as it is needed, not afterwards (and held up due to 
slow house sales.) Please add my details to the Council's Consultation data base and keep me informed. I hope you do 
a good job. HOUSING 13.1 No proven need for housing ACCEPT OPTION 1 - voted for by Councillors hidden within 
Local Plan covers existing and future needs. REJECT OPTION 2 - similar figure to that in Hearn Report used data from 
pre-cession building @ rate of x per year and review need/growth etc., annually and modify up or down. No business 
sets a 15 year goal and does not adjust as each year passes. Look at rate of house sales/occupancy Housing 
need/waiting lists. 12.1.12 No large scale housing estates on edges on villages. - David Cameron. Get S.E. Plan 
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revoked/consultated Ã  Eric Pickles. What housing already has Planning Permission but not yet built? Can't find in 
Draft Plan. I trust this speculative housing number has been taken into account. Waste water system in area at 
capacity, and exceeds in time of exceptional high water table/event. Is there really going to be the investment by 
relevant bodies to cope, at a rate to improve the current situation? TRANSPORT Proven need to upgrade/improve 
A29. 16.0.1 Ã  Not on West Sussex SRN in relation to connectivity of Bognor. Need to wait for Bognor Relief Road to be 
finished and measure its effect on connectivity. 1.4 Ã  A24 & A3M routes are key routes inland (with A27 E/W). A29 
does not help: it is a local road Ã  downgrade it. Removing bottleneck at Woodgate moves bottleneck North to 
Crockerhill/Fontwell roundabout, especially at peak times inc. race meets. Crockerhill Westbound or Crockerhill 
Eastbound turning South across can't cope.  Not having A29 extension on Draft Local Plan for Consultation beyond 
B2233 is deliberately misleading. Deliverability of road should have been investigated first. We will have to wait to 
Draft two to common on these plans/how these plans are financed therefore less chance to have public consultation. 
The Local Plan making is iterative I know, but should be 'cards on the table' not trickle fed. 19/7/12 - Bognor Observer 
- Mr. Ricky Bowes The bottom line is that as far as the Council is concerned the Woodgate Crossing has to be bridged. 
No it does not: you are consulting the public and if they say no, it's your job as representatives, or the public will feel 
you don't represent us and a change will occur in May 2015. West Sussex Transport Plan P.51 Need to liaise with Rail 
Industry and change signalling times. BOGNOR REGIS 1.4 Regeneration of Bognor : Not easy, don't blame A29 3.11 
Plans are based on over optimistic expectation of growth and attractiveness of area. These need to be brought up to 
date. In commuting will be encouraged, as housing needs to be following need, not delivered firs BUT very low 
percentage of inhabitants from new 2,300 housing would work in it. This isn't Bownville. The Blue Flag status of 
Bognor is it's most important asset. Hanging onto it seems to be difficult at the moment, due to flooding/high rainfall. 
With more housing this will be worse. The 'seaside town'  nature of Bognor Regis is what it is known for across the 
Country. Cherish this asset and work on it. Regeneration of Bognor needs to be done in discussion with Chichester 
District Council (as with the road problems). This area may be covered by two DC's but we have more but we have 
more-in-common in terms of community with Oving/Tangmere than we do with the East of Arun District Council. Less 
dominance should be given to Butlins. There must be 'in Town'  attractions, and 'in Town'  shopping. Stop allowing 
out-of-town shopping to proliferate in North of Bognor/Shripney. That is what is killing the heart of the town. Drive 
through fast food fuels a car culture, and is not needed. A Hugh Fernley-Whttingstall type canteen/education 
centre/drop in working cooking class would start to help the soul of the community. ENVIRONMENTAL 4.53 etc. 
Countryside/Community/Flooding/Farmland 2.1.4 etc. Building on quality greenfield land'¦'¦'¦.. Should be 
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infill/brownfield then only green when '¦'¦'¦'¦ Contracts 4.53 If housing was delivered in aliquots as per need it could 
be delivered infill first, then brownfield in area and then no metrics would show more needs building so greenfield 
would be protected. This big blob is lazy planning by short-sighted. Will destroy nature and character of our 6 villages - 
Visually - New community surge will be very slow to integrate - Without the community bands, crime will rise and 
'everyone is a stranger'  - Major cost to Police etc., Consider pollution from 5,000+ cars Consider waste (domestic) 
from 2,300 houses: sustainability of transporting it out of area. This area is of 'water stress' . Don't make it worse. 
Avoiding coalescence in the Parishes of Aldingbourne, Barnham, Eastergate, Walberton and Yapton'¦ Now if your 
Councillors aren't aware; that means the growing together of the parts'¦. Looks to me that's what's happening. WSCC 
SC9 - 20.2 When absorbent land is replaced with concrete and tarmac ability of peak run off to be reduced and spread 
is reduced. If building (+30% post build conservatories/patios and driveways) occurs peak run-off will increase and 
overspill rifes. SOCIAL 10.7 Barnham does not have a Health Centre. It does need one. Yapton and Eastergate struggle 
to cope with the existing population. This type of facility needs to be in place, funding and staffed. It needs to be 
backed up by space at St.Richards Hospital, additional Paramedics, Ambulances, Police, Fire Services etc. Leisure 
Facilities and Public Transport need to be increased anyway, and more so if there is more demand. 24.0.2 An attempt 
to reduce care use across the district should be strived for, and delivered. Many points I have made her and on the 
previous pages are areas over which the Council don't have control over. It is, however, a duty to us to ensure they 
will be delivered and funded: is the finance required for these guaranteed? (e.g. Drainage/Flooding, Waste 
Water/Sewage, Public Services, Insurance being available and affordable to all home owners, public transport). 

6 Foreword 1.5 Is typical gobbledygook used by people who don't know how to express an idea in plain english or who want to 
put a gloss on what is otherwise an unpopular announcement .  Could therefore Mr Bower confirm that those 
residents living in strategic locations will be excluded from having their say in what happens in their neck of the 
woods? If this is the case what use therefore are NDPs and why ask financially hard pressed Parish Councils to go to 
the expense of putting one together only to be told that their residents views don't count?   

32 Foreword I only accept your statement of creating jobs as being your number one priority if the creation of them does not cause 
the building on any other Arun land than brownfield sites. Otherwise you immediately contradict your statement of a 
protecting " our much valued landscape" and this has to include respecting and preserving our wildlifes habitat. I do 
not agree with building emploment sites in the hope that a company might re-locate or set up business. If Arun wants 
to increase employment then it has to do this by securing the business before the building on a new site.    
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47 Foreword Firstly, i assume the LP took several months, or years, to prepare and involved a great number of ADC officials..It is 
totally unreasonable to expect residents to absorb,understand and make consructive comment in such a short period 
of time.The consultation period should be at least 6 months.How many people in ADC FULLY  understand the 
document? Can you please advise the name and title of the person who will ultimately be resposible for the delivery 
of the plan.    

53 Foreword The plan clearly emphasises "economic growth for job creation is the number 1 priority" How will this be achieved? 
Where is the strategy? The country and Europe in particular are in the midst of the worst economic recession in 
history and major economic experts predict that it will be at least 2020 before any growth may return. 1.4" New plan 
to tackle infrastructure problems" Roads,schools,doctors,dentists are already unable to cope with the growth in 
population in the area.Almost 90% of journeys are made by car in the country because of expensive and inefficient 
public transport.People will NOT change their habits.The proposed road improvements appear to be a possibility 
rather than a certainty.We have been promised improvements for many many years what will be different now? Who 
will pay for it? Goverment will not! If developers and builders pay it will mean that residents will pick up the tab 
through higher house prices.If PFI is the route long term debt will fall on the taxpayers of the future.   1.5 
"Neighbourhood development plans putting local people in control" I do not think that residents feel they are in 
control of these plans and, as previously mentioned , it would appear that we are being bombarded with information 
overload and inadequate time to make consructive comment.In Westergate plans for 350 homes have already been 
o outlined by a developer.I attended a presentation on these proposals where the developer concerned showed little 
awareness or concern as to how it related to the local plan.The knowledge relating to environmental impact and 
infrastructure requirements by the developer was extremely limited and a great concern. 

88 Foreword I cannot see how the ADC plan fits into the Neighbourhood Plans. Since January 2012, Ferring has been working on its 
Neighbour Plan, six sub-groups were involved, I participated in the Flooding and Drainage Group which submitted its 
report this month. We were told that our work should look at the period 2014 to 2034 and that on completion and 
acceptance by the Ferring Residents would be integrated into the Arun's Local Plan. We now see that ADC have been 
working on their own plan WITHOUT any reference to the Neighbourhood Plans, furthermore their period is 2013 to 
2018! ADC need to address this and explain to Ratepayers what is happening, the process they are using and how the 
plans are integrated. It must be clear whether these plans are Top Down or Bottom Up. 
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89 Foreword Slindon Parish Council intends to comment on this consultation but will not be able to consider its response until its 
next meeting which is scheduled to take place on Monday 10th September at 7pm. The Clerk will forward the Parish 
Council's comments as soon as possbilbe after this meeting has taken place. 

104 Foreword Please do NOT build any further housing as proposed in the Aldingbourne area until AFTER you and/or Southern 
Water have resolved the problems causing flooding in Felpham. Your lack of action to date has caused problems 
obtaining house insurance  in the area, and where obtainable is at greatly increased cost. Are you prepared to 
compensate for flooding caused by your actions? 

105 Foreword How can the building of over 2000 houses possibly comply with the requirement stated in the forward of the Local 
Plan as follows; "It also protects our much valued landscape including ...................and the land between existing 
settlements"? 

117 Foreword Horsham District Council have no specific comments to make on the Arun Draft Local Plan at this time, however are 
happy to work with Arun on any cross boundary issues in the future. Of particular relevance to us are the air quality 
issues in Storrington, which has now been declared an Air Quality MAnagement Area, Anydevelopment likely to 
increase traffic on the A283 would need to be discussed further. 

133 Foreword 1.1 Given the 'extensive study', the level of detail in terms of a meaningful, tangible and clear details of the proposed 
development sites and road links, are extremely poor. The 'Key Plan' is pathetic in its detail and accuracy and certainly 
does not allow well informed feed-back to this consultation document. How can meaningful feedback be given to a 
plan that is only half-baked at best? 1.5 If local people were put in control, then the 'Plan' would have no support in its 
current form - from Parish Council level to local residents, I have heard no support for the Plan in its current form. 1.6 
Response to the Plan is made extremely difficult for many people by the complexity of the response forms, the need 
to provide Chapter and Policy references, much of which is lost in the hundreds of pages of the document. The bulk of 
which means nothing to normal citizens. The cynical feel that this is part of planned obfiscation on the part of the 
Council, to be polite. 

382 Foreword 1. Chapter 1, Foreword, para 1.2 The statement that economic growth for job creation is the Plan's number one 
priority is strongly supported. 
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230 Foreword Re point 1.2. As far as I can see no objective evidence has been submited to support the supposition that this plan will 
generate sufficient economic activity (jobs) to support the extra houses planned. 

841 Foreword These comments are here because I could not find an area for comments ralating to the document as a whole. I 
find the document extremely difficult to follow, repetative, and overcomplicated. Also, in any section, take no.16 
transport for instance, reference is made to other documents like the National Planning Policy Framework, West 
Sussex Transport Plan 2011-2026, Guidance on Transport Assessment, 2007 etc. Where possible these document 
references should be active links so one can refer to them easily and return to the local plan. 

200 Foreword Employment Site at Water Lane: Item 4.35 in the Local Plan states that, 'Care must be taken to ensure that 
development is not inappropriately located in terms of flood risk, and does not exacerbate flood problems.' 
Unfortunately Water Lane is a flood risk site, something that was confirmed in June this year when the road and many 
of the properties were flooded with rain and sewage water. My property was flooded on this occasion and the 
property has only just been confirmed dry this week. We now have the reinstatement to be carried out and we hope 
to be back in our home by Christmas. Consequently I am quite astounded that there is a proposal to concrete over 
more of the land above Water Lane. The new bybass, although necessary to try and ease the traffic problems in 
Angmering, meant that important land that collected rain water has already been covered, so to develop the area 
further could only 'exacerbate flood problems'. In addition, the proposed site would encroach upon/be visible from 
the South Downs National Park where it should really remain as a green bufferzone. If employment sites are required 
then why sell the VHB site for housing. VHB have long been employers of local people and is a more suitable business 
site due to its proximity to the main road network, bus routes and Angmering station. In contrast an employment site 
in the Water Lane area would increase the congestion in Angmering Village; traffic from an employment site at Water 
Lane would travel through the village as exiting Water Lane would only take them north, and the site is also a 
significant distance from the nearest station. 

210 Foreword I do not feel the overall local plan is based on evidence based research on need & development for the local villages 
and their population. 
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216 Foreword I have lived in Westergate for over 30 years and am writing to express my strong opposition to the appalling proposal 
of Arun District Council to allow the building of a new road and development of over 2000 houses on the agricultural 
between Westergate and Barnham. If further housing is really necessary in this area (and there appears to be no 
evidence to show a need for huge areas of housing anywhere in the villages of Eastergate, Barnham or 
Aldingbourne)  then I would give my support to the local Development Plan (which is in line with the Government's 
Localism Policy), so that individual parishes can manage their own new housing in keeping with the rural nature of the 
area and character of each village.   

512 Foreword 1.6 The Draft Local Plan is a very long document, full of jargon and containing many contradictions. It is not only 
difficult and time-consuming to read but is also relatively inaccessible to those, mainly elderly, members of the 
community who do not have access to a computer and are not able to attend consultation events or libraries to read 
350 pages and provide paragraph references. This effectively excludes a proportion of the community who have valid 
views but do not have the skills or time to respond. I think it is important that the District Council should have a Local 
Plan in order to inform planning decisions, however, this document appears to be merely a series of ideas and 
aspirations with no evidence base. 

222 Foreword I strongly object to Option 2 as this number of extra homes would result urban sprawl merging the different villages 
which result in there complete loss of character for the future generations.   Option 1 is feasible. 

223 Foreword A Local Plan is necessary but not this one.    2000+ houses are to be imposed in order to provide a road over the 
railway, thus creating an lump of New Town both sides of the railway south of Eastergate and Barnham.   This will 
destroy the 6 village area, turning it into a comuting area of cars accessing Bognor for work.   Where is all this 
employment to be found for residents of 2000+ houses? The 6 villages is a food producing farming area and needs to 
be preserved as such. Cost of Road plus infrastructure could be 60 million . A major upgrade at Lidsey Pumping Station 
could be another 25 million.   A sum of 20 million is indicated for developer to find.   If houses do not sell developer 
will stop work on road - as at Bersted currently.   Where is the money to come from for schools, surgeries, community 
facilities? Reaching A27 : The road option which culminates at Poling Motors will clog up Barnham Road and 
Eastergate Junction.  If it is to reach the A27 it is said by planners that it will need to cross Eastergate Lane and 
Wandleys Lane,thus damaging more of the 6 village rural, treelined, green field setting. Flooding in Eastergate Lane 
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and near the pond at Walberton took place even in June 2012.   The flood map indicates that run off from a huge 
housing estate would arrive in Bersted or east of Bognor.  And the road referred to above crosses a blue area 
indicating flooding. The whole road project is not viable and has not be thought through - all to find a Woodgate 
byepass road. A map provided shows position of the 2000 houses.  It indicates Aldingbourne on the A29.  This is 
incorrect.  The word should be Westergate.   Aldingbourne is further west.         

227 Foreword <p><p><p><p><p><p>1) This is the first time, since moving to Barnham in March 2011, that I have received any 
notification or communication to comment regarding the DLP 2013-2028 and this was through a non-ADC 3rd party! 
Please advise details of all previous ADC contact/missives to house owners and/or parish/schools regarding this 
proposal and similarly related matters i.e. dates and document references concerned? I was particularly worried to 
hear about the additional 2230 proposed houses in the Barnham area; more so that I could not find a clear reference 
within the whole DLP, or a ref. to this key piece of information - could have been clearly annotated in executive 
summary.(</p></p></p> <p><p><p><p><p><p>2) "Arun has determined that economic growth for job creation is its 
number one priority" - please clarify what 'other' areas were considered alongside economic growth and the 
associated priorities assigned?</p></p></p></p></p></p></p> <p><p><p><p><p>3) Please supply maps/pictures of 
proposed housing/road developments for the Barnham area - diagrams within the pdf, only appear to be at a high 
level and I would like to be able to understand clearly how housing/roads impact on Barnham and the surrounding 
villages.</p> 4) There is no detail in the DLP, on the planning timeframes for the ADC DLP? There must surely be a 
more specific plan in place to show even a high level perspective of how housing/road developments will be 
implemented e.g. Years 1 to 5 years; 6-10....? You can't expect people to accept 15 years of planning proposals, 
without some form of project management plan? 5) How much will the DLP cost; what if any likely effect is there on 
the funding to implement the DLP; i.e. changes to local council charges, etc in respect of undertaking the DLP?</p> 6) 
How does the ADC choice of housing/road changes within DLP compare monetarily to/affect other proposed ADC 
plans within the same period, e.g. on health, education,...?</p> 7) The DLP and the website are unclear, i.e. no 'easily 
understood' summary guidance has been provided in the overview; just a '362' page ADC statement of intent i.e. 
Words with little or no tables/charts or diagrams to help the lay person appreciate; or assessment of the Specific, 
Measurable, Attainable, Realistic and Timely aspects of such a proposal - no accountability for success or failure in this 
proposal! 8). whilst 'risk' appears to be included, its unclear in the DLP how uncertainty in the supporting evidence to 
date has been interpreted, i.e. what confidence does ADC have in any of the assumed data/assigned benefits or dis-
benefits of technical assessment made, be they financial, environmental, budget, etc, etc, etc; what 3rd party 
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assessment/assurance of the DLP has been undertaken?</p> 9). As a member of Barnham village the proposal 
provides no clear information of the likely balance i.e positive/negative affects to me/my childerns life, and other 
residents in Barnham from the proposed DLP e.g. what deterimental affects might happen with respect to Schools, 
Healthcare, Green Fields, Traffic congestion; there must have been many other local proposals of a similar nature - 
have ADC made an attempt to learn some lessons?</p> <p>Whilst legality is mentioned within the DLP, there is no 
ref. or clear guidance on the rights, legal or otherwise, afforded the individuals/householder(s) that may be affected 
adversely by such a plan - the perspective is solely in terms of ADC needs!</p> I would also like to record my 
vehement OBJECTION to the DLP and in particular the proposed A29 link load and proposed additional houses in 
Barnham - we already have pressures on primary and secondary school places in our village; traffic issues to mention 
but two. 

944 Foreword It is important to highlight from the outset that this local plan only deals with that part of Arun district outside the 
South Downs National Park.  The plan sets out the vision for that part of Arun outside the national park, this needs to 
be made explicit. 

672 Foreword You state that "Arun has determined that economic growth for job creation is its number one priority" .. yet the whole 
plan seems to lack content on HOW the jobs will be created. Surely the number one priority should come FIRST before 
any plan to build thousands of houses. The number of houses required is unclear, ADC Planning seem to have have 
plucked a figure from several 'possible' projections on economic growth. The foundation document on economic 
projections was rightly vague - when not even the Bank of England, the Treasury or learned economists can accurately 
project the short term future, let alone out beyond a decade, what does ADC Planning think it is doing plucking a 
highly optimistic target from the air ? .. and a future housing needs figure that is in conflict with the figures already 
agreed by ADC. There is a theory - the number of houses needed has been reverse engineered out of a need for 
private developers' financial support for infrastructure. There are many flaws in this approach - firstly the estimates of 
infrastructure costs is massively underestimated, a more realistic cost, divided by the number of houses proposed, 
results in a cost burden per house that pushes them out of the bracket of 'affordable housing', so the plan is self-
defeating. Likewise, the A29 plans - flawed - the 2000+ houses proposed for greenbelt land between Barnham, 
Eastergate, Westergate etc, the jobs for people residing here, if the jobs were local, would be Chichester, Bognor or 
Littlehampton - so East, South or West of the proposed site - so what's the point of developing the road to the North 
??  The existing East / West road developments are enough. Having brought the foolishness of the A29 plan to our 
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attention it does call out the benefits of demoting / relegating this road to a B road, removing all signage from 
Fontwell roundabout and encouraging the traffic to avoid the A29 altogether and use the new routes recently / 
currently being invested in by WSCC (who have never regarded the A29 as strategic). Finally, I am shocked to find that 
ADC Planning are the number one threat to the wonderful green spaces we have around the Six Villages. Where is the 
plan to make use of infill and brownfield sites ? Why does ADC feel the need to tarmac over vast swathes of our 
precious green land ? ...  

652 Foreword The number one criterion is somewhat disturbing as the closing of nurseries and businesses whose land has been used 
for building has shown a lack of common sense in the immediate past. 

442 Foreword "The sooner nations reject Ponzi demography and make the needed gradual transition from ever-increasing 
population growth to population stabilization, the better the prospects for all of humanity and other life on this 
planet." http://prorevnews.blogspot.co.uk/2012/02/population-growth-ponzi-scheme.html 

756 Foreword 1.3 How is siting 2250 houses on the coastal flood plain protecting the landscape and the land between existing 
settlements. The draft plan, forms a new small town from three seperate settlements, Westergate, Eastergate and 
Barnham; if the development is to the east of the A29. If it goes to the west and Tangmere has the 2500 houses 
proposed by CRDC then the gap between Tangmere and Westergate will also merge into a small town, with the A29 
by-pass being potentially funded by the developers due to the reluctance of central government to upgrade or pay for 
new roads. 1.5 The idea of 'localism' seems a positive thing, but in reality the local residents appear to have a very 
small voice and are largely ignored by developers and planners overseen by the council. If the local people had been 
listened to regarding the flood risk at North Bersted, many homes never before affected by flooding might not now be 
making insurance claims. many residents expressed their concerns about the drainage systems and how surface water 
would be dealt with and it seems their fears were not unfounded. The new houses at Bersted didn't flood as the 
development had been raised instead of installing proper drainage. The effect was to protect the new houses, but 
send a huge ammount of run-off water towards existing houses.   

451 Foreword The costings on this whole proposal do not seem to add up but then we all know how to manipulate statistics. The 
damage done to the environment, green belt and local communities is too great a price to pay for what is essentially a 
kowtowing to the coalition government and their outlandish vision. Arun Council would do well to listen to the people 



Page | 124  
 

who voted them in and make development using their own vision and ensure that the people of Arun benefit, rather 
than offer our district up as a willing sacrifice. 

476 Foreword I will only consider option 1 and even this is distasteful. I do agree that there will always be a requirment for building a 
modest number of houses to accomodate the indiginous population as young people grow up and, perhaps, wish to 
stay where they have their roots. You must bear in mind that in Barnham alone during the last 8 or so years there 
have been in the region of 60 + new residences built in garden space and brown field areas. I think that's a fair share 
and any more will put further pressure on the already stretched facilities and infrastucture that exists. At times 
Barnham is gridlocked and calling it a village with the notion of a quiet pleasant place to visit is almost lost. Which 
brings me to option two and the fact that someone with little or no vision at all can even suggest this as being a way 
forward is crazy and obviously never has to come to this area. The thought of 2230 extra houses(4000 + Cars) is just 
madness and if a bridge is thought to be the only way to relieve the congestion I feel sure that not all the posibilities 
have been investigated. 

402 Foreword Firstly I wish to commend the Council for producing such a comprehensive and largely positive Draft Local Plan. 
However, there is a lack of policy commentary within the Local Plan specifically related to the commercial 
environment within which farm businesses operate. Upon first reading it is apparent that the Plan requires some 
additional work and in order to assist in that regard here follows my constructive comments; (i) Farming remains the 
predominant land user in the Arun District and plays an essential role in shaping and maintaining the character of the 
countryside, although employment in agriculture has declined in recent years. The need to protect home food 
production is important and profitable farming is the most cost effective means of delivering environmental and 
landscape management benefits. (ii) Diversification into non-agricultural activities can be vital to continuing the 
viability of many communities and farm businesses. The long term prospects of agriculture are reportedly good, 
although there is continual need to adapt to changing subsidy regimes, emerging markets, evolving environmental, 
hygiene and animal welfare standards and climate change. (iii) The NPPF and the Council's Draft Local Plan are 
generally supportive of well-conceived farm diversification schemes which secure long term benefits for farming and 
the local economy, these should be complementary to the agricultural operations, compatible with a rural location 
and not result in the loss of amenity to local people or spoil the enjoyment of other users of the countryside. Existing 
buildings should be reused where feasible and designed and located so they can be integrated within the landscape. 
(iv) Country Estates manage a variety of functional, natural, historic and cultural assets of importance locally and 
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nationally, in addition to a farming enterprise and contributing to the wider economy through providing business 
premises and tourism opportunities. The diversification of Estate economies should be supported where it provides a 
sustainable approach to balancing local economic activity with the conservation and enhancement of natural and built 
assets. (v) At Climping As farmers we balance many considerations; we primarily produce food from our land. We 
maintain large sections of the Rights of Way network and encourage people to enjoy the countryside. In recent years 
we have voluntarily reverted significant parts of our farm to establish new environmental habitats, we have done this 
without fanfare, without community engagement or Local Authority involvement; we decided where to create these 
environments based upon our unique understanding of our natural surroundings. As landowners we are bombarded 
with propositions for the use of our land and we have to judge the merits of each proposal and decide whether to 
advance the suggestion or not. We have to balance in our own minds what enterprise schemes are necessary to 
sustain our core business for the long term and how those schemes might benefit the local and wider economy. What 
is apparent to me is that much of the important improvements that we make here go largely unnoticed, yet minor 
proposals can appear like major intrusions to our local community. Whether we like it or not, this brands us as key 
stakeholders at a local level. (vi) The formation of this Local Plan should be a collective enterprise and include, key 
stakeholders, people and communities; this is largely achieved through this consultation. Dismantling the 
unaccountable regional apparatus and introducing Neighbourhood Planning has helped to bring better lines of 
communication between key stakeholders and communities, but at this important Local Plan level I believe that the 
District Council should be encouraged to feedback community aspirations to key stakeholders, in order that we can 
assist the District Council to deliver their key objectives. (vii) The NPPF states; '28. Planning policies should support 
economic growth in rural areas in order to create jobs and prosperity by taking a positive approach to sustainable new 
development. To promote a strong rural economy, local and neighbourhood plans should : —  support the 
sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business and enterprise in rural areas, both through conversion of 
existing buildings and well designed new buildings; —  promote the development and diversification of agricultural 
and other land-based rural businesses ; —  support sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments that benefit 
businesses in rural areas, communities and visitors, and which respect the character of the countryside. This should 
include supporting the provision and expansion of tourist and visitor facilities in appropriate locations where 
identified needs are not met by existing facilities in rural service centres;' (viii) It should be noted that other District 
Councils have included commentary and specific policies relating to the promotion of farm diversification within their 
LDF's and Local Plans. CONCLUSION I hope that those charged with delivering this Local Plan see these comments as a 
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positive contribution to assist the Government and the District Council achieve their stated objectives. I recognise the 
desire to encourage multiple benefits from the use of land in rural areas, recognising that some open land can 
perform many functions (such as for wildlife, recreation, flood risk mitigation, carbon storage and food production). It 
is impossible for my business to steer diversification proposals away from the proposed Coast to Downs Green 
Infrastructure Corridor as all of our land is within this suggested zone. It is difficult for my business to steer 
diversification proposals away from grade 1, 2 and 3a land as the remainder of land being grade 3b or 4 is almost all 
on the flood plain. It would not be right for a generation to be discriminated against and unable to make a valuable 
contribution to our District's stated Objective 3 to Ensure a Diverse and Thriving Economic Base to support Arun's 
Growth. 

895 Foreword Simon Meecham Arun Civic Centre, BN17 5LF 9/9/2012 Sir I strongly support the earlier proposed "Option 1" for 150 
houses to be built rather than the recent Option 2 for 2,230 houses. Turning Westergate into a "Newtown" would 
overload all services and change the character of the villages beyond recognition. It would create a dormitory town 
with a large increase of commuter and local traffic, all by car. The idea of benefits of new business development 
alongside this vast housing estate is an illusion. Although a few new residents might walk or bicycle to the new 
business premises, realistically there would be a vast increase in car commuting in and out of both areas There is a 
neighbourhood plan in progress which should be followed. It is not likely to include such a large development. The 
proposal for so many houses is undoubtedly to allow the funding of the Westergate bypass. The need for a bypass is 
essentially caused by the level crossing delays. An alleviation of this delay could be realised by improved signalling on 
the railway. A further alleviation of these delays may well follow from the completion of the new North Bersted to 
Felpham route. All the proposed bypass routes, at such huge cost, merely move the congestion further north and do 
not solve the problem of joining the A27. A cheaper alternative would be to connect the A259 to the A27 via 
Shopwyke. In summary: We only need a few new houses, as previously supported by Arun following the 2011 
consultation. The case for a partial bypass round the Westergate crossing, a "Bypass to further congestion", is not 
proven. There are viable alternatives. The "Five Villages" should not be sacrificed in the attempt to improve Bognor's 
prospects. Any large scale housing should be built at Ford, where space and communications are far better. Michael 
Crouch Stepaside Cottage PO20 3UB 

644 Foreword Should not the Local Plan be produced and considered AFTER the Neighbourhood Development Plan has been 
formalised? 
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823 Foreword I object most strongly to the whole concept of strategic housing (housing option 2) as a way and means to fund a new 
A29 into Bognor as a catalyst for employment growth in the town. It is disappointing to read that ADC is even 
contemplating such a plan and would urge you to research the causes of this recession and revisit wider economic 
data to determine a more appropriate way forward for Arun and the town of Bognor Regis. Simplistically the boom of 
2004 - 2007 was due a spiral of consumer consumption based on borrowing and part of that was a housing boom. 
There was no wealth generating investment to underpin this consumption (This was the case across the whole 
Western world). The Banks were greedy, flush with liquidity & under regulated, consumers were simply cashing in on 
the banks blunders and Speculators & Developers just went with the flow & trumpeted this artificial demand as real 
and genuine and built, often inferior units, not fit for purpose, in sometime inappropriate locations all in the cause of 
meeting the needs of the nation. They incidentallly failed to declare the extra large profits they were pocketing. 
Unfortunately Government got taken in by this phantom demand and convinced themselves that it was all real and 
were blind to the toxic securities that were keeping this bubble intact. When the bubble burst the realities started 
appearing. We are now slowly going though a massive correction in the housing market. This will take time to 
complete but should ultimately normalise the market. However this time scale is not the short period you are hoping 
for. The construction of a single new road is also weak and is half baked! Whilst it is true to say that infrastructure 
construction is number one of the top 5 most cost effective ways to stimulate an economy (& employment). You 
should reflect that the scale of such should be large. Mass Transit infrastructure investment - motorway networks, rail 
networks & airports, not a single road from a small seaside town of little economic gravity to a point that does not 
even connect to the south coast's arterial road network. I am in agreement with ADC that throughout the district the 
road crossing points with the railway represent a bottleneck. Bridging all of these, or as many as possible, would be a 
sensible economic proposal that is more likely to gain Central Government or EU backing (funding). With regard to the 
present A29, the crossing at Woodgate creates an issue but there are possibilities to mitigate the problem for example 
electronic signage at selected junctions to warn south bound or north bound users of the road about gate 
down times. Also work could be undertaken to make the road more of an express route by removing kerb 
side stopping and parking.  Thank you for your considerations. Regards Neil Cranfield 

499 Foreword General Comments I am totally against Option 2. There is absolutely no justification provided within this plan that 
supports the addition of 2000 extra homes in the 'villages area'  (Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate, Barham) if it 
is judged against your own vision or strategic objectives. The only justification is to finance a road improvement 
scheme in support of Bognor. This will be to the detriment of the villages area and in contravention of many of your 
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own vision and objectives. (see detailed comments below). I would support a limited allocation of houses within the 
area outlined by Option 1 With respect to the potential A29 Bypass options included in the plan and associated 
appendices I reject all options on the basis that they will not deal with the transport problems in a holistic sense, each 
will just create additional jams at a different places and create a worsening traffic situation around the village areas. 
Para 1.2 - How is building an extra 2000 houses in the villages going to increase job density. If it is to support job 
growth in Bognor it is going to significantly increase the commuter traffic making the villages even more congested 
than they already are. This is against your own strategic objectives. 'Those who live and work here will have better 
access to shops, jobs, services, health, education, community and leisure facilities, thereby reducing the need to travel 
and reliance on the private car. Para 1.3 – 'It also protects our much valued landscape including the coastal plains, the 
setting of Arundel and the land between existing settlements. Creating an additional 2000 homes in the villages will 
start to merge the distinct nature of the villages. 

641 Foreword 1.5 We are also pioneering Neighbourhood Development Plans - our positive approach has resulted in almost district 
wide coverage of these plans and in the true spirit of the intention of localism we are delegating non strategic site 
allocations to these plans, thereby putting local people in control. What actually does this mean?  To me it says if you 
live is a non strategic location you can help plan your future.  If you live in a stategic location then, tough; the council 
will decide what happens to your future and has not a care about the money and time you have invested in the place 
where you live.  So much for localism. 

524 Foreword 1.4 "We want new development to tackle infrastructure difficulties in order to free up lost business hours and enable 
people to plan their journeys with more certainty." If this statement was being made about the transport difficulties 
on the roads identified as the Strategic Road Network for the county (West Sussex Transport Plan , p23), i.e. the A27 
and A259, I would be more confident in the vision that Arun District Council are presenting for the life of the plan. 
Until these deficits with these strategic roads are addressed at a countywide level I find it difficult to accept that any 
improvements can be made to journey times within this part of the district. As I understand it the Bognor Regis Relief 
Road will not be completed until 2014 at the earliest, and the A27 improvements is a project as yet with no definite 
timescale. Improvements to road infrastructure in terms of re-aligning the A29 will serve no function in helping to 
deliver these two vital projects that are as yet incomplete. 1.6. I recognise the need for a local plan and welcome the 
chance to comment on it.Having spent much of the last six weeks reading the Draft Local Plan and many of the 
supporting background studies that were used to populate the plan, I am concerned that there are many conflicting 
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issues across the documents that have been unaddressed. May I offer an unashamedly personal comment: that this 
summer is one that will stick in my memory for a long time to come: as a summer of unprecedented rain causing the 
worst local flooding in my memory; Bognor Regis cut off from the east, west and north for three days; returning from 
a much-needed holiday at the start of the August to find a published Draft Local Plan that defies logic in its proposal. 
Most of all, I shall remember this summer as the summer during which I spent time fighting for my family's rights to 
protect their 'sense of place' rather than being out there enjoying it with them. 

542 Foreword Whilst the plan is written in "plain" English, the sheer size of the document means that it is inaccessible for the 
majority of local residents.  An Executive Summary of the key topics in bullet points would be extremely useful. 

546 Foreword I object very strongly to the options for the villages of Barnham, Walberton, Eastergate and Westergate as they do not 
protect land between existing settlements and building on a flood plain without adequate provision for drainage will 
just create more problems either side.  There is no sustainable plan in plan to avoid more flooding which has 
increased in recent years.  There seems to be no real plan to create jobs within the area so the residents of this 
proposed "new town" will have to commute to work, creating more traffic problems.  There also seems to be no 
provision for sustainable development that will incorporate doctors, schools, hospitals and shops. This current year 
children starting school have had to attend Yapton when they reside in Eastergate and this creates more traffic 
congestion. The proposed route of the new A29 will just create more bottle necks at either end especially around the 
A29/B2333 War Memorial roundabout which is already hazardous. Current bus timetables have just been slashed and 
public transport has become even more difficult for elderly people living in our villages there is no guarantee that new 
housing will include better public transport infrascructure. It appears that the proposed route of the A29 has just been 
squiggled onto the plan, almost as an after thought with no real idea of how it will affect the residents at the point it 
joins the existing roads. 

555 Foreword The option 2, monstrous idea to build 2230 houses and build a bypass to avoid the level crossing is utterly 
flawed.  There is simply no way that any resident in this area of Arun would would agree to it.  Although I find option 1 
abhorrent, it is by far the lesser of the 2 evils. If as I understand it the government is trying to implement building on 
Green Belt may I suggest, though it hurts me, that we sacrifice some beautiful downland and build a Milton Keynes 
type new town with rail link, road infrastructure, shops, schools and medical centre.  Squeezing houses in spaces in 
between separate villages is no way forward and will destroy the semi-rural nature which gives so many people so 
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much pleasure. 

667 Foreword The Draft Local Plan includes for a large new development zone between Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham and 
extending southwards to Shripney. That is, 2000 houses infilling between these villages spreading over valuable 
GreenfieldAgriculturalLand, together with just the central part of a proposed new road ultimately to link Bognor with 
the A27. I would have liked to comment on how these proposals fail to comply with manyof the Draft Local Plan 
policies ......sustainability, soil, conservation, natural environment, water, etc and how their promotionfails to be 
backed bysound researchor evidence ofsubstantial need. Unfortunately, this would take a week ... which I do not 
have, so I have entered comments on these proposals at'Housing Delivery, SP8, only.   

579 Foreword Dear Sirs, Having chosen to live in the local area for the last 18 years I wish to make my objections known to the 
council regarding the proposed new housing. 1. The intended area of development has a problem with flooding 
whenever there is significant levels of rainfall. The Street in Walberton and Eastergate Lane regularly flood and more 
recently the A29 has been closed for a number of days for the same reasons. This obviously affects local people and 
those trying to access our area from outside to work and trade, and will only get worse with building onto the 
remaining green fields in this area. In addition we should not be building on areas of farmland when the world 
population is at an all time high and we are struggling to produce sufficient food for everybody. 2. We don't have the 
jobs in this area for the proposed 2000 + houses. There is currently (according to TUC figures) in excess of 2200 people 
unemployed in Bognor and Littlehampton. These are people in our immediate area who can't find work, so building 
additional houses will only increase this figure at our, the tax payers expense. And, with unemployment comes crime 
which will overstretch our already overstretched police force. 3. The local schools, which both my children attended 
are oversubscribed with classes of 30 plus children, so adding more houses will reflect in the quality of teaching for 
our future generations. The remaining services, doctors, dentists and the local hospitals at Bognor and Chichester 
already have long waiting lists, which will only worsen. This all affects the quality of life that we all enjoy while living in 
this area and for the above reasons I believe the proposed number of houses is completely over the top and 
unnecessary. Yours faithfully. Anthony Bruggen. 

581 Foreword Objection on Environmental grounds: 2,000 homes will result in 2,000 more cars, at least, on the roads. There will be 
no 'magic wand' with regard to jobs for these home owners in the exact local area (if there was, unemployment in 
England could be 'Zero' if the solution was to simply build houses), so with a 'forced' average trip of 1 hour to work 
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and back (i.e. to Chichester or Bognor etc), at an average engine power of 15kW, this will equate to a total 30 
MegaWatt consumption over a 1 hour period or 1.2 MegaWatts for the whole day.  That is the equivalent of 12,000 x 
100 Watt light bulbs 'burning' every day, all day, forever – to understand how bad this is, it would be like saying to 
these 2,000 new house owners that they can run 6 rooms with a 100W incandescent bulb (which are now banned 
from sale), all day, every day (whilst the rest of us have to work out better ways to reduce our carbon emissions). To 
see how much carbon is unnecessarily added to the environment, this will be: 30 MW hour = 30,000 kW hour. 0.24 kg 
of CO2 is generated per kW hour*. This will be 30,000 kWh x 0.24 kgCO2 = 7 Tonnes of carbon emitted every day, and 
2,500 Tonnes every year - created by careless planning. *The carbon trust has issued a useful page to understand how 
much carbon cars emit. http://www.carbontrust.com/resources/reports/advice/conversion-factors . I NOT FOR 
BANNING CARS – WE HAVE TO HAVE THEM - BUT TO CARELESSLY ADD TO THE PROBLEM IS DOWN TO IGNORANCE . 
Tip #1: First, realise the jobs, then place the houses where the jobs are.  This is likely to be near to the larger towns - 
NOT in small villages. Tip #2:   Building houses is NOT going to get us out of recession - Look at the Irish Model as a 
good example of how this has failed. Mr. R. Kitchener. 

711 Foreword I find is ridiculous and unprofessional that Cllr Ricky Bower authorised £110,000 of studies to inform the evidence 
base of this Draft Local Plan during the consultation period. All this evidence should have been assembled before the 
Draft Local Plan was published for consultation.  To also suggest that the Neighbourhood Plans "put local people in 
control" is a political sham. Local people have not been given the courtesy of an evidence base to review and the 
studies being commissioned are framed to create a post factum evidence base.  I agree with economic development 
and I have encourage the community I live in to accept some houses in support of this but I cannot condone poor 
practise.  

694 Foreword Section 1.2 ... protecting existing viable employment land from other forms of development. What appears to be 
happening is contradictory. It has been reported that once the lease comes up for renewal at the VHB site, the site will 
be under threat of closure together with 120+ local jobs - the loss of such jobs in favour of housing development is 
unacceptable. The land held by Worthing Rugby Club is under threat because the land they use for parking is under 
threat of development. WRC provides more than just pitches, it is a recreational facility used by many villagers and 
should not be lost by re-location. Manor Nurseries should also be considered for protection from housing 
development to protect local jobs. Section 1.3 It is important to preserve Angmering's landscape setting, by protecting 
the views from the Conservation Area towards Arundel & the Downs from the footpath across the A280 which 
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connects Angmering to the South Downs National Park. 

671 Foreword I would like to register my dismay at the draft Local Plan. The consultation activity was flawed, as the maps presented 
to the community do not align with the proposed plan, and too, ADC's website also has maps that conflict in relation 
to Angmering development and proposed employment sites.   I believe, the consultation activity must be undertaken 
again, as the draft as is open to interpretation in relation to the plans for the Angmering district.   I am also at a loss to 
understand why the Community Lead Plan which is expected to be a bottom up as well as top down process, also does 
not take into account whatsoever, the views of Angmering Residents. The proposal of over 500 homes in Angmering 
on Green Field sites is against some of the key policies contained within the Draft Plan.   It attempts to side step these 
principles, suggesting that it is OK for land to be 'torn up forever'  in return for a dual carriageway, where the case for 
such as a benefit to the residents in Angmering is yet to be proven.   There are many alternative 'Brown Field'  sites in 
Angmering that will meet the local need, and many alternative sites in the area that will meet the district need (e.g. 
Ford Aerodrome). There is no need to build on Green Fields in Angmering.   South Downs National Park: The area's 
marked for potential development is in the East boundary that is adjacent to the South Downs National Park. 
Development of this site will compromise the National Park Boundary View, as it creates a very hard edge from the 
National Park to Angmering Village. For example, when viewing from the National Park:   Today Proposed Main Road 
Main Road Trees Trees Grassland Housing Trees Grassland Hedgerow Local Road Housing     There are various reasons 
why it is unsustainable, to consider Angmering for any significant housing development   Roads (main): The A259 
through the parish of Angmering is widely recognised as a problem. It is inconceivable that ADC would consider it to 
be acceptable to put further pressure on the A259.   Much has been talked about locally about dualing the A259, 
however, it is likely that this will not serve the community of Angmering, only those passing through it. I believe it will 
have a negative effect on Angmering residents, as large volumes of fast flowing traffic (at multiple points of the day 
and weekends [not just rush hour]), will make it very difficult for residents to leave Angmering by the A259 
roundabouts.   Water Capture: Earlier this year, the UK suffered it's driest period on record, with drought restriction 
being put in place, and emergency measures being drafted up by Government. Protecting Green Field sites is of 
paramount importance in the South East to enable the capture of surface water.   Flooding: Angmering is an area 
which historically has been subject to flooding. In June this year, water from the higher land arrived in torrents in the 
village centre after heavy rain causing severe flooding to buildings in Water Lane, The Square, and Station Road. This 
was not an isolated instance and is likely to become more frequent as land is built on.   Retail Parking (Village Centre): 
I do not accept that additional housing will benefit local businesses. It is already extremely difficult to park in the 
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village centre at most times of the day, and I do not accept that the majority of residents would walk to the local 
shops from Roundstone Lane. (also see my references to poor pedestrian safe access above).   Local Schools: 
Angmering's primary school is widely regarded as full and some children from Angmering already have to go to school 
in other villages some miles away. WSCC have already ruled out building another school in Angmering even when 
consulted by a housing developer when they were proposing 300 houses earlier in 2012.   Doctors / Medical: The 
Angmering Medical Centre, whilst recently built in response to the needs resulting from the Bramley Green 
development, is clearly at capacity. I as a user of that facility already have to wait around 4 days for a standard 
Doctor's appointment. Further local development of the magnitude being suggested will put an intolerable strain on 
the facility, thereby worsening the service for existing residents.   Need for Housing: There is no local need for housing 
in Angmering. Angmering's current need formally results from 7 cases where really urgent housing is currently 
required by Angmering residents (i.e. Arun Category A), and only a total of 21 cases in the wider Categories A & 
B.   This need for Angmering can be achieved by building on existing Brown Field sites within the current building 
development area.   District Housing Targets: Angmering has made significant contributions to new housing in the 
Arun area over the last 30 years, and over the last 10 years has contributed around 700 houses. In the last 10 years 
the village has increased by around 28% and the local infrastructure is viewed by residents to be at capacity in real 
terms.   Views of the residents: In village surveys conducted by Angmering Parish Council and the Save Angmering 
Village (SAV) group during 2012, the residents of Angmering have made it abundantly clear that they do not wish for, 
or see the need for, more than 100 new dwellings in the Parish between now and 2028.   From the SAV referendum, 
the response from 99.69% of responders was that they did not want to see any further large scale housing 
developments in Angmering, and 75% wanted 100 houses or less.   Similar responses have been obtained through 
other media and Parish Council activity, so ADC can be in no doubt on the 'Bottom Up'  view.   Community Lead Plan – 
Principles and Aims: In January this year, the Prime Minister clearly stated:   'Our vision is one where we give 
communities much more say, much more control. The fear people have in villages is the great big housing estate 
being plonked down from above. Our reforms will make it easier for communities to say 'we are not going to have a 
big plonking housing estate landing next to the village, but we would like 10,20,30 extra houses and we would like 
them built in this way, to be built for local people'.'    Quite clearly through the surveys and referendum, the 
community of Angmering have said that they do not want, or need to 'have a big plonking housing estate landing next 
to the village'  [or in this case in the village]'¦..but they have said they would like up to 100 houses over the next 15 
years or so. The community of Angmering is very much in line with the Government's objectives, and it would call into 
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question/challenge the validity of the whole Parish and District Community Lead Plans should Arun's Draft Local Plan 
go forward as it stands with substantial housing development targeted for Angmering.   ADC need to listen to the 
residents of Angmering, as a failure to do so, can only demonstrate that the Government Initiative of a community 
lead plan has failed to deliver change within the localised planning process.   

1083 Foreword Bognor Regis Town Council's Planning and Licensing Committee were pleased to hear that Arun had determined that 
economic growth for job creation is its number one priority. 

1062 Foreword I would like to put forward my objections to the irresponsible and insensitive approach to the proposed development 
in the above areas. I would seem that there is a lack of hard evidence on which the proposals are based and whilst it is 
obvious that there will be a need for new homes in the future and investment in sound and well planned 
infrastructure, again we are facing poorly thoughout schemes that are far from sympathetic to the environment. 
Apart from the many contradictions that emerge in the planning document, a worrying aspect is that, if green field 
sites are swallowed up, then large areas of food producing land will disappear at a time when there is an urgent need 
to produce crops at affordable prices. This is evident as other parts of the globe are having crop failures due to 
climatic changes. If we can grow more food on our home soil, we can drastically reduce our carbon footprint by 
reducing the airmiles that food has to be transported. I am assuming that the people responsible for these proposals 
have very little empathy in this area and they have an alternative agenda and I would be very interested in their 
response.  A further matter which concerns me is the drainage situation. Not so long ago when the bad weather was 
upon us the land became seriously flooded, which nobody can deny, By laying down more and more hard surfaces in 
the form of Tarmac and concrete the water courses will be diverted increasing flood risk and the damage to homes. 
Some of the flood water can also influence the sewage systems which are already overloaded. This will result in the 
damage to homes and will influence insurance on properties in such areas. Has this been taken into account by the 
people making such thoughtless proposals. Would the council be prepared to underwrite such damage? Option 1 is 
the better of the propoals . I urge Arun to think carefully before making decisions on behalf of the people that they 
are supposed to represent. Poorly thoughtout plans and decisions made now cannot be reversed and will leave a 
disastrous legacy for the future and our children 
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853 Foreword The Council states that job creation is it's No. 1 priority.  The building of 2000 houses and an A road through the 
Westergate/ Eastergate/ Barnham area does not provide long term employment, but will create a situation where 
even more people need to go outside the area to find work.  In turn leading to more congestion and chaos on the 
roads especially in times of flooding which happens in this area every time we have heavy rain fall.  What is being 
proposed in this plan will fundamentally change the culture and nature of these villages which can never be 
regained.  I feel the Council need to look at other ways of bringing employment into the area, while retaining the 
essential differences between the villages and their identity.  Any changes should be phased in gradually with 
attention being paid to improving existing infrastructure.  If the Council genuinely want to create jobs for the existing 
population, we need to be looking at what industries would work best in this area and seek to attract them, before 
catastrophic large housing developments are approved, with no jobs for the increased population to fill. 

721 Foreword Swansea Gardens bowling green and tennis courts should remain as Ricky Bower has said we need recreation and this 
is an oasis in a built up area. No further housing should be built until adequate infrastructure has been installed to 
look after existing and future needs. It is unsustainable to keep on building without the infrastructure in place. 

738 Foreword We would like to see the village of Barnham stay as it is with reduced levels of new housing projects in the future, 
Barnham Lane, Lake Lane and the village of Walburton are all very congested at this time, with high levels of traffic 
flowing through to Barnham, which also travel at exsess speeds along these roads. There is no cooperation with the 
local Police to do any road traffic policing so this arae at this time is practically lawless. With incressed housing the 
road systems in the area are not able to cope with any incress as is the services to maintain order. 

753 Foreword We cannot take any large number of new houses in this area as the local infrastructure cannot cope very well as it 
is.  The roads, the doctor's surgery, primary schools and also hugely important, the sewage system - cannot cope with 
more houseing on the scale planned. We have a huge flooding problem in this area already and the building of more 
houses will only make it worse.  Please reconsider these unrealistic plans. 

775 Foreword Proposed A29 Until we know how the routes will join the A27, we object to the proposed A29 routes in an incomplete 
plan. Housing It is unfair on our small villages to burden us with 2000 plus houses. If a bypass is to be built around 
Westergate the the Highways Authority should fund it from car tax and fuel duty. In other areas bypasses have been 
constructed without large scale housing developments.  The funding from the housing development would not cover 
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the extra cost of schools, surgeries, drainage/ flood relief works which would be needed. Hazel, Jim and David Lee 

960 Foreword We acknowledge that 'economic regeneration for job creation'  is the number one priority of the Plan and increasing 
job density is the central theme of this plan (1.2). However it is in trying to achieve this noble aim that we struggle to 
find the key elements of execution when allowing substantial numbers of new housing is the most likely outcome of 
this. What evidence is there that more housing leads to more jobs? Such an outcome will consume a considerable 
amount of agricultural land, even though the Plan claims to protect  our "much valued landscape" (1.3) and later 
identifies food secrutiy as a major indicator. Taclking infrastructure diffcultties (1.3) is best served by minimise 
housing allocationin order to meet local demonstrable housing need. The Plan later acknowledges the pre-existing 
significant level of out-commuting, which without first creating more local jobs, increased housebuild will only add to 
this problem. For instance we could find no indication of how small live/work studio developments or community 
buildings at suitable focal points for collective 'homeworking/hotdesking" would be encouraged to encourage 
business start-ups and small-scale 'cottage' industries 

889 Foreword How are ADC planning to attract the large numbers of residents currently commuting to work out of Arun to leave 
their employment and find work in the district? "Local communities will have a much greater say in how their 
neighbourhoods are run under new proposals outlined in the Localism Bill. These include allowing communities to 
veto excessive Council Tax rises, bid to save assets of community value and to shape their local areas through 
neighbourhood plans." This is a direct quote from the Directgov website regarding the Localism Bill.  I believe that the 
reference to restricting Local Plans to areas not defined as "strategic" is a clear indication of the intent to control from 
the top and represents an attitude of disrespect for the wishes and work of local communities in drafting their Plans. 

904 Foreword Response by West Sussex Cycle Forum to consultation on ADC draft Local Plan     Good to see so many mentions of 
cycling and that it is policy to encourage cycling as an alternative to car use (p29) and to improve cycle networks (p35) 
so that once encouraged there are safe and pleasant places to cycle.   It is good to see that retail development will not 
be permitted without access by cycle (p81). Of course that access will need to be on 'built for purpose' cycle paths and 
be part of the improved cycle network. Therefore the wording in DM 6 iii) should be reworded "easily accessible by 
cycle and on foot" instead of "provision for access by cycle and on foot".   Good to see a policy for building design that 
creates opportunities for ease of movement for cyclists (p137)   Facilities for people to securely leave their bike is 
important for the encouragement of cycling (p142 and p211)   Good to see that outdoor sport and recreation facilities 
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must be accessible by cycle and will need to be on 'built for purpose' cycle paths and be part of the improved cycle 
network. (p182) As on p 181 (retail) it would be helpful to have the word "easily accessible" instead of merely 
"accessible.   Throughout the document, use of the word "accessible" (on its own) simply means "not inaccessible" 
and is surely not what you intended to say.   The positive impact of cycling on health and well being is well understood 
and so policy should be strengthened and re worded to reflect this. (p186)   Good to support development that gives 
priority to pedestrian and cycle movements (p197). However a positive discrimination in favour of cycling will help 
bring about a shift in behaviour from car dependency to using a cycle as a reasonable alternative.   p200 - the draft 
local plan identifies the problems quite well - but policy needs to increase the importance of cycling in the effort to 
improve air quality (p315) and increase the health of the population (p186). A connection needs to be made between 
an increase in cycling and / decrease in car use - and improved public health.   The Littlehampton to Arundel link is 
very welcome. (p203)   ************   The WSCF works with relevant organisations - Sustrans being one. The WSCF 
notes the following comments in their response to this draft Plan, and is incorporating them into the WSCF 
response.   The Local Plan 2013 - 2028 is an opportunity to make a strategic commitment to realise the benefits 
associated with a modal shift towards cycle journeys. Critically this requires a long-term, year-on-year investment in 
cycling infrastructure, supported by a Cycling Strategy for Arun.   The Local Plan is an opportunity to commit to work 
withcycling groups and communities to developa Cycling Strategy for Arun.   The Local Plan is an opportunity to 
commit to developing cycling infrastructure that seeks to exceed the minimum standards for the design of cycling 
infrastructure as set out in the current UK national guidelines (LTN 2/08). This should be part of the Cycling Strategy 
for Arun.   The Local Plan is an opportunity to commit to completing the National Cycle Network in Arun to a standard 
that would encourage a significant increase in utility and leisure cycling.   The West Sussex Cycle Forum wishes to have 
it noted that the following are important, and should run through all ADC policies and their implementation.   1. 
Should harmonize with LTP3. 2. No scheme stands alone. Embed a sense of joined up thinking in schemes and work 
with neighbouring authorities, and agencies such as CTC, Sustrans. 3. Do not expect the S106 process and C.I.L. to be 
the sole source of capital. 4. Introduce a process to involve cycling groups and other relevant organisations in early 
discussions on schemes. 5. Consistent implementation of LTN 2/08.     Overall, there is so much included in the draft 
Plan that will make it easier to drive, and consequently less easy to walk or cycle. "It is accepted that journeys will 
continue to be made by motor vehicle in Arun" is an abdication of responsibility for any attempt to achieve the modal 
transfer away from motor traffic that is stated so many times. In fact increasing fuel costs and decreasing incomes 
mean that more and more people are desperate for an alternative to car use. Building bypasses and relief roads do 
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nothing for local traffic (and most of the traffic on our local roads is known to be local trips) and sever non-motor 
routes badly - while increasing pollution, congestion, and danger on all roads.     ************************** Geoff 
Farrell, Chair, On behalf of The West Sussex Cycle Forum   West Sussex Cycle Forum (WSCF) - Statement of Purpose 
and Aims.   To work towards the creation of conditions in West Sussex so that cycling is perceived as a valid and 
reasonable choice of transport for both utility and leisure purposes.   How this will be achieved. The WSCF as -   1. a 
coordinator of cycle groups in WestSussex. 2. a mechanism for cyclists/cycle groups to worktogether with WSCC (i.e. 
Officers and Councillors) and each other on WSCCrelated activities for the betterment of outcomes in West Sussex for 
cycling. 3. a mechanism for WSCC to work withcyclists/cycle groups for the betterment of outcomes in West Sussex 
for cycling. 4. a mechanism for sharing experiences,best practice, and campaigning techniques between the 
constituent member groupsand any relevant group or organisation whether in West Sussex or outside. 5. a 
mechanism for becoming involved on any 'pan-WSCC' initiatives or in areas that have no active district/borough 
forum.   

1241 Foreword Paragraph 1.5 ADC states that it is 'delegating' non-strategic site allocations to NDPs. NDP's have the power to do this 
under the legislation, so it is not a power to be delegated by Arun. So much for doing away with a top-down 
approach! 

1242 Foreword Paragraph 1.5 ADC states that it is 'delegating' non-strategic site allocations to NDPs. NDP's have the power to do this 
under the legislation, so it is not a power to be delegated by Arun. So much for doing away with a top-down 
approach! 

1066 Foreword The Plan contradicts the government's intention as expressed by the Prime Minister, who stated in January 2012: "Our 
vision is one where we give communities much more say, much more control. The fear people have in villages is the 
great big housing estate being plonked down from above. Our reforms will make it easier for communities to say 'we 
are not going to have big plonking housing estate landing next to the village, but we would like 10, 20, 30 extra houses 
and we would like them built in this way, to be built for local people'." On the face of it, it appears to be purely an 
"easy option" to meet "perceived" housing targets based on the high level of interest shown by developers in taking 
up options to purchase land, following the publication of the 2009 SHLAA . 
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946 Foreword OPTION 2 A29 bypass  section 1.3  If the proposed Option 2 goes ahead in the villages of Westergate, Aldingbourne, 
Eastergate and Barnham thes villages will lose their identity and become one large sprawing mass of housing.This 
does not fit in with section 1.3 Section 1.2  comments that you are committed to providing jobs in the are for present 
residents. How will ADC enforce this? You can not prevent peopl from outside the area from applying for and getting 
jobs in the area, especilaly if the company employing them feel they are the right person to fill their vacancy.  

1031 Foreword Paragraph 1.3 suggests the plan '...also protects our much valued landscape...and the land between existing 
settlements.'  It is difficult to conceive how proposals to construct over 2,000 new houses in the vicinity of Barnham, 
Eastergate and Westergate supports this objective.  Far from it, development on such a scale would swamp the 
villages and their existing infrastructure as well as destroying the landscape and eroding significantly the land between 
the existing settlements. Paragraph 1.5 refers to the development of neighbourhood plans.  Surely it is a legal 
requirement that the development of such plans should be completed in advance of the district plan so that they can 
inform it? 

984 Foreword I would like just like to lodge my objections against the full local plan and believe other alternatives have not been 
fully investigated. From what i have seen and read about the idea off putting in excess of 2000 houses in and around 
the six villages area seems laughable at best. Not only will this ruin the rural feel that the villages just about manage to 
maintain but will mean adding the best part of 50% more housing than we have to date.  People struggle to sell as is 
so I am not sure where you think these extra people will ocme from.  Only this morning I walked my 3 year old girl to 
pre-school and the traffic along Wetsergate Street was so heavy that to add further traffic to this bottleneck is 
irresponsible and an unsafe act which is appalling. I have seen option for bypasses and route diversions but all appear 
to be unsuitable given and seemed to have been submitted without little thought.   I fully appreciate that houses will 
need to be built over the coming years but truly feel that the options at Ford airfield would have been better suited 
given its proximty to the A27 and the fact that is isn't used for much more then car boot sales.  Further enhancements 
could also be made on Tangmere airfield.  I truly believe brown field sites should be considered before any green field 
options are considered. Ultimately i feel this plan has let down the local communities. I moved my family here some 4 
years back due to the rural feel, the quiet and well reported schools, and to bring my two children up in a nice 
community.  Any of the options put forward will have a detrimental and irreservible impact on the local environment 
and community and therefore I am fully opposed to both Options 1 and 2 of the Local Draft Plan. What a shame. 
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990 Foreword I feel compelled to write, to support my right to live in a village I chose to be my family home, some 24 years ago.  We 
have constantly been fighting off planning issues all around Barnham.   My concerns are:  Our schools are full to 
capacity, as are the doctors surgery and the dentists locally.  The traffic has become constantly busy with nowhere to 
park to support local shops.  The through traffic is becoming worse and worse and it is only a matter of time until an 
elderly resident is going to "mown down" by excess traffic.     There is the constant threat of flooding, which occurred 
only recently during our summer!  Manhole covers lifting, raw sewage streaming into gardens.  With the addition of a 
huge volume of houses and concrete, where is the water supposed to go ?  Bognor will eventually slip under the 
water, as was demonstrated on national television, with the flooding in Felpham.   It is so depressing and demoralising 
constantly having to defend our neighbourhood from the GREED of planners and contractors.  Let them come and live 
in our ever diminishing pleasant village and feel the threat to our already stretched resources.   

1004 Foreword New proposed roads and routes are to be financed and justified by the addition of large scale housing development 
but the burden this population will put on the poor and already overloaded amenities, road system,services, schools 
will be offloaded onto the the existing ratepayers that are already over taxed and over ridden by the very authority 
that they pay to serve and protect them. Whose political targets are you working to? 

1420 Foreword Support but would recommend insertion of the word positively into "Contribute to the social, economic and 
environmental conditions ... etc". 

1277 Foreword paragraph 2.1 The statement that economic growth for job creation is the Plan's number one priority is strongly 
supported. 

1230 Foreword Section 1 – Forward: We fully support 1.2 stating that economic growth for job creation is the number one priority. 

1668 Foreword 3. The plan contains many mixed messages as follows:- c. " Neighbourhood Development Plans putting local people in 
control" . The Aldingbourne Parish Council neighbourhood plan concludes " that any future expansion must include a 
sustainable local plan which will PROTECT the environment of the parish and maintain an acceptable level of social 
amenities to the Residents". The ALP appears to have completely ignored the Aldingbourne Neighbourhood Plan and 
taken an opposite direction to the statement made in the ALP 
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1685 Foreword Cllr Bowes, in Para 1.2 (Foreward) states that the plan has job creation as its number one priority. This flies directly in 
the face of any concerns voiced around the needs of the people and the area and shows little consideration for them. 
Cllr Bowes also claims Para 1.3 (Foreward) that the plan will protect green spaces between existing settlements. The 
housing development plan and the construction of the new A29 bypass shows just how much protection is really given 
to areas such as these? There appears here to be no real consideration for the district and surrounding areas as 
commercial enterprise is to be freed up from planning red tape Para 1.2 (Foreward) allowing projects to ride 
roughshod over any green or ethical considerations by bypassing any original criteria set out to protect green spaces 
and placing them under the Local Development Order changing the goal posts to suit the greedy needs of Arun 
Council in it's attempt to re-build Bognor Regis! 

1718 Foreword Section 1 '” Foreword /Introduction 1.2 SAV supports the Plan's aim of: 'protecting existing viable employment land 
from other forms of development' . 'Policy DM 25 - Type B Green Infrastructure Corridors» is to be commended in 
protecting existing local jobs sites in AngmerÃ¬ng (e.g. VHB) from housing development: 'Within the Angmering Green 
Infrastructure Corridor, community and road infrastructure growth (not housing) will be permitted. The enhancement 
of Worthing Rugby Club and the creation of community woodland will be  supported alongside improvements to the 
A259 as defined by Policy SP2O.'  There have been newspaper reports that once the lease comes up for renewal in 
2015, the VHB site on Roundstone Lane which provides 120+ local jobs will be under threat of closure as the landlord 
is considering selling the land for housing. VHB is the UK's largest producer I supplier of fresh herbs to the UK retail 
market. Salad Cress has been produced at the Angmering West End Nursery for over 40 years and today it supplies 
over 12 million punnets of salad cress per year to major UK supermarkets. The loss of 120+ local jobs in favour of 
housing development would be totally unjustifiable. 'Policy DM 1 - Enhancement of Employment Premises and Sites 
and Protection of Existing Premises and Sites'  SAV believe that Arun should expand the Green Infrastructure Corridor 
to include the Greenfield land north of Worthing Rugby Club to facilitate the Plan's proposed enhancement of the 
Club and protect local jobs at Manor Nurseries under Policy DM 1 Our understanding is that one of the reasons 
Worthing Rugby Club is considering moving from their Angmering site is that they need to expand their car parking 
facilities. They currently use a neighbouring field for overflow, but allegedly, cannot consider purchasing the 
additional land they need to 'enhance their facilities'  as they cannot compete with the prices the land currently 
attracts from developers as potential Greenfield house building sites. Manor Nurseries has also provided local 
employment for the past 30-years, and should also be considered for protection from housing development under the 
Angmering Green Infrastructure Corridor. It is not clear to SAV from the Draft Plan how Arun will achieve the 
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objectives set out in Policy DM 25 and DM 1 unless the Green Infrastructure Corridor is extended to include the fields 
to the north of the Worthing Rugby Club site and include Manor Nurseries, thus protecting existing local jobs. 1.3. 'It 
[the Arun Draft Local Plan] also protects our much valued landscape including the coastal plains, the setting of Arundel 
and the land between existing settlements. This is part of our new Green Infrastructure policy where we set out the 
functions of space between settlements.'  This statement also supports the objectives of 'The South Downs 
Management Plan' , which says: 'Policies need to ensure the protection ofthe setting and character close to the 
National Park, as well as helping ensure the conservation and Management aims of the National Park'  SAV supports 
and agrees with the Plan's objectives to continue to separateAngmering from the villages to the south in order to 
maintain its 'sense of place' , and character as a village. However, SAV strongly believes that it is equally important to 
preserve Angmering's landscape setting, by protecting the long sweeping landscapeviews from the Conservation Area 
towards Arundel and the Downs from the footpath across the A280 that connects Angmering to the South Downs 
National Park. The maps supporting the Plan incorrectly identify the Site 7 Employment site that was assessed in the 
'Arun EELA Final Report '” December 2010' . . The location of the site on which the sustainability study was actually 
carried out is north of Water Lane, not south. This site currently shown was firmly rejected for consideration for 
housing in the 'Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) '” May 2012'  which confirmed the findings of 
the previous assessment, which concluded that, because of its location, the landscape issues were insurmountable . 
The land is prime Grade I agricultural land. It is also where flood water enters the village from the Downs and was the 
source of the floods in 2002 and June 2012. We are also surprised and disappointed that following the findings of the 
SHLAA assessment, this site is not protected under 'Policy DM 25 - Type A Green Infrastructure Corridors' , and 
strongly suggest that it is included to . . . 'provide space for water in parts of the District that are at most significant 
risk of flooding and also protect key views of the coast and towards the South Downs National Park'  

2446 Foreword 1.21.3 DM1 / DM25 Protecting land, currently used for employment, from housing development is to be commended; 
as is excluding housing development within the Angmering Green Infrastructure Corridor. However, the potential loss 
of over 100 jobs on the VHB and Manor Nurseries sites in order to build houses is contrary both to the spirit of the 
Draft Local Plan and also its stated intentions. There will be new homes but fewer employment opportunities with all 
that this implies in respect of infrastructure not to mention the landscape that the Draft Local Plan aims to protect. In 
addition, with regard to employment opportunities, the site(s) in Water Lane were re'‘assessed in May this year, 
which re'‘assessment concluded that the landscape issues were ' insurmountable' as, inter alia, this is where flood 
waters from the South Downs enter Angmering, as happened in June 2012. 
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7 Overview Ref 2.6. It should be stated in clear form--A need for "More Custom Build Homes" and the proportionate land 
availability to enable such. This is highlighted in Gov: Strat: Plan under "Laying the Foundation" section ' A housing 
Statergy for England' section 24/25/26/27. Also Zero Carbon Homes standard by 2016. Now to achieve this the 
individual wants land to build his/her 'Self Build Home' WERE IS THIS LAND? CAN YOU RELEASE SOME 
PLEASE."National Planning Policy Framework" part 6 on page 12. Delivering a wide choise of high quality homes. 
Please ask loud and clear 'WHO IS INTERESTED' Also release 20% land for' build buffer' Please Arun District Council Ask 
in a clear way to estabblish the demand for  Custom build housing in area and 'take positive steps to facilitate it' 

54 Overview 2.6 Once again the bullet point in the LP is stated as being "Jobs based not housing based" This is an unrealistic 
strategy given the long term recession  we are in.The majority of people in the area are employed in Local government 
(too many) ,catering  and tourism.Hardly sectors that are going to significantly improve the local economy.Majority of 
companies are small employers.What business sectors are seen as  investing in Arun to provide significant numbers of 
"real jobs"? and the need for housing.   

389 Overview 2. Chapter 2, Overview, para 2.13 As stated in paragraph 4.12 of the Sustainability Appraisal, the SA is incomplete, 
thereby precluding comment on points and proposals which may have a significant impact on the Final Plan. The SA's 
paragraph 4.12 states that another appraisal of the sites considered at the Council's Options for Growth stage will be 
carried out, though no timings are given. The results of this additional appraisal may therefore have a major impact on 
the Plan's Policy SP 8. Thus, by virtue of this Objection, I wish to reserve my right to comment further on this aspect of 
the Local Plan should there be any amendment to or adverse impact on Policy SP 8 which, at present, I strongly 
support. See also my letter to the ADC Chief Executive in response to the 'Options for Growth' consultation, reference 
DMW/ADC/OfG/1/1 dated 23 March 2009. 

376 Overview 1. Chapter 2, Overview, para 2.1 The statement that the Plan: 'makes some hard decisions on controversial areas such 
as safeguarding new road routes [ etc ]'  reads like a hostage to fortune. Better and less emotive wording would be 
that: 'The Plan safeguards new road routes, allocates land for significant housing development and protects other land 
from development' . 2. Chapter 2, Overview, para 2.9 In line 4, after 'South Downs National Park'  add the word 
'Authority' . 
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383 Overview 2. Chapter 2, Overview, para 2.12 The need for the Plan to be supported by robust evidence is fully supported. On the 
other hand, there are aspects of the Plan where this is not so. As highlighted in Objection No 4 below, these need to 
be satisfactorily resolved before the Plan is considered by an independent Inspector. 

232 Overview Re 2.2 The Neigbourhood development plan does not yet exist. How can the plan be closed for consultation without 
sight of the relevent neigbourhood plan? 

211 Overview I do not feel this vision is based on local need and planning to reflect needs of the local communities. I feel strongly 
that this vision does not take into account, the vast increase in traffic, the stress on local community resources and 
the effect on drainage & flooding. 

513 Overview 2.6 You quote the Localism Agenda, yet devise a Local Plan before Neighbourhood Plans have been submitted. This is 
one of many contradictions within the document. 

291 Overview 2.12  'The emerging Local Plan needs to be supported by robust evidence' yet the draft plan shows an area marked for 
the provision of over 2000 homes before any survey of drainage and flooding has been conducted. The earmarking of 
sites for development should surely have been informed by this most basic of planning criteria. 

943 Overview The reference in para.2.5 to the local plan applying to the areas of the district outside the national park is noted and 
welcomed, but this needs to be made explicit throughout the document.  The references in the local plan to 'Arun' 
and 'the district' throughout this chapter, and the document as a whole, leads to confusion as to what the plan area is. 

341 Overview I think para 2.12 is misleading.  At the consultation at Eastergate parish hall Mr Meecham informed me that the Arun 
housing needs evidence is out of date and new work is under way which will not be ready until after the consultation 
period.  There appears to be no traffic statistic evidence to support a case for rerouting of the A29 and Mr Meecaham 
also informed me that the cost of rectifying the drainage problems in the Barnham and Eastergate area is unkown. 

653 Overview 2.9 There needs to be clear evidence that all these sections of local government are working together - and planning 
ahead. This has not been so in the past, e.g.the Angmering 'bypass' and Titnore Lane development. 
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537 Overview The Coastal West Sussex Partnership welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Draft Local Plan and recognises 
the strong emphasis on sustainable development - balancing the protection of the environment whilst promoting 
growth. 

481 Overview This overview should have an executive summary of the document.  There should be questions to think about for each 
section of the document.  The paper copy of the document is too expensive key groups in each town should be given 
free copies with advice on which sections to comment on and what issues they would like them to consider. There 
should be a space to comment generally on the local plan and it should be ADC that works out which sectons they 
relate too. There needs to be clearer themes such as green vision and options for consideration.  Agriculture and 
protection of fields given virtually no mention given the role they play in sustainable development is not good 
enough.   There is not enough recognition of limiting growth and development and preserving our 
inheritance.  Bognor is barely even recognised has having heritage.     

758 Overview 2.1 How is putting 2000 houses in one place in line with 'localism'? It seems that the only justification for a 
development of this scale is to fund the proposed A29 by-pass. 2.6 It's reported in the press, that the Conservative 
leadership is proposing to bring in legislation that will place new curbs on residents ability to protest against new 
developments and giving less time for appeal and ensuring fewer cases face legal challenge. Is Arun Council 
(Conservative led and the proposed development in the seats of two Tory MPs) going to tow the party line, or actually 
listen to it's residents, who elected it and abide by the spirit of 'localism'? If the 'Plan' is jobs based, what jobs are 
going to be commutable locally for the residents of the proposed 2250 houses? In the present economic climate, what 
jobs full stop? 2.7 Will new planning rules with the resultant development make any difference to the wider economy, 
not just the local one, which seems to be the main thrust of the government's plan? Developers are currently holding 
'land banks' of more than 200,000 plots, with planning permission, which they are choosing not to build on. If 
planning bars are lowered, all that will probably happen is that more houses will be built in the wrong places ie 
precious greenfield sites or areas at high risk of flooding such as already overdeveloped flood plains. 2.11 The public 
consultation events in our area were very poor, lacking real information and staff capable of answering any 
meaningful questions. 2.13 The plan is unsustainable in it's current form due to the size of the development sited in 
one area and with regard to the social, economic and environmental impact on the vilaages adjacent to it. 
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415 Overview The NPPF sets a presumption that Local Plans should seek to meet identified housing development requirements in 
full (potentially also including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities), unless doing so would not be 
consistent with the principles of sustainable development. Based on background evidence, the Council's proposed 
housing targets would fail to meet Arun's local housing needs and would also be likely to constrain future 
employment growth. The Coastal West Sussex SHMA Update 2012 (which is about to be published) concludes that 
meeting Arun District's development needs would require provision of 600-750 homes per year based on 
demographic projections. Following the conclusions of the draft SHMA Update, Chichester DC considers that the 
South East Plan target of 565 net dwellings/year represents the minimum level of housing that should be planned for 
in Arun and that the Plan should reflect this. The Council's preferred target of 400 net dwellings/year would fall well 
short of meeting the District's housing needs and would create greater demands for housing in other parts of the sub-
region, including Chichester District. If it is intended to justify a reduced target in other terms (e.g physical 
development constraints or environmental impacts), this should be clearly explained in the Plan and justified by 
supporting evidence. Given that development options elsewhere in Coastal West Sussex are severely constrained (as 
applies in Chichester District), we consider that it is important that Arun DC adopts a positive and transparent 
approach to meeting local housing requirements. 

449 Overview Thiis is the third time I am trying to submit my comments - this online comment procedure is exceedingly frustrating 
because |I keep losing comments I have written. Firstly the Prime Minister himself has said as far as planning is 
concerned he is against 'plonking housing estates next to villages'(Daily Telegraph 9.1.12.) which is precisely what is 
planned here. It is not sustainable to build on prime agricultural land needed for growing food at a time of growing 
food shortages. Why are greenfield sites being proposed for development when there are brownfield sites that could 
be re-used in a much more sustainable fashion? Secondly, given the current situation of climate change and increasing 
rainfall, where is all the extra flood water going to go if the fields are concreted over with houses? Concreting land 
north of Bognor and Felpham is surely shortsighted given the recent floods in Felpham which it is said were caused by 
the Aldingbourne rife. Thirdly the proposed expansion of a major road link through this area to the A27 is going to 
cause more traffic, congestion and pollution. What should be considered is improvements to public transport - buses 
and trains and the rail network. Finally, the consultation period for this extremely long and complex document has 
been from July to the beginning of September when most people are away on holiday giving the public hardly any 
time to consider and respond to this long and complex document on this extremely difficult website. 
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862 Overview   2. Overview Wider Policy Context It is evident from paragraph 2.6 that there is a significant tension underlying the 
preparation of the draft Local Plan. Whilst the South East Plan (SEP) remains as the higher tier of the Development 
Plan, and therefore the Local Plan must be prepared in general conformity with it, the Council is clear in its desire to 
move away from some of the SEP's key strategic objectives and policies including the housing requirement of 565 
dwellings per annum. The preferred approach from the Council is to move to a development strategy based on jobs, 
and this is something that we return to in our comments on the housing and employment sections of the draft Local 
Plan. In terms of the overall approach, we underline the need to have regard to the South East Plan which remains 
extant for the time being. The NPPF contains policy guidance on plan making at paragraphs 150 to 185. These 
representations will make reference to relevant sections of the NPPF guidance where appropriate. Evidence Base 
Paragraph 2.12 states that new evidence is required to inform and justify the Plan, and refers to various elements 
including updated transport modelling. We would point out that a key piece of the evidence base for the housing 
policies has not yet been published (the updated SHMA), and this should have been acknowledged in this paragraph. 
This will be a key piece of evidence to support the next iteration of the draft Local Plan when it is published early in 
2013.       

536 Overview Cycling appears many times within the plan and 16.1.5 confirms that cycling is one of the top leisure pursuits. Well 
done and thanks! 1) Can you please ensure that your cycling strategy supports the completion of the National Cycle 
network Route 2 (which would include the promenades and routes around Bognor and Littlehampton to Ferring) 2) 
That routes are planned that link communities:Arundel to Littlehampton (NCN2) etc 3) That route are planned that are 
jointly developed with South Downs national Park to join up with the park and NCN 89 which crosses the park Thank 
you Chris       

543 Overview Council should avoid holding the next consultation window over a holiday period.  I note that it is currently scheduled 
for December.  In the spirt of democracy and transparency, the Christmas holiday period should be avoided. 

547 Overview Arun District Council's so called "Vision" for the area is not sustainable and there is no adequate proof that the 
housing numbers proposed would generate the right type of workforce for any new jobs created.  Unless there are 
sustainable businesses in the area with the correct type of staff these would not expand.  If the new housing attracted 
many more retirees into the area this would only put more strain on the local hospitals and doctors surgeries and 
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public transport.  Obviously, Arun cannot discriminate against more elderly people moving into the area that is 
already considered a very attractive place to retire to. 

557 Overview Lyminster and Crossbush Parish Council are concerned that although it states in 2.2 that it is important to protect 
valuable assetts such as existing community facilities and services and states in 2.12 that the emerging local plan 
will need to be supported by robust evidence.Where is the evidence to suggest that the introduction of large local 
housing developments ,supermarkets and a Lyminster Bypass splitting our parish in two are going to benefit our 
community?.Where is the robust evidence to suggest that our travel infrastructure is going to cope with the increase 
in traffic if the congestion affecting the A259 and A27 at Arundel/Crossbush is not improved before housing 
developments go ahead.Where is the robust evidence to suggest that local shopkeepers are going to survive if out of 
town supermarkets are allowed to increase?A thriving town centre is vital to communities. 

926 Overview Having read the document there are some overall comments I would like to make.     I appreciate the need to get this 
plan in place to prevent the speculative developers taking advantage of the lack of creditable plans for housing 
numbers. I am in favour of the Draft local Plan Option 1 for housing with an alternative route for the A29 to the west 
of existing four suggested routes.   Much of the document is common sense and deserves to be supported: Policies SP 
13 on Energy and Climate Change; Policy SP 17 Allotments; Policy SP 18 i. and ii. on transport; Policy DM 21 on 
Sustainable Travel and Public Rights of Way; Policy SP 21 Green Infrastructure and development; Policy DM on Green 
Infrastructure Corridors - although I think Barnham and Eastergate, Eastergate and Westergate, Westergate and 
Aldingbourne to have a Type A corridor; DM 30; SP 23; DM 38 seems most laudable; Policy DM 8 and 9 regarding soil 
and horticulture seem most sensible yet the proposed Route D for the A29 realignment goes straight through a 
nursery's glasshouses.   Policy SP 24, DM 39, DM 40, DM 31 regarding water really needs to be reconsidered in the 
light of the flooding experienced recently. It fails to address the issue adequately. The issue regarding sewers leading 
into Lidsey is not being given the urgency deserved. It is curious that the proposal for the 2000+ houses in the Villages 
would appear to run counter to DM 41. Another curious policy is DM 24 about rail sidings at Barnham - which no 
longer exist.   However the two key issues are the proposed new route of the A29 and the 2000 dwelling strategic 
allocation to Barnham/Eastergate/ Westergate. Both lack the essential evidence. The evidence stated the A29 route is 
the Woodgate Study recommended Route A to the west of the existing A29 rather than your preferred route shown 
your published maps as Route D. Indeed the short period between the publication of Woodgate Study published on 
30 May 2012 and the publication of the Draft Local Plan on 19 July suggests the decision regarding the proposed route 
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had already been made. There is no evidence given for the need for housing numbers. Full council voted in summer 
last year on a figure of 400 dwellings per year named Option 1 in the Draft Local Plan. Consequently the decision to 
press ahead with Option 2 with 565 dwellings per year is somewhat questionable. The South East Plan was given as a 
reason for higher numbers yet the Localism Act and statements from ministers have made it clear that the South East 
Plan will be abandoned. One can not help but wonder for the reasons make a decision to build 2000+ houses for the 
villages. Could it be to pay for a bridge over the railway? Could it be that a slightly quicker route into Bognor would 
somehow help increase employment in Bognor? No evidence is given for either nor is the any evidence for justifying 
the chosen location for these 2000+ dwellings. The cost of providing the infrastructure for the 2000+ houses would 
vastly exceed any revenue gain from the Community Infrastructure Levy or similar. That many houses could not be 
built in the proposed area without new primary school, extended secondary schools, health service facilities, 
improved drainage and sewerage system - especially as the existing structure is not adequate in a wet winter. There is 
no evidence given for the impact of 2000+ houses. Without creditable evidence both the A29 route and option 2 are 
flawed.   I could write at length but I have insufficient time.   I am in favour of the Draft Local plan with Option 1 and a 
new route for the A29 to the west of any of the suggested routes. 

726 Overview Paragraph 2.12.  There is no evidence for the need for 2000 new houses in the area of the five villages, nor for a 
rerouting of the A29.  There are few employment opportunities in the area above what are currently being taken up 
and no obvious means of creating new jobs.  As Littlehampton and Bognor Regis have rightly been identified to be the 
main centres of growth and therefore employment, new houses should be built in and around those two towns, to 
enable easy and affordable access to them, in particular taking into account the rising cost of fuel.  Access to these 
two towns is already being improved with the new and/or improved roads from Chichester and along the coast to 
Littlehampton and from there up to the A27.   The vast infrastructure needed to support 2000 new homes is not in 
place and there is no evidence that there are funds or plans in place to provide it. The existing drainage and sewage 
problems in the Barnham and Eastergate areas, in particular, would obviously be exacerbated, proving that the areas 
suggested for the new houses are fundamentally flawed. There is no evidence that there is a demand for new housing 
on the areas of greenbelt which separate the five villages and therefore that those houses that are built  will be sold. 
There are also many brownfield sites which should be built upon first, as well as those many sites for which housing 
has already been approved. Building a new road across farmland again will destroy the few areas of green belt still 
available in and around the five villages.  At present the plan for rerouting the A29 is totally misleading as it does 
not show where such a road will continue once it reaches the main Barnham Road. If, as has been indicated verbally, it 
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is intended that this should continue up to Fontwell, this will cut across yet more green belt and create even more 
traffic at the already overcongested Fontwell Roundabout. I can only deduce that ADC has decided on the draft local 
plan and is now trying to find ways to justify it even though all the evidence shows that it is fundamentally flawed, will 
do nothing to improve the local economy and contravenes many planning policies.  The only answer is to go back to 
basics, collect the correct up-to-date evidence and then produce a credible plan.  

591 Overview I have no comments on this part. 

712 Overview A lot of this draft Local Plan is good and Option 1 is probably not far from the mark. Arun's commitment to 
Neighbourhood Plans and giving our community control over the Parish housing allocations can only be welcomed. 
There are however massive, and fundamental, gaps in the evidence base but the most notable is the economic 
development strategy. It is broadly the same as every other strategy I read around the country (something I do in my 
professional life). It contains no substance and trots out the same words and aspirations of most other councils. There 
is nothing, in my view, to suggest that it will generate the jobs forecast and there are no significant initiatives or 
investment that will drive the jobs forecast. Option 2 is poorly thought through though. Best practice in local 
government is to build an evidence base, consult upon this evidence base and then prepare a Local Plan based upon 
this evidence base. Arun District Council have fallen short of this. Housing growth should only be fundamentally linked 
to two things:- At a macro level we are living longer and numbers of people per household are getting less. Add this to 
population growth assumptions and we need more houses. It won't be a scary number in my view and many will be in 
the development pipeline with planning permission granted already. We need to look at growing more local jobs. To 
generate a new village of 2,000 houses there has to be something much more fundamental. This should be explained 
clearly in the Local Plan document but I can't find it. The relationship that ADC needs to demonstrate is job growth 
that drives housing need. This can't be just aspirational but realistic. There is nothing in this Draft Local Plan to suggest 
the growth in jobs that could justify the growth in housing.  It is clear from that the 2,000 houses is to create 
developers contributions to re-route the A29 and improve access to Bognor Regis. This raises a whole set of questions 
that I want answers to:- Where will the residents of these houses work or will we accept higher out commuting to jobs 
and more congestion? The Local Plan says we want to do the opposite. Why do the A29 proposals not link to the 
Strategic Road network (A27)? Why pick just the routes near the existing A29? There are other ways to reach the A27 
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that are much less harmful to the six villages. Why have these not been evaluated? Are the developer contributions 
enough? For 2,000 houses we need new schools, doctors, village halls, play areas .... I doubt the developer 
contributions would meet 20% of this bill, where is the rest coming from? 

696 Overview Section 2.13 Sustainability Appraisal is a legal requirement but the Draft Plan does not provide tangible motigation 
measures or proposed solutions in accordance with 'Settlement Sustainability Study - July 2007' 

1073 Overview Overview 2. Paragraph 2.2 this paragraph omits any reference to the natural environment and the natural heritage 
which contributes so much to the District alongside the landscape, cultural and historical heritage referred to in the 
text. 

1074 Overview Habitats Regulations Assessment 3. Paragraph 2.15 - we welcome the reference to the HRA process here, and a cross 
refrenece to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 could usefully be made here. 4. "RAMSAR" is not an 
acronym but the name of the city in Iran where the Ramsar Convention was signed in 1971. 5. The text refers to only 
part of the Habitats Regulations process, and to avoid any confusion it may be preferable to simply note the need for 
the possible impacts of developments on Natura 2000 sites to be considered in this framework, rather than note part 
of it here. 

1005 Overview Paragraph 2.6 – Wider Policy Context The NPPF sets a presumption that Local Plans should seek to meet identified 
housing development requirements in full (potentially also including unmet requirements from neighbouring 
authorities), unless doing so would not be consistent with the principles of sustainable development. Based on 
background evidence, the Council's proposed housing targets would fail to meet Arun's local housing needs and would 
also be likely to constrain future employment growth. The Coastal West Sussex SHMA Update 2012 (which is about to 
be published) concludes that meeting Arun District's development needs would require provision of 600-750 homes 
per year based on demographic projections. Following the conclusions of the draft SHMA Update, Chichester DC 
considers that the South East Plan target of 565 net dwellings/year represents the minimum level of housing that 
should be planned for in Arun and that the Plan should reflect this. The Council's preferred target of 400 net 
dwellings/year would fall well short of meeting the District's housing needs and would create greater demands for 
housing in other parts of the sub-region, including Chichester District. If it is intended to justify a reduced target in 
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other terms (e.g physical development constraints or environmental impacts), this should be clearly explained in the 
Plan and justified by supporting evidence. Given that development options elsewhere in Coastal West Sussex are 
severely constrained (as applies in Chichester District), we consider that it is important that Arun DC adopts a positive 
and transparent approach to meeting local housing requirements. 

800 Overview This is the first time I've taken part in a process like this and have been surprised at how difficult it is to get proper 
information on which to comment. The local consultation event was fairly useless, with no-one from ADC able to 
answer any searching questions. The 'Key Plan' was embarrassingly poor and very inaccurate and the plan document 
vast and very unfriendly to normal citizens. 

961 Overview It is difficult to see the "hard decisions" (2.1) made, concerning protecting land from development and at the same 
time allocating land for significant development. Harder decisons would be made by sticking to the key objectives of 
the Plan towards job creation and secondary ones such as reducing out-commuting and increasing food security, for 
example. We support evidence-based Plans (2.12) but cannot see the evidence for Bognor Regis or the the District 
needing siginificant development, or that economic growth is assisted by increased housing development. It does not 
acknowledge that there might be fundamental limits to growth whether economic, or ecological, such as those 
identified by the Club of Rome over 30 years ago (www.clubofrome.org and the 1972 book "The Limits to Growth"). 
Also http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Xh4tYEXphIQ&feature=player_embedded Central government is cited as 
pro-growth (2.7) and planning as "undoubtedly a barrier to growth" although no evidence is submitted for the latter 
claim. The Planning system currently appears to offer little restraint for large businesses whilst it is difficult to see how 
this Plan encourages new and emerging small businesses and ventures. Overall many of the objectives in this Plan 
conflict with each other, and do not appear to logically develop into effective policies and practices.Also it is not 
obvious how any of the indcators will be measured, and if so what the starting points and targets are. QUESTION: Can 
this Plan clearly identify top-level objectives, and related secondary objectives and demonstrate how each may be 
met by the various policies supporting the Plan? We have included some general comments here, as there is no 
opportunity on the website for feedback outside of a particular Section. Drawing upon some of the stated key 
objectives of the Plan, we submit our top ten objectives which we would like to see in a revised Plan, and would be 
sued as a critque for all development under the Local  Plan: more jobs for economic regeneration, not more houses, 
with appropriate links to the area, e.g. solar (green) enterprise zone, lower levels of housing build to meet local 
housing need higher quality and ecological standards for new housing: The industry is capable of meeting higher 



Page | 153  
 

standards set by the Government - why not bring them in now, or sooner? increased local food security, not loss of 
agricultural land: more allotment, growing spaces, community farms protection and enhancement of all natural 
landscapes, including farm land - more productive/fruitful, more biodiverse, more resilient and robust (more likely to 
adapt to climate change) a better network of safe cycling routes linking settlements and green spaces, within and 
outside the Distrcit better and more available network green corridors for walking and wildlife, linking green spaces 
and focal points increased opportunities for community cohesion, e.g. social ventures, built-in community spaces and 
buildings within new developments, community self-build, live/work communities, urban villages, etc increased usage 
of art, heritage, architecture, music and culture as well as green spaces to engender a sense of space, wonder, civic 
pride and community empowerment better and more purposefull community engagement in developing the local 
plan   In relation to Point 10, there are some siginificant barriers to engagement in the plan, which begs the questions 
- How serious is ADC in atrracting the views of the community? (recognising that it is very diffficult to engage the 
general public). These are some of the issues faced by our members, who are more proactive community 
activists:  There is nothing to help or guide through this large and unwieldy document, and no key questions to 
consider, Document is long, unwieldy and poorly structured. It is almost completely inaccessible to professionals let 
alone ordinary people with little time On-line submissions exclude a large proportion of residents and cost of printed 
documents is prohibitive There is no executive summary overall or concise summary for each section - a one-page 
summary in each section would be enormously helpful, with clear objectives and how the Plan might achieve them, 
with key questions to answer Formatting: background studies and policies interspersed in text without and clear 
reference to the text It is very difficult to establish the relevance of general background material to the clear policies 
and policies within the Local Plan We would like to see more logical policies relating to top-level objectives and 
greater joined-up thinking across the section headings. Many of the existing objectives seem to conflict! 

922 Overview I appreciate the huge amount of effort which has clearly gone into the production of the Local Plan, but as a 
generalisation, it seems to me that there are still quite a lot of unused business premises in the area to be occupied 
before new business areas are built. Lack of uptake may be due to the substandard road transport infrastructure, a 
longstanding problem. It is worrying that it seems to be expected that any improvement would be funded by raising 
mony from large-scale residential developments, surely counterproductive given that if anything the population in the 
area is already verging on the unsustainable. 
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1196 Overview Chapter 2 Overview 2.6 The argument that the SE Plan target was based on old data and is inappropriate because of 
the current economic situation takes a short term view which is inappropriate for a long term plan and would not 
constitute a valid argument under the National Planning Policy Framework. The point is that building to SE Plan 
targets, which the government is still committed to revoking, is contrary to Arun DC's fundamental objective of trying 
to increase employment for local residents and reduce the harmful impact of outward commuting. The NPPF states 
that plans should meet the full need for housing in the area and as housing need in the district is mainly driven by 
immigration the reduced figure of 400 is more than adequate to supply genuine local need. High development rates 
lead to more immigration and thus to outward commuting and transport congestion as the infrastructure is woefully 
inadequate. 2.8 The NPPF is the only source of guidance on government planning policy. 2.9 The statement that 
planning is undoubtedly a barrier to growth is highly debatable and should not be included. 

1146 Overview 1. Paragraph 2.4 (page 12), housing targets is poorly written and likely to be missed by some reviewers. This is likely to 
lead to a number of comments regarding conflicting housing targets and a consequent poor perception of the whole 
document. 

1243 Overview Paragraph 2.6 deals with the position of the South East Plan, and ends with the statement that Arun's Local Plan will 
be '..jobs based not housing based'. This is difficult to reconcile with the detailed plan which is mainly about housing 
and the effects of it. 

1134 Overview Section 2 5. Para 2.7 asserts that 'One barrier to growth is undoubtedly planning'. There is no evidence for this 
statement and it appears incongruous in Arun's key planning document, devaluing the planning material that follows. 
6. Para 2.8 appears muddled. If 'the draft policies attempt to draw out ..aspects of PPSs [etc] which have not been 
taken forward in the draft ( sic ) NPPF' it is not clear how 'These policies comply with national policy', when all the 
PPSs etc have been annulled by the NPPF. 7. Para 2.12 says the plan reflects new evidence but this Draft has not taken 
account of the Housing Land Supply Assessment of May 2102, which was published before the Draft Plan. The figures 
in that document suggest that there is a much larger supply of housing land available than the 4637 shown in Table 
13.1, and correspondingly less need for additional sites to meet either the 400 p.a. Target or the 565 p.a target. 
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1001 Overview The "Settlement Sustainability Study - July 2007 Section 2.8: Policy H3 of the South East Plan, " explicitly requires that 
future development be located in settlements that are sustainable" and that " Housing development should generally 
be in locations that are, or can be, well served by a choice of transport modes" .  When assessing the proposed area 
for development in Angmering, the document concludes that train and bus services are "poor".  It also identifies that 
there is no petrol station within easy reach - ironically, tbecause it was sold for housing development. There is no 
proposed solution or statement of intention in the Plan to remedy this ahead of, or in parallel of the proposed 
significant increase in housing numbers.  Or as part of any campaign to attract employers.  This needs to be addrsesed 
and delivered as part of the Plan, along with resolving the current road infrastructure problems before any more 
development takes place.  This did not happen after Bramley Green was built. What evidence does ADC have that if 
they just keep approving the biulding of large housing estates in Angmering, that the public transport services will 
materialise?.     

1023 Overview The Draft Local Plan is a collection of worthy aspirations, lacking in a proper evidence base, and failing to demonstrate 
funding, local need, or local wishes. Overall the sustainability appraisal is seriously lacking in substance, there is no 
evidence of the provision of total infrastructure costs, the deliverability of jobs from the proposed employment land is 
unrealistic, the economic strategy is weak and ill-thought through. This Plan should follow, not come before, the 
Neighbourhood Plans, and much of the present position is as a direct result of the failure by Arun DC to produce a 
statutorily required development plan, and it ill-becomes council representatives to appear to suggest that this 
present plan is all the doings of an autocratic central government.    

1056 Overview It would be useful to understand more fully the relationship between the Local Plan and Neighbourhood Development 
Plans 

1392 Overview 2 Overview We note the comments in item 2.2 that the Local Plan, along with Neighbourhood Development Plans, will 
form the statutory development plan for the District which will be used to help guide  planning decisions. We fully 
support the Yapton Neighbourhood Plan Group in their work to produce a plan that takes account of the local 
community's future aspirations for the Yapton Parish area. 
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1360 Overview Objection - paragraph 2.13 The Sustainability Appraisal is incomplete, thereby precluding comment on any additional 
proposals which may arise and have an impact on the Final Plan. An important example is the additional work which is 
referred to in the SA's para 4.12. The results of the additional appraisal may well have a major effect on the Plan's 
Policy SP8 and, by virute of this Objection, Arundel Town Council wishes to reserve its right to comment further on 
this should there be any adverse impact on Poliyc SP8 which at present, it strongly supports. 

1297 Overview Chapter 2. Overview This section could be shortened. It does not seem necessary to describe recent government 
legislation. 2.6 argues that the South East Plan target of 565 dwellings a year was based on old data and is no longer 
appropriate because the economy is in recession, finance for development is hard to obtain etc. These arguments are 
short term and not valid for a plan that runs from 2013 until 2028, and are not recognised by the NPPF. They should 
be deleted. The text should make clear that 565 a year has been rejected because runs against the Council's basic 
objectives. The relevant arguments against a target of 565 are that it would strengthen the unsustainable policies of 
the past, residents do not want so much development, around 400 is the number produced by extrapolating short-
term levels of net immigration, and high rates of development lead to increases in out-commuting which have 
overloaded the transport system. Arun indeed argued in 2006 that inadequate infrastructure made the earlier target 
of 465 a year unrealistically high. (The arguments are spelled out below). 2.8. The Plan cannot obtain legitimacy for its 
policies from planning guidance that has been withdrawn by the government; the DCLG has said that the NPPF 
replaces the old statements of planning policy. The NPPF, and any supplementary guidance that may have been 
published, is now the only source of guidance on government planning policy. 2.9 states that 'One barrier to growth is 
undoubtedly planning' . This statement is of doubtful validity. Lobbying organisations like the CBI have made this 
claim, but Select Committees have concluded, after exhaustive investigations, that there is no evidence that supports 
the claim. The sentence should therefore be deleted. 

1631 Overview The local people want certain things in the Neighbourhood Plan for the future which they know has to conform to 
Arun's Local Plan which needs to be able to accommodate their wishes, so that the bottom up influences the Local 
Plan rather than top down as Mr Bower has said, 'We have to balance the needs of the district with the intention of 
the Localism Act to give people more of a say in their community. . . .We want bottom up planning.' And the Civic 
Society would agree with this. 
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1632 Overview Para 2.8 The public consultation process The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) provides the current context 
in which public consultation on the Local Plan should be conducted. The NPPF contains numerous references to 
engaging with local communities including the first of the twelve Core planning principles which starts by indicating 
that planning should: 'Be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with succinct local 
and neighbourhood plans setting out a positive vision for the future of the area'  In our view this approach requires a 
paradigm shift in the approach that Planning Authorities need to take in engaging with local communities in preparing 
local plans. However despite the positive statements within the Draft Local Plan Par 1.5 and the Overview Par 2.1 
there appears to have been little engagement and consultation with the public at the parish I community level in 
preparation of the draft. The result appears to be a desire to set the strategic objectives ahead of the completion of 
an effective neighbourhood planning process. In the minds of many local people this approach would render the 
Neighbourhood Plan process redundant, with communities left to deal with the consequences of strategic decisions 
with which they profoundly disagree. This does not square with the principles promoted by the NPPF nor the concept 
of improved local decision making and the Big Society which was part of this government rationale in pushing forward 
the NPPF. Therefore we believe that the Plan does not comply with the requirements of the NPPF. 

1660 Overview 2. Chapter 2 - Overview, para 2.13, and The Sustainability Appraisal, para 4.12 Further to the Plan's Chapter 2, 
paragraph 2.13, and as confirmed by paragraph 4.12 of the Draft Sustainability Appraisal (S), the latter is incomplete, 
thereby precluding comment on any proposals which may have an impact on the Final Plan. The SA's paragraph 4.12 
states that another appraisal of the sites considered at the Council's Options for Growth stage will be carried out, 
though no timings are given. The results of this additional appraisal could therefore have a major impact on the Plan's 
Policy SP 8. Thus, by virtue of this Objection, CAFÃ‰ wishes to reserve its right to comment further on this aspect of 
the Plan and the SA should there be any amendment to Policy SP 8 which, at present, we strongly support. See also 
our letter dated 23 March 2009 in response to the ADC 'Options for Growth' consultation in which CAFÃ‰ strongly 
objected to Option 2. Specific attention is drawn to the letter's Annex B, which contained our comments on the 
Options for Growth Sustainability Commentary. Finally, your attention is drawn to the DCLG document dated July 
2009: SA and HRA of the Draft Planning Policy Statement: Eco-Towns. Addendum - Ford (pages 58 to 66). As you will 
note, para 7.6.1 refers to Table 17 which itself 'lists some of the key sustainability issues that may need to be 
addressed if the eco-town initiative is taken forward' . It then sets out nine of the key sustainability issues that affect 
the Ford site, all of which remain extant. CAFÃ‰ therefore requests that, before the Final Draft Local Plan is 
published, the appraisal promised in the SA's paragraph 4.12 should itself be published for public consultation, and 
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that it takes full account of the DCLG's still very valid views. 

1719 Overview 2.13 Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is a legal requirement designed to appraise the social, economic and environmental 
impacts and suggest potential mitigation measures for policies and proposals in the Plan. It is an iterative process and 
goes hand in hand will policy development. The findings of the assessment of 'Settlement Sustainability Study- July 
2007- accessibility to key facilities and services in the district's settlements'  for Angmering, show: Facilities 
Accessibility '” Good . Bank - Very Poor Accessibility . Further Education Institution - Very Poor Accessibility . Petrol 
Station - Very Poor Accessibility (Site was soldfor housing) Employment availability - Limited Public transport 
availability '” Poor . Bus - Poor Accessibility . Train Station - Poor Accessibility The 'Settlement Sustainability Study '” 
July 2007 Section 28: Policy H3 of the South East Plan,'  also explicitly requires that future development be located in 
settlements that are sustainable. 'New housing needed to meet the district 's requirements '” whether on previously 
developed land or greenfield land '” should be in sustainable locations which have necessary infrastructure, services 
and community provision, or where this provision is planned. Housing development should generally be in locations 
that are, or can be, well served by a choice of transport modes ' (SEERA, Policy H3: The Location of Housing, 
submission draft South East Plan, 2006) The Draft Plan does not provide any tangible mitigation measures or proposed 
solutions to address the findings of this study when considering the location of the AngmerÃ¬ng Location of Growth, 
or sustainability, based on the scale or location of proposed development. 

1805 Overview Looking at the wider picture painted by the plan, it appears that much of the plan has been drafted from a template of 
wishes and aspirations by authors who know little about the area. For example, a promise is made in 2.2 to protect 
the rich unspoilt coastline when one look at the area map shows that, thanks to previous planning decisions, apart 
from the SSSI at Climping, the nature reserve at Pagham Harbour and the gap at Kingston, there is precious little in 
terms of unspoilt coastline to protect. 

1781 Overview 2.6 – Given that planning within the South Downs National Park is no longer under Arun DC's control and that the 
SDNP is approximately half the area previously under ADC's planning control it is surprising that the Draft Local Plan 
shows no reduction in housing targets to reflect the reduction in area. The SEP targets were presumably set when 
Arun District included the SDNP. 2.12 – I cannot find much evidence to support this statement. Where is the evidence 
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that the re-routing of the A29 will increase employment in Bognor Regis? Removal of congestion at the Woodgate 
crossing is unlikely to improve most journeys as traffic from the new section will still have to navigate the Lidsey bends 
South of the disused canal and, in the highlighted option D, to navigate a B road and tight turn at the Eastergate war 
memorial to rejoin the A29 (with similar issues from options A&C where they join B roads). Where is the evidence that 
people moving to a large housing development in Eastergate parish will work in Arun district rather than adding to 
pollution & road congestion by continuing to travel by car to work outside the district? Where is the evidence that re-
routing the A29 and building large housing developments will improve the economy of the district? Where is the 
evidence that, even if employment opportunities in Bognor Regis are improved, people will travel to work from the 
North via the A29 rather that using the improved East/West route offered by the Bognor Relief road and improved 
A259? Links to the North are most likely to be via the A3 West of Bognor Regis and the A24 East of Bognor Regis. The 
Bognor Relief road and improved A259 will surely take traffic to these two points. 

1930 Overview These comments on the Arun Draft Local Plan have been prepared by the Villages Action Group to assist the effective 
development of Arun District Councils Draft Local Plan. The Villages Action Group represents residents in the three 
parishes of Barnham, Eastergate and AldÃ¬ngbourne. It was formed originally in 2003 to fight large scale Greenfield 
development in the area and has been re-invigorated by the Option 2 housing and A29 by pass proposals in the draft 
Arun Local Plan 2012. Introduction The Villages Action Group welcomes preparation of Arun's Draft Local Plan as a 
means of promoting a coherent view of the needs of the District and a mechanism for guiding future development. 
However the Village Action Group believes that the current draft needs to better reflect the needs of the area and its 
residents and present a coherent achievable Vision. The Draft Local Plan was published in July 2012 as part of an 8 
week consultation. The publication of the draft during the summer holidays, in the year of the Olympics, was 
regrettable. The draft refers to a large volume of background documentation and further relevant documentation has 
been published elsewhere. In view of the competing demands on the time of volunteers during the consultation 
period there may therefore be further matters which VAG would wish to raise at a later stage of the Plan process 
(including E1P) which it has not been possible to adequately research in the time allowed. VAG helped raise 
awareness about the plan by the following means: . Encouraging the 3 Parish Councils to hold Open Meetings for the 
public and distributing ADC's comments sheet and summary information about proposals affecting the villages. . 
Putting information on the VAG website about consultation events, open meetings and how to respond • Distributing 
leaflets advertising ADC's events and the Open Meetings. . Holding a public meeting to provide further opportunity for 
questions and comment and information about how to respond . Holding a stall in Barnham to draw attention to the 
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fact that consultation closes on 10th Sept and provide further opportunity for questions. VAG has drawn on the 
following contributions in preparing this reponse: . Points made by the public at 4 parish and VAG public meetings . 
Points made by the public attendinglafter attending ADC consultation events . Points made by telephone, Email, via 
the VAG website and a 'Stop the A29 Bypass'  facebook group set up by members. . ContributionS from residents with 
appropriate professional experience. The public consultation process The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
provides the context in which public consultation on the Local Plan should be conducted That context would seem to 
require a paradigm shift in the approach that Planning Authorities need to take. In the foreword to the NPPF Greg 
Clark indicates (Para 12) that: 'this should be a collective enterprise. Yet, in recent years, planning has tended to 
exclude, rather than include, people and communities. In part, this has been a result of targets being imposed, and 
decisions taken, by bodies remote from them. Dismantling the unaccountable regional apparatus and introducing 
neighbourhood planning addresses this. In part people have been put off from getting involved because planning 
policy itself has become so elaborate and forbidding '” the preserve of specialists, rather than people in 
communities.'  The introduction to NPPF states (Para I last line): 'It provides a framework within which local people 
and their accountable councils can produce their own distinctive local and neighbourhood plans, which reflect the 
needs and priorities of their communities'  The first of the twelve Core planning principles starts by indicating that 
planning should: 'Be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with succinct local and 
neighbourhood plans setting out a positive vision for the future of the area.'  Promoting healthy communities 
(Paragraph 69) 'The Planning system can play an important role in facilitating social interaction and creating healthy, 
inclusive communities. Local planning authorities should create a shared vision with communities of the residential 
environment and facilities they wish to see. To support this, local planning authorities should aim to involve all sectors 
of the community in the development ofLocal Plans and in planning decisions, and should facilitate neighbourhood 
planning .....'  Plan-making (Paragraph 1 55) .. 'Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with 
neighhourhoods, local organisations and business is essential. A wide section of the community should be proactively 
engaged, so that Local Plans, as far as possible, reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the 
sustainable development of the area, including those contained in any neighbourhood plans that have been made'  
Paragraphs 183 and 184 of the NPPF are also relevant. The Village Action Group (VAG) supports a more open and 
engaging public consultation exercise involving the Parish Councils and embracing the emerging Neighbourhood Plans. 
VAG feels that despite the positive statements within the I)raft Local Plan Par 1.5 and the Overview Par 2.1 there 
appears to have been little engagement and consultation with the public in preparation of the draft and numerous 
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requests to extend the consultation process, which was held over the school summer holidays in Olympic year, 
resulted in only a one week extension. The result in our opinion appears to be a desire to set the strategic objectives 
ahead of the completion of an effective neighbourhood planning process. In the minds of many Local people this 
would render the Neighbourhood Plan process redundant, with communities left to deal with the consequences of 
strategic decisions with which they profoundly disagree. This process does not square with the idea promoted by the 
NPPF nor the concept of improved local decision making and the Big Society which was part of this government 
rationale in pushing forward the NPPF. We thank ADC for holding 3 public consultation meetings in the 3 villages, 
which provided valuable opportunity to question planning officers and view detailed maps which tend to be slow to 
download and difficult to view properly online. 

1975 Overview In its Overview the Plan states that ' Arun takes a different approach to the SEP - one that is jobs based not housing 
based.'  However, the District Council does not have any influence over firms and their location or relocation plans. 
Therefore it seems to me that the Coucil is planning to fail · I take that point one stage further and would say that 
rather than jobs based the Plan, with its strategic housing objectives, especially in the Ford area, is truly housing 
based. · For the Plan to be 'jobs based'  would require massive investment in communications throughout not only 
the District but the whole region, again, an area over which the District Council has little influence. · Has the Council 
considered basing its Plan on people and their needs rather than housing or jobs? This approach would free up the 
Council to genuinely consider the sustainability of the District in conjunction with the region. Communications (road, 
rail and internet based), education, structured to provide pupils that qualify ready for the workplace and affordable 
homes for those on low wages, these are the issues that interest people. These are the aspects the District should be 
planning for. 

2117 Overview Comments on Arun Draft Local Plan ( 2013-28 ) Consultation Document for Ferring Parish Council. Chapter 2 – 
Overview 2.6 The argument that the SE Plan target was based on old data and is inappropriate because of the current 
economic situation takes short term view which is inappropriate a long term plan and would not constitute a valid 
argument under the National Planning Policy Framework. The point is, that building to SE Plan targets, which the 
government is still committed to revoking, is contrary to Arun DC's fundamental objective of trying to increase 
employment for local residents and reduce the harmful impact of outward commuting. The NPPF states that plans 
should meet the full need for housing in the area and as housing need in the district is mainly driven by immigration 
the reduced figure of 400 is more than adequate to supply genuine local need. High development rates lead to more 
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immigration and thus to outward commuting and transport congestion as the infrastructure is woefully Inadequate. 
2.8 The NPPF is the only source of guidance on government planning policy. 2.9 The statement that planning is 
undoubtedly a barrier to growth is highly debatable and should not be included. 

2302 Overview 2.12 The statement is made that the Local Plan needs to be supported by robust evidence. Throughout the Plan this is 
lacking and gives the appearance of someone's personal subjective views and opinions. There is very little evidence to 
support many of the proposals. 

2447 Overview 2.13 2.14 SP1 / SP18 / DM21 / SP26 Sustainability is stated to be at the heart of the Localism Act and by extension, 
therefore, of the Draft Local Plan so that future development(s) are located in settlements that are sustainable. The 
latter is referred to in the 2007 study which indicates that Angmering has poor accessibility to public transport* and, 
by inference, poor transport infrastructure, and limited scope for employment. The Council's Sustainability Appraisal 
notes that the employment profile is similar to the base line report published in 2009 and indicates that one reflection 
of the local economy is the below average gross weekly earnings across Arun District. In addition, there are 
insufficient school places, particularly for families with young children. It is in this context that the Draft Local Plan 
proposes that Angmering can sustain a housing development of nearly 500 dwellings which, given the Government's 
proposal to scrap for three years the current legal requirements that force developers to include affordable homes in 
each scheme, begs the question as to the need for so many homes that families on below average earnings cannot 
afford. Such development neither meets, in any way, the criterion to ' [active] a sustainable economy' nor does it 
address the fundamental issues of child poverty, below average educational achievement and deprivation in some 
parts of Arun. *One bus an hour with the last bus running at 6.07pm, no buses on Sundays and Bank Holidays. 

2886 Overview Duty to co-operate 
The new NPPF requires a duty to co-operate, stating; “It is important for councils and other public  
bodies to work together across administrative boundaries to plan for the housing, transport and  
infrastructure that local people need.” 
Chichester City Council’s planning and conservation committee (Bognor Observer, Sept 1st 2011)  
suggested talks with Arun District Council to consider the possibility of a new settlement (possibly at  
Ford Airfield) to serve the housing needs of both districts. 



Page | 163  
 

On 2nd September 2011 the council issued the following press release in response: 
Resolve your own housing issues, Arun Cabinet Member tells Chichester 
Suggestions that land at Ford could be used to create a new town to ease housing pressures in  
Chichester have been categorically dismissed today by Arun’s Cabinet Member for Planning. 
Councillor Ricky Bower has ruled out the possibility of the area near Arundel being used for  
development so Chichester can meet its housing targets. 
His comments follow local media reports that a suggested recommendation was made by Chichester  
City Council’s Planning and Conservation Committee urging the Chichester District Council to work  
with Arun to create a brand new town of affordable and eco friendly homes. 
Councillor Bower today dismissed the suggestion, saying: “These comments by the City Council are  
unhelpful. 
“We understand that this debate was part of a wider consultation by the District Council on their core  
strategy. I am dismayed that the City Council would promote such ideas with no approach  
beforehand to the District Council." 
“We have significant issues around housing pressures ourselves and are committed to delivering  
more affordable homes through our Housing Strategy Raise the Roof. 
“Chichester’s housing problems will remain solely with Chichester to resolve within its boundaries. 
“I assure residents with absolute certainty Ford is not on the cards for development. “  
Later this year Arun District Council will go out to public consultation with its Local Development  
Framework – a blueprint of where the Council proposes development over the coming years. Ford is  
not included as an option. 
Every resident across Arun can and should have their say on this document when it is published. 
See Appendix 12 - Resolve your own housing issues, Arun Cabinet Member tells Chichester 
OBJECTION: By dismissing Chichester City Council’s suggestion to co-operate so quickly, Arun District  
Council, once again, demonstrated an inability for open-minded consideration of planning  
proposals.... and that they are at odds with the objectives of the NPPF. The council is only paying lip  
service to the government’s requirement for a duty to co-operate. 
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20 Vision & 
Objectives 

In Bognor Regis the Place St Muir,  the Theatre entertainment centre and associated parking must be protected from 
development 

61 Vision & 
Objectives 

If Barnham, Westergate, Eastergate become well-connected large villages surely they will actually cease to exist as 
villages and become a congested suburban sprawl losing any real sense of community? 

152 Vision & 
Objectives 

On page 32 of the draft Plan, ADC have used a map for their 'broad vision'  that is many years out of date. This is 
causing great confusion as the map does not show the Angmering By-Pass and shows the A280 running through 
Angmering village, which it has not done so for a number of years. 

118 Vision & 
Objectives 

Proposing to build 2230 homes on green field land on the edges of Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate villages will 
decimate the existing communities and ruin the residents quality of life. Para. 3.8 states those who live and work here 
will have better access to jobs etc but there will never be enough employment in this area to justify building in excess 
of 2000 homes. Especially if the existing land use (mainly agriculture) is built over, therefore removing jobs! The 
exisiting schools are over subscribed with no room to expand so where will the children from the new developments 
go? Schools out of the area means more traffic movements as kids would need to be driven to school which is 
unsustainable. The doctors surgery is extremely busy at Eastergate and you rarely get an appointment when required. 
There is no doctors surgery in Barnham as it was sold off and turned into apartments so residents have to travel to 
Eastergate or Yapton (not always walking distance). Public transport in Westergate is sparse with an infrequent bus 
service (nothing on Sunday's or bank holidays). It takes 40 mins to walk to Barnham for the train station. 

123 Vision & 
Objectives 

The key to encouraging inward investment is to improve radically the existing infrastructure notably for road transport 
but also for water provision, as well as such business related needs as broad band and mobile phone facilities, all of 
which are substandard. The main single  issue in my view is the regular and serious road traffic congestion on the A27 
around Arundel and its impacts on the linked roads such as the A 284 through Lyminster. This produces high economic 
costs and reduces the living conditions so as to discourage new industry or activities from siting themselves in the 
area. With the proposed housing development in North Littlehampton, these issues will be greatly aggravated. What 
is needed in this and other cases is that the transport infrastructure should be put in before the housing development 
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takes place or starts to impact on traffic flows . If this long promised new A27 Arundel  by pass is not possible 
soon then other serious investments into improving the road from Crossbush through to the west Arundel 
roundabout need to be investigated and  executed in advance of the housing scheme. I am aware that the major truck 
roads may be ourtside your direct control but there is no reason why you should not promote it more actively to 
Central Government as a key issue for your (and our) development. Apart from the above comment, I welcome many 
of the ideas put forward and am particularly keen that new housing provision (even if so called affordable) should be 
of such quality to contain maintenance costs and reduce the social problems by provide a good well designed and 
sustainable environment in which people may thrive. 

384 Vision & 
Objectives 

3. Chapter 3, Vision & Objectives, para 3.4 This excellent summary is fully supported. 4. Chapter 3, Vision & Objectives, 
para 3.17 This good statement is supported. On the other hand, it is not clearly 'picked-up' in Chapter 13, Housing (see 
Comment No 5 above). 

244 Vision & 
Objectives 

On the whole I believe the visions and objectives of the local plan to be sound well thought out 

231 Vision & 
Objectives 

Re 3.17. where is the objective evidence to support the planned level of development 

842 Vision & 
Objectives 

The items in this section come over to me as pipe dreams not local plans 

212 Vision & 
Objectives 

Where is the clear evidence that this plan would bring economic regeneration to the coastal towns. Sadly I feel that 
the local villages like Westergate / Eastergate will become part of the urban suburbs of Bognor. PM David Cameron 
said we should protect our villages. This vision will destroy them. Community identity will be destroyed. Villages are 
part of this counties heritage. 

514 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.8 The stated intention is to reduce the need to travel and reliance on the private car, yet 'Option 2' would place over 
2000 houses in a rural area with few local jobs. This will increase reliance on the private car as commuting will be 
essential. Another contradiction. 
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247 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.14 states that Arundel will retain its unique special character as a small historic market town and one of the 
strategic objectives is for better infrastructure including road access. This is of vital importance not only for Arundel 
but for the surrounding districts and for trade and commerce in the south east. The deliverence of the A27 bypass 
needs to be prioritised to short term to ensure the area doesnt come to a standstill especially with more local housing 
developments in the pipeline  

942 Vision & 
Objectives 

Again there is the issue in this chapter as to what the plan area is for the local plan.  Given it is a local plan for that 
part of the district outside the national park it should be made explicit that the vision should reflect that area as well. 

857 Vision & 
Objectives 

Section 3 Vision and Objectives : Kingston Parish Council welcomes the intention of Arun District Council to continue 
to protect our rural Parish and its environs. 

673 Vision & 
Objectives 

Strategic Objective "To protect and enhance Arun's outstanding landscape, coastline, historic, built and archaeological 
environment thereby reinforcing local character and identity" How exactly does the plan do this for Six Villages ? ... it 
destroys the character and buries the outstanding landscape under tarmac, concrete, overpriced homes (burdened by 
infrastructure costs), and potentially floods and sewerage. The medical, education and social resources will be 
stretched past breaking point and the roads will be clogged by traffic.  

674 Vision & 
Objectives 

I understand this to say that the new jobs will be in Chichester, Bognor & Littlehampton. Ideally, the houses for the 
workers would be built where the jobs will be .. first using Brownfield and infill, not using Greenfield land elsewhere. 
The A29 development seems completly pointless, as the east / west road infrastructure already underway adequately 
supports travel to the East, West and if travelling towards London the A3 is alrady accessible. Driving cars up through 
the A29 would destroy h character of the Six Villages. Better to actually demote / relegate / de-truncate the A29 and 
discourage it's use altogether. 

655 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.15 What are the 'improved transport links' to be? The biggest problem for the east part of the district is the lack of a 
bypass at Arundel and again at Worthing. Until central government is prepared to do anything about these, all we 
have is tinkering around the edges and continued congestion which will be exacerbated by more house building. You 
cannot make businesses come to an area with poor transport links, nor ensure that the businesses will provide 
employment for those resident in the area. Large housing developments will change the characters of the villages 
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which you claim to want to preserve. 

440 Vision & 
Objectives 

Expanded University - I believe the University should pay more attention to the protection of trees. 

483 Vision & 
Objectives 

The vision for Bognor Regis is particularly uninspiring.  Even after Danny Boyle and the wonderful celebration of 
Jerusalem in the Olympics a national treasue  the maximising the value of it being written in Felpham, Bognor Regis 
isn't even mentioned.  Many scholars place Jane Austins unfinished novel here, and its main character as Richard 
Hotham.  With one of the few sea-side towns with Georgian heritage why isn't this being highlighted and used in 
marketing.  English Heritage say Heritage Assets can be used to encourage tourism.  The sea is probably the prime 
trourist attraction.  We should be looking to enhance this and broaden our appeal.  Views of Arundel are mentioned 
but nothing on the views of the downs and the sea in Bognor Regis.  Our natural heritage of coastal and countryside 
which was so inspirational to William Blake should be protected.  There seems to be no challenge to more housing 
surely constraints should be put on and links to economic and cultural improvements.    

484 Vision & 
Objectives 

It is against Government policy to build large developments on green fields and also the Prime Minister recently said 
he was against "plonking" new housing estates next to rural villages, further more the National Planning Policy 
Framework which says brownfield sites should be developed - surely there are enough run down, tired industrial 
buildings in Arun District that could be developed into compact communities with their own schools etc - Wick, 
Littlehampton is a possibilty in my opinion. 

757 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.3 This will not be a sustainable development. This 'vision' of the future, particularly with regard to sustainable 
development , improved infrastructure, services and community facilities seems to belong to another planet. The cost 
of these services, understood to be c.£90m are astronomical and developers when the going gets tough, tend to cut 
and run, only interested in bottom line profit. This is particularly likely in our current economic climate. With regard to 
the potential impact of climate change, perhaps ADC noticed that Bognor practically became an island during the 
recent June floods? 
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427 Vision & 
Objectives 

Concerning the 3rd strategic objective, where it states the intention to conserve natural resources and to increase 
biodiversity. This seems at odds with plans to build enterprise parks, houses and roads in the area north of Bognor 
Regis. This is an area that is important for birds and other wildlife all year round. It acts as a buffer between Bognor 
Regis and the Five villages. Your Biodiversity action plan states that you will not take any action that will cause 
common species to become rare. I believe these projects are incompatible with that aim. 

443 Vision & 
Objectives 

Section 3.15. New housing will be needed but Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham ought to maintain their identities 
as far as possible. The re routing of the A29 with its associated huge housing development will spoil the identities of 
the villages and force an unacceptable volume of traffic on to the B2233 which is already busy. To develop a re routed 
A29 and housing through greenfields is going to spoil the environment and just crfeate a town 

541 Vision & 
Objectives 

ARUN LOCAL PLAN 2012 FLOODING chapter 13 I have lived in Barnham all my life, only since the horticulture replaced 
the farming activities in Lake Lane have we suffered from flooding.  In periods of heavy rain the run off form 
concreted areas and greenhouses means that instead of soaking away into the soil the rainwater now goes straight 
into the stream/rife that runs through the nurseries to the north of Lake Lane overflowing the rife and flooding all the 
way down the lane to the rear of the houses amd bungalows into Barnham, rain water and sewage coming up out of 
drains and sewers.  Running sand is still causing the lane to subside, there is a subsidence right outside my property 
which has required repair three times since the lane was surfaced earlier in the year.  Increasing the number of houses 
built around Barnham can only make matters worse. OPTIONS ONE AND TWO chapter13 policy sp8 The addition of a 
further two thousand houses round the villages, many in Barnham, can only make the flooding more likely and worse 
than it already is. Option one which would have seen far fewer house built seems to have been abandoned, why is 
this? is it because the proposed new road would not be viable without the huge number of new homes.  There are not 
the jobs to support a much higher density of people, there is no explanation of how more jobs, more schools, more 
doctors surgery's, more public transport link's, better sewers, less flooding, less traffic congestion, might be 
acheived.  chapter 16 sp30 The idea that closing woodgate crossing and running a new road through between 
Barnham and Eastergate. I am sure this idea would filter traffic through Eastergate and through Barnham to reach this 
new road causing traffic grid lock worse than already at times exists.  There is little parking in Barnham and a bottle 
neck at the shopping area, this already causes severe traffic delays at times and without the bottle neck being 
resolved (of which there is no mention) things can only get worse with the addition of hundreds more houses. The 
whole plan seems ill thought out, if put through the quality of life for citizens round the area will be blighted for us 
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and our children.  Some houses built is acceptable the origanel plan to build 150 houses up to 2028 seems sensible 
(option one) I object in the strongest possible terms to the plan as proposed. Yours Faithfully Hugh Martin 

454 Vision & 
Objectives 

I fail to see how your vision 3.9 is being applied to the villages of Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham 
with your proposal to impose over 2000 houses thus turning these villages into a town. Also your intent to by-pass the 
A29 is fraught with detrimental impact on the historic built environment. All the routes are unsound but 3  of them ( 
A,C and D) all involve either the demolishment of listed buildings or a detrimental impact on listed buildings and 
conservation areas. Specifically regarding my home; it is a listed building which is now under threat of having a 
gyratory system right outside which would make it impossible to access the drive of our listed property. 

863 Vision & 
Objectives 

3. Vision & Objectives The Villages Paragraphs 3.15 to 3.17 set out the Council's vision for the villages within the 
District, with paragraph 3.15 making reference to the three villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate. In view 
of the very significant amount of change that the draft Plan proposes for these three villages we are surprised to see 
such a brief mention given here. The proposals at draft policy SP8 would create a new community close to all three 
villages as well as a strategic new road link, and there needs to be more evidence of the Council's vision for this area 
within this part of the draft Local Plan, where the overall vision for the district is set out. We have prepared an initial 
concept document to support our representations on draft policy SP8 and we hope that our ongoing work with the 
Council can inform and help to shape the emerging vision for the three villages ahead of the next version of the Local 
Plan.   

776 Vision & 
Objectives 

Re 3.15  Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate should develop but as separated entities and not joined up into some 
great conurbation as per Option 2 on pp107 & 108. 

565 Vision & 
Objectives 

English Heritage welcomes and supports the strategic objective: 'To protect and enhance Arun's outstanding 
landscape, coastline, historic, built and archaeological environment thereby reinforcing local character and identity'.   
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630 Vision & 
Objectives 

I support the following ideas: More jobs for economic regeneration, not more houses. Lower levels of housing build to 
meet local housing need. Higher quality and ecological standards for new housing. Increased local food security, not 
loss of agricultural land: more allotment, growing spaces, community farms etc. Protection and enhancement of all 
natural landscapes, inc farm land. A better network of safe cycling routes. Better and more available green corridors 
for walking and wildlife. Increased opportunities for community ventures. Increased usage of art, heritage and culture, 
to engender a sense of space, and civic pride. Better and more strategic community engagment in developing local 
plan. 

628 Vision & 
Objectives 

"We understand that the Government wants to see economic growth, but all of this is taking place while enough 
brownfield land remains available, according to the Government's own National Land Use Database, to accommodate 
over 1.5 million new homes and still more for commercial and industrial development. Building on the Green Belt is 
not just undesirable - it's unnecessary." Campaign to Protect Rural England. I think it is important and necessary to 
retain and nurture the green spaces within the town centers and residential areas in the ADC area. 

945 Vision & 
Objectives 

I would put forward these vision points for debate: 1. Better and more strategic community engagement in 
developing local plan More involvement of the public at Council Meetings. I believe a change in procedure and 
systems is needed. With respect, elected Councillors often live "far" away from the people they are making decisions 
for and are therefore often "out of touch" with local visions and ideas. (Tony Blair may have thought he was an 
elected representative but this did not make the invasion of Iraq the right thing to do. Likewise the Government's 
Economic Policy needs to be debated - you cannot have infinite growth on a finite planet. This is not just the 
Government's or West Sussex County Council's or Arun District Council's problem, but everyone's problem.) 2. More 
jobs for economic regeneration, not more houses 3. Lower levels of housing build to meet local housing need 4. 
Higher quality and ecological standards for new housing 5. Increased local food security, not loss of agricultural land: 
more allotment, growing spaces, community farms etc 6. Protection and enhancement of all natural landscapes, inc 
farm land 7. A better network of safe cycling routes 8. Better and more available green corridors for walking and 
wildlife 9. Increased opportunities for community ventures 10. Increased usage of art, heritage and culture, to 
engender a sense of space, and civic pride "To plan for climate change and work in harmony with the environment to 
conserve natural resources and increase biodiversity"  GOOD but exactly how? 
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645 Vision & 
Objectives 

Am concerned that rather than provide accommodation for local residents, the proposed developments will, in 
essence, be commuter 'dormitories'. 

740 Vision & 
Objectives 

Placing 490 houses in the small village of Angmering which already has congested roads, medical facilities at full 
stretch with long waiting times for appojtments, reducing library and child centre provision and schools already 
overcroded seem to contradict the stated aims of the plan. The outline of the housing allocation shows little rewgard 
for affordable housing as the majority are 4 to 5 bedroom properties. The result of the plan will be an urban sprall of 
dormitory towns from Bognor to Worthing.which hardly meet the aspirations of the plan for a fine place to live and 
visit. 

500 Vision & 
Objectives 

Para 3.4 – How does building an additional 2000 homes in the villages protect and enhance the character of the 
villages areas and where are the local range of jobs going to be created.   Para 3.8 – How will building an additional 
2000 homes in the villages provide better access to shops, jobs, services, health, education, community and leisure 
facilities, thereby reducing the need to travel and reliance on the private car. The majority of people 'buying these 
homes will be commuting out be it Bognor, Chichester etc.   Para 3.9 - How will building an additional 2000 homes in 
the villages protect and enhance the special qualities in the area.   Para 3.15 – 'Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and 
Angmering will develop their roles as well-connected large villages serving inland Arun; providing an enhanced range 
of shops, employment, housing, community facilities and local services, supported by improved transport 
links.'    From the reading of this document the whole reason for building the additional 2000 houses in the villages is 
to finance a road scheme for Bognor. Your strategic objective suggests the villages will develop to serve inland Arun. 
Where is that then if it is not Bognor? Also where are the additional facilities coming from and how will these be 
financed? The villages local infrastructure including doctors, schools etc are already at capacity. Where would the 
additional costs of providing these be obtained. Strategic Objectives - Second Bullet. How will building an additional 
2000 homes in the villages reduce the need to travel?   Strategic Objectives - Fifth Bullet. How will building an 
additional 2000 homes in the villages be able to protect, enhance and reinforce its local character and identity? 

525 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.11 Although as a long-standing resident of Arun, I personally would welcome the regeneration of Bognor Regis, I feel 
the vision detailed here of a "viable town centre" is ambitious to say the least. A sub-regional centre for shopping and 
entertainment by definition is one "typically comprising a wide variety of comparison goods stores" (Comparison 
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retailing is the provision of items not obtained on a frequent basis. These include clothing, footwear, household and 
recreational goods.) [Source: Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning for Town Centres (PPS6)] For as long as I can 
remember, Bognor has been losing major retailers from the heart of its town centre, to the extent that it would take a 
miracle to reinstate confidence for major high street retailers to return. I have seen independent traders try to 
establish niche businesses, such as cook and giftware shops, only to find them close down after only a few months of 
trading. What can Bognor possibly offer in terms of shopping and entertainment that can compete with nearby 
centres such as Chichester? This is a perfect example of a centre, which despite the current recession and although 
surrounded by extensive traffic congestion to the point of gridlock, has continued to thrive as a major retail hub. It 
would seem that the town has had many plans over the years to revitalise and enhance its entertainment & leisure 
facilities including the Regis Centre, but nothing has yet come out of these plans that fill me with any confidence 
about future regeneration. With regards to employment, I commend the vision for economic and enterprise 
development for employment growth that ADC details in its Draft Local Plan. However, I dispute the claim that, in this 
economic climate, Bognor Regis has the draw to attract enough businesses to the region to support 7,500 jobs by the 
end of the Plan period. 

562 Vision & 
Objectives 

In reply to 3.17 Lyminster and Crossbush will struggle to retain their characters as smaller settlements in a rural area 
with increased local housing developments and a proposed Lyminster Bypass dividing Lyminster and the increase in 
traffic at Crossbush making it very difficult for the residents of Crossbush Lane to join the A27. 

575 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.4 It is inconceivable that a development of 2300 houses south of Eastergate will have been 'successfully integrated' 
by 2028 or that it will have protected and enhanced the character of Arun's environment. On the contrary, such a 
development would destroy prime agricultural land, disfigure the landscape, and greatly diminish, not improve, the 
quality of life of Arun's existing residents. 3.6 What evidence is there to believe that by increasing housing density and 
building more roads, 'Arun will be viewed as a first class visitor destination'? On the contrary, your Draft Local Plan 
paints a picture of a place that most sane people would wish to avoid at all costs. 3.9 The proposals in your DLP will 
not protect and enhance the special qualities of the District's natural, built and historic environment, and to claim so is 
a misrepresentation. Adopting the DLP in its' current form is likely to (further) spoil the natural, built, and historic 
environment. The social and economic issues faced by people living in rural areas will not be addressed by building 
2300 houses south of Eastergate. 
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559 Vision & 
Objectives 

Eastergate is a tiny village with one shop. 

594 Vision & 
Objectives 

As Hotham Park Heritage Trust is a member of the Big Society, long before David Cameron came up with the idea, we 
wish to be included in any consultation that takes place regarding changes to the park and its buildings. We are the 
community group that enabled ADC to successfully obtain from HLF the grant of 2.2million to regenerate the parkland 
and we have raised many thousands of pounds to improve park facilities. We are very active, have more money to 
spend, and we should be included in the decision making processes. There does not seem to be any joined up 
thinking, and various committees are able to make decisions even though the members have made no input into 
preserving the parks heritage.  In these straitened times community groups should be given the opportunity to have a 
voice in projects that they have initiated. 

695 Vision & 
Objectives 

Section 3.9 There is confusion as to sites marked on maps and is contrary to 'ADC - Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment - Final Report - Dec 09' which rejected development north of The Spotted Cow even before confirmation 
of the National Park boundaries ...."The landscape appraisal for this report suggests that the impact on the landscape 
is insurmountable and therefore the site is unsuitable for further development" This is not acceptable.   Section 3.15 & 
4.1 No information as to what 'enhanced' means. The local infrastructure is insufficient to support more housing. 
Roads, education, sewerage, etc. Angmering is already circa twice the size of Arundel .... and has experienced 27% in 
growth with the Bramley Green development with no significant enhancement of the infrastructure. Population 
density for Angmering is already higher than average for Arun. 

1067 Vision & 
Objectives 

Kingston Parish Council welcomes the intention of Arun District Council to continue to protect our rural Parish and its 
environs (Section 3 Vision and Objectives) and has the following comments on the contents of the draft Local Plan 

1075 Vision & 
Objectives 

Vision and objectives 6. Paragraph 3.9 - given the emphasis in the NPPF for sustainable development, it would be 
preferable if the protection, maintenance and enhancement natural environment could be given a higher priority than 
is suggested here. 
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1093 Vision & 
Objectives 

Vision & Objectives Strategic Objective - 'To plan for climate change and work in harmony with the environment to 
conserve natural resources and increase biodiversity': Climate change is not just an environmental issue. It links to 
business and to all other aspects of community life so this should be a separate objective or separated from the word 
'environment'. 

715 Vision & 
Objectives 

I broadly agree with these. What this plan lacks is competatnt implementation 

733 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.15 states that the villages will have improved transport links. The proposed new route for the A29 brings this road 
out somewhere along the B2233. In order to join the A29 at Fontwell Avenue traffic will then be travelling along a 
section of road with only pavement on one side and then require a right turn around the war memorial. The road will 
create a divide between the villages of Barnham and Eastergate, making it more difficult for pedestrians to walk 
between the villages. Adding a junction here will not improve the flow of traffic for those leaving the village. If the 
housing levelsproposed are implimented, there will be far more people travellingout, thus increasing the traffic along 
the stretch of the B2233 and making it more difficult to leave the villages. Using the train will require residents of 
these proposed new houses to travel into Barnham, increasing the demand for parking in an area which already 
experiences on road parking from commuters. The new relief road around Bognor Regis will most likely change the 
motoring habits of the local people. Making it easier to travel east west to join the A27 may well reduce the number 
of cars travelling up the A29 through Aldingbourne and Westergate. The proposed new road does not improve the 
quality of the A29 through Shripney. Where is the evidence that there will more employment in the local area? 
Traditionally this is an area of horticulture and agriculture and this is where many of the local employment 
opportunities are to be found. The housing options proposed for this area involve using land that currently falls into 
this category. Building on agriculture land will reduce the land available for employment. Locally we have had many 
issues involving flooding ans sewage issues. Where is the evidence that says that this will not make the current 
situation worse? An additional 2000+ houses in this area will potentially impact both these areas. Buiding on an area 
of flood plain must affect the risks of flooding, the water has to go somewhere! The new housing has many 
implications for our local communities. 2000+ houses will put huge demands on our local schools and doctors 
surgeries. More school places will be required, and expanding existing schools will affect the ethos within our schools 
whilst increasing the number of car journeys too and from them, thus increasing congestion on the B2233.     
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719 Vision & 
Objectives 

one of the aspects which make the villages an 'attractive place to live and work' is precisely because they are villages, 
with plenty of green spaces BETWEEN them.The propsoal seeks to diminsh the distinct boundaries between Barnham 
eastergate and Aldingbourne so that the six village merge into one large conglomeration. How will businesses prosper 
in Westergate if the Woodgate crossing is closed and that road effectivley becomes a dead end? 

825 Vision & 
Objectives 

RE 3,3, if Woodgate crossing is closed there will be athreat to local business which is contrary to your own policy 

849 Vision & 
Objectives 

The need for small scale housing and employment development in order to sustain the more rural villages including 
those in the National Park, such as Patching should be supported as a specific objective for the Plan. 

962 Vision & 
Objectives 

We support the Vision for the District: to be safer, more inclusive, more dynamic, more attractive, with healthier and 
better-educated residents (3.1). Indeed it would be good to see these objectives more fully developed into good, 
appropriate policies as the existing level of "disconnects" within the Plan do not yield a coherent and consistent 
document. For instance, key questions would be: QUESTION: How does increasing the level of out-commuting create 
a safer and healthier community? QUESTION: How can we introduce a clear, strategic and robust policy of developing 
an infrastructure for safer and more enjoyable cycling and walking routes, both within and between settlements? The 
Vision for Bognor Regis with a new role for the town (3.10) and a series of new attractions is to be welcomed. 
However it is important to emphasise the existing level of attactiveness and to build upon the reasons why people 
come to the town (micro-climate, sea air, beach, foreshore, nature reserves, open countryside etc) and that new 
attractions do not detract from this and are part of a coherent plan for the town. We would like to see this vision 
developed by the local community and hope that Neighbourhood Plans (for the greater Bognor area) will do likewise. 
We welcome high quality architecture and rich urban forms which are cited. The Vision for Bognor Regis is not very 
inspiring and it does not mention heritage assets and using historic links and characters to promote tourism, eg Dante 
Rossetti, William Blake, Jane Morris, Jane Austen etc. It does not mention protecting and promoting views of the 
downs and the sea. It does not specifically identify the beach and coastline as one of its key assets and attraction. We 
would like to see this rectified as well as a clear reference to protection and enhancement of green spaces, and clear 
links & corridors between green spaces and coastline. This is fundamental to meeting all of the elements of the vision 
(attractiveness, healthy lifestyles, vitality,and safety) One of the strategic objectives is to reduce the need for travel 



Page | 176  
 

and promote sustainable forms of cycling (p18) - this could more overtly include more and safer cycleways and 
footpaths. As it also seeks to reduce out-commuting (see 4.32 and 9), it is a fundamental disconnect of the Plan to 
increase the number of houses without first providing employment as there is already an existing high level of out-
commuting. QUESTION: Can housebuild be backloaded towards the end of the Plan timeframe to first determine how 
many new jobs would have been created? 

907 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.15 Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and Angmering will develop their roles as well-connected large villages serving 
inland Arun; providing an enhanced range of shops, employment, housing, community facilities and local services, 
supported by improved transport links.   I can find no evidence as to how  this 'enhanced range' is to be achieved.  The 
single noted improved transport link, the A259, is pushed back and since you do not identify how this would be 
funded, it is realistic to assume that you would not achieve any improvement. The only policy area that is given 
serious consideration is to require a major increase in housing, looking to implement this without any other policy 
area being in place. 

1197 Vision & 
Objectives 

Chapter 3 Vision & Objectives The assumption that development of the countryside is inevitable seems to date from 
the previous plan. It also fails to explain how this vision will be implemented and objectives such as reducing 
inequalities of income, whilst worthy, are not with Arun's control. The objectives may be aspirational but must first 
and foremost be achievable. There is no objective to make increasing employment opportunities a priority and to 
increase employment faster than population, a serious omission. Other things are not clearly joined up, for example 
3.17 cites the need to reduce travel but is not clearly linked to the need to reduce commuting by increasing local 
employment prospects. Objectives 3.3, 3.4 and 3.1r make the assumption that development will inevitably occur in 
the countryside without and justification or rationale for the assumption. If the correct housing figures are used this 
assumption will become even more unsupportable. 3.2 Should be a specific reference to the coastal villages like 
Ferring as distinct places to the neighbouring towns with different challenges to improve their sustainability 3.4 
Should envisage new housing that meets local (not only affordable) demand will have played a role in enabling the 
coastal villages like Ferring to be resilient in supporting local jobs and commercial and community services Coastal 
Towns As 3.2 above 
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1245 Vision & 
Objectives 

Paragraph 3.15 determines all the things, other than housing, that villages like Angmering will be provided with. There 
are no statements in the policies however about how this is going to happen. This is just a wish-list. The wish-list label 
also applies to the Strategic Objectives at the end of Chapter 3 because without policies saying how they are going to 
be achieved and paid for, none of it will happen. 

1124 Vision & 
Objectives 

Natural England welcomes the balanced commitment, set out in paragraph 3.9, which starts with recognition of the 
importance of the natural environment, in the context of meeting social and economic outcomes; and the reflection 
of these ideas in the Strategic Objectives. 

1125 Vision & 
Objectives 

Although biodiversity is part of a strategic objective, the related issues of development and related recreational 
pressure on sensitive designated habitats, is not mentioned under the heading 'Issues, Problems and Challenges' . 

1135 Vision & 
Objectives 

Section 3 The Vision suggests that the plan is about providing services to residents, including employment within 
Arun. Could it be made more explicit that the preferred target of 400 housing units a year is based on meeting those 
needs and not on market pressures from retired people from Surrey and London who want to move to Arun, further 
skewing the age-structure of the population? 

986 Vision & 
Objectives 

The Plan idoes not actually explain how or what ideas it has to "enhance" community facilities and local services in 
Angmering.  It also proposes improvements to the A259 but no confirmation of timescales or funding.  The only area 
that has been seriously considered in the Plan is the building of more houses.  The Plan fails to clearly link this with the 
timing of provision of infrastructure, which needs to be in place before further house building takes place. 

947 Vision & 
Objectives 

Section 3.1 The proposed option 2  A29 Bypass   goes against section3.1 The proposed plan  does not aim to provide 
additional basic facilities required by occupants of over 2000 houses. Primary and Secondary Schools, Doctors surgery, 
and our sewage system are all currently over capacity and could not cope with such an influx of demands on the area. 
Work that needs to be done to make such a development SAFE , HEALTHY 

1034 Vision & 
Objectives 

Paragraph 3.15 states that the three villages '...will develop their roles as well connected large villages...providing a 
distinct range of shops, employment, housing, community facilities and local services.'  The Council might have 
ambitions to see these things happen but it does not have the ability or finance to deliver.  In this it is dependent upon 
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others to provide the necessary finance and impetus.  Accordingly these so called proposals are in effect aspirations 
with no clear evidence of how they will be delivered.   The section refers to the strategic objective 'To reduce the need 
to travel and promote sustainable forms of transport'.  Again this is aspirational.  There is no evidence of how travel 
will be reduced.  Without significant increases in local employment opportunities alongside the proposed housing 
developments the new housing would simply serve as further dormitories and travel would therefore increase as the 
increased population travels elsewhere to access employment and  services not provided locally.  

1393 Vision & 
Objectives 

3 Vision and Objectives In item 3.16 Yapton is described as a local centre which gives the wrong impression about the 
village, it is a village in its own right and not a local centre. We support the statement in item 3.17 that the District's 
smaller settlements and rural areas will retain their character with limited new development to meet their needs. 

1361 Vision & 
Objectives 

Objection - paragraph 3.14 Whilst the Council's intentions concerning Arundel are good, it is not clear, even from the 
associated Policy SP19, how it is proposed to deliver the "improved facilities and wider access to the river". the 
delivery mechanisms need to be explained. A better description would be "Arundel will enhance and strenghten its 
unique and special character as a historic market town. Its many attractions, including improved facilities and wider 
acceess to the river from the town centre, enhanced arts and cultural facilities, and its location as a natural gateway to 
the South Downs National Park, will mean that it will continue to act as a significant visitor destination. Arundel will 
also focus on providing greater opportunities to serve local needs for shopping, employment, housing and leisire 
facilities in order to underpin its attraction as a tourism venue with a strong vibrant community."   

1278 Vision & 
Objectives 

Support paragraph 3.4 This excellent summary which sets out ADC's vision of the District is fully supported. In 
particular, the Town Council supports the provision of additional housing (including affordable) in the smaller towns 
and rural villages, as well as the need to improve the road, rail and bus transport facilities.   

1298 Vision & 
Objectives 

Chapter 3. Vision and Objectives This chapter describes the Council's vision in detail, though it seems to date from an 
earlier version of the Plan - aspects of the vision assume that new developments will be taking place in the 
countryside. But it does not explain how the vision will be turned into reality; and some of the objectives seem out of 
a district council's control. It must be difficult, for example, for Arun to reduce inequalities of income. The objectives 
do not, but should, include priority for increasing the quantity of employment, and the desire to increase employment 
faster than population, to reduce outward commuting, to lessen pressure on the road system. Reducing the need to 
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travel is cited as an objective in 3.17, but not linked to the reduction in commuting by increasing local employment. 
Other objectives, such as those in 3.3, 3.4 and 3.15 and that on housing in 3.17, assume that development will occur in 
the countryside, and seem to be a relic of an earlier draft of the Plan. They should be deleted or amended. An 
inspector is likely to want more explanations and more precision in the objectives; aspiration is not enough, as 
Worthing Borough Council was told by an inspector who advised the Council to rewrite its draft before it could be 
examined in an EIP. This chapter should therefore provide the rationale behind the Plan's objectives. The most 
difficult part of the explanation is justifying the proposed reduction in the rate of building from nearly 500 a year, the 
average over the last 20 years, to 400 a year, when government policy, as described in the NPPF, is to increase the 
rate of housebuilding. The argument to justify the Plan's policy might go something like this: 1. The Council's main 
objectives are to implement a more sustainable strategy for the district than has applied in recent decades, and to 
protect the natural assets of the area. 2. The NPPF says Local Plans should deliver sustainable development that 
reflects the vision and aspirations of local communities. 3. The consultation on strategy in 2010-11 showed that 59% 
of the Wavelength Panel preferred housebuilding rates of 362 or 447 a year, while 25% preferred rates of 548 or 628 a 
year.(The Panel gives a more accurate measure of public opinion than the Survey, because it is a representative 
sample of the population, while the Survey provides a self-selected sample). 4. The previous level of building, which 
prevailed for 20 years, has led to a larger increase in population than in employment in the district. Net outward 
commuting has therefore increased and roads have become more congested. 5. This increase in road travel is not 
sustainable and the Plan seeks to stop or reverse it, by securing a greater increase in employment than in than in the 
labour force. 6. The first priority in the Plan is therefore the provision of more sites for business development, while 
reducing the rate of housebuilding. No new greenfield sites are identified for development in the Plan; nearly all new 
planning permissions will be for development on brownfield sites. 7. The demand for housing in Arun is largely 
determined by the level of net immigration. Without immigration, the population would fall, and the need for new 
housing would become negative. 8. The question for planning policy is what level of immigration is economically and 
socially sustainable. 9. Housebuilding at 400 a year would imply immigration at (1000?) a year, leading to a small 
increase in the labour force and an increase from (148,000?) to (155,000?) in population. The Council considers that 
this level of development accords with the wishes of residents and its objective of creating a more sustainable local 
economy. 
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1381 Vision & 
Objectives 

Section 3: Vision & Obiectives These appear to cover everything. 

1169 Vision & 
Objectives 

Section 3 Vision & Objectives Arundel as a Market Town for Visitors & Tourists & the surrounding communities 
Arundel is a historic market town. Rural towns are keyservice centres and 'centre capitals'  or hubs for the 
surrounding ruralcommunities. They have the potential to provide attractive places to live, workand spend leisure 
time and can act as a focus for growth in areas which needregeneration. These are needed twelve months of the year. 
It cannot sustain itself ontourists and remain as a tourist destination. All year round Visitors and residents are the 
lifeblood of small market towns. Prime motivators for visitors to market towns are:- Markets - Arundel has its 
successful farmers market, Tarrant Street Traders wish to hold regular Street Events throughout the year creating a 
cosmopolitan and relaxed environment. Shopping - Something different, individual & independent. Arundel, and in 
particular Tarrant Street has many independent retailers, artists, galleries, antique shops, pubs & restaurants. Antique 
Hunting - of which Arundel is renowned but needs all year round inspiration and increased footfall in order to survive. 
Sightseeing - Castle, River, Cathedral, Museum/Heritage Centre, Arts & Crafts, Wetlands Centre. Again all year round 
interests. Food - Arundel has an abundance of eating and drinking establishments, this needs to be capped, and at the 
same time availability and use of local produce encouraged. Special Events - Arundel Festival, Arundel is the Hanover 
Band's new home, Arundel Food Festival, Arundel by Candlelight these are established and need continued support 
and expansion. Overall expectation of visit - pleasant ambiance, peaceful, easy parking, good signage, relaxing, all day 
experience. These above motivators need work, continuous planning, diversification, investment, to ensure a 
revitalised, a more competitive & independent town centre with ungraded street scape, shared spaces for pedestrians 
& cars, improved local transport links, preservation of heritage sights and architecture. These motivators are all year 
round and important for locals, residents and visitors alike. 

1231 Vision & 
Objectives 

Section 3 – Vision & Objectives - Comments (A) Whilst the statements made in 3.14 are partially good describing 
Arundel as: 1. a 'historic market town' , 2. a 'significant visitor destination'  and 3. a 'gateway to the South Downs 
National Park' . We would also suggest a fourth characteristic, strength or opportunity for Arundel: a centre for the 
Arts and Culture. The Arundel Arts Festival celebrating music, art and drama has been established for over 30 years, 
there are two active theatre groups in the town, and there are many music venues in the town (inc Cathedral, Church, 
Victoria Institute and many more) presenting all types of music: classical, jazz, blues, pop and folk. Unfortunately the 
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remaining sections of the draft Local Plan solely places emphasis on one of these characteristics: Arundel as a visitor 
destination. It is true that despite Arundel having a fraction of the populations of both Bognor Regis and 
Littlehampton it does attract as many 'visitors'  as Littlehampton and many Arun residents are employed in these are 
other related businesses. However, the season for this is just from April to October, and we need to develop an all 
year round sustainable economy. (B) It is important in the Local Plan to define visitors and tourists, since they are used 
throughout the Local Plan interchangeably. We suggest the following distinctions: A Tourist is someone, who might be 
from outside the UK, who comes to a destination infrequently, to see a particular attraction or for a particular event 
Mainly during the 'season' . They may spend some nights in the area, and also visit the whole region. As such their 
average annual spend per capita is limited. A Visitor is any other non-resident person in a destination. This may 
include friends and family of residents, near residents, weekenders, second-homers etc. They tend to visit frequently 
all year around, build relationships with local businesses and tend to have a higher than average annual spend. It is 
our objective in the Arundel Chamber of Commerce to encourage both Tourists and Visitors, and in defining them we 
can develop separate objectives for each, as there should be in the Local Plan. (C) Arundel has always been a thriving 
market town, serving the district with many shops, cafes and restaurants relying on the local population and the many 
non-retail office (inc SOHO's – small office home office) businesses in the town. These include many in the creative 
industry: architects, marketing, PR, web/graphic design and publishing as well as lawyers and accountants. The 
current local plan expresses no objectives or policies to support these businesses, nor its growing status as a cultural 
centre in the region (cf Chichester and Petworth). Indeed, paragraph 3.2 should include a specific reference to Arundel 
as a distinct place in the district in the rural hinterland, with different needs from the two 'Coastal Town' . (D) The 
Local Plan should also recognise the fact that people are less willing to travel for goods, services and leisure than in 
the past due to the rising costs of all forms of transport. So as much as is feasible, the Local Plan should set out 
objectives & policies for as much locally, with minimal need to travel. This is mentioned in 3.8 but with no 
development elsewhere in the Plan. (E) Leisure pursuits and experiences are increasingly being searched out by 
couples, families and groups for weekend breaks. Arundel is ideally situated to fulfil these needs being close to both 
the South Downs and the Channel, connected by the river Arun. Yet there are no policies or objectives in relation to 
this in the Local Plan. (F) The new Museum and Heritage Centre will also act as a new attraction in the town for 
visitors, as well as being a useful resource for residents. From early 2013 it will occupy a high profile site, in a new 
bespoke building, next to the main Castle entrance & car park. They plan to have a fresh approach to local history 
compared to other town museums. There are plans for workshops, historic tours, art exhibitions and projects linking 
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to the school curriculum. (G) We fully support the general Strategic Objectives stated at the end of section 3. Section 3 
– Vision & Objectives – Suggested new wording: 3.14 – Arundel is a 'popular tourist destination'  with a 'distinctive 
shopping area'  and a 'busy historic market town'  [The Arundel Design Statement]. More recently it has become a 
natural gateway to the South Downs National Park, with two major attractions and a cultural centre with many events 
and leisure activities for residents, visitors and tourists throughout the year. The vision for Arundel will be to balance 
these to create a vital, vibrant and viable town for the 21st Century, retaining its rich heritage to create an attractive 
and safe place to live, work and visit for all ages and groups. 3.15 This will include: A revitalised and more competitive 
town centre, with upgraded streetscape, with some 'shared spaces'  for pedestrians and cars. A diversified town 
centre providing for shopping & leisure needs of residents, thereby reducing the need to travel Support for cultural 
activities including investment in infrastructure e.g. the Victoria Institute Improved community leisure facilities 
particularly at the Lido allowing all year round use. Improved transport improvements to ease access and connectivity 
both by road and rail. Preservation of the many historic landmarks and streetscape. Recognition and support for the 
town's increasing role as a centre for creative businesses New Housing that meets local (and not only affordable) 
demand to support local jobs, commercial and community services. 

1525 Vision & 
Objectives 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 2. Paragraph 3.4 '” should envisage new housing that meets local (not only affordable) demand will have 
played a role in enabling the District's centres like Arundel to be resilient in supporting local jobs and commercial and 
community services 

1526 Vision & 
Objectives 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 3. Paragraph 3.14 too narrow a vision of Arundel etc 

1573 Vision & 
Objectives 

Vision and objectives We support the need to have a framework for change, but not necessarily the extent of that 
change or the drivers that are forcing it. Whilst we agree with many of the strategic objectives listed on page 18 of the 
consultation document, we believe that before we begin to build new homes the Council should be ensuring that all 
available existing housing stock and in-fill opportunities are fully utilised before any new build starts, particularly in 
the Littlehampton area. We believe that if you want to promote strong, well integrated and cohesive communities in 
one area it should not be at the risk of failure of another. In this case, the new strategic site highlighted north of 
Litttlehampton is far larger than it need be, and should be reduced and if possible zoned into the future based upon 
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particular targets or milestones of growth and need being met. 

1564 Vision & 
Objectives 

Within the Vision and Objectives, Section 3.16 of the draft plan, the Neighbourhood Plan Group is concerned about 
the somewhat contradictory statements regarding the villages. Yapton is not a local centre, it is a village and should be 
described in the same way as the other villages. 

1667 Vision & 
Objectives 

3. The plan contains many mixed messages as follows:- b. The Vision and Objectives chapter states " New 
Development PROTECTING and ENHANCING the character of Aruns environment IMPROVE QUALITY OF LIFE". How 
can this be a realistic vision if there are 2,000 + homes, 3,000 + cars and say 8,000 + people added to the existing 
environmental traffic of our villages? 

1610 Vision & 
Objectives 

2.0 SECTION 3 – VISION & OBJECTIVES 2.1 The Vision and Objectives of a Local Plan are a crucial element of the whole 
document. All of the policies and supporting text flow from these strategic objectives and they are effectively a 
starting point which ultimately informs the whole Local Plan. 'Our Kind of Place – Sustainable community strategy for 
Arun 2008 – 2026', which was produced by the Arun Local Strategic Partnership, sets out a number of key objectives 
that the Council wishes to achieve during that period. 2.2 There are regular references throughout that document 
about how those objectives wil l be achieved, including how the Local Development Framework (as it was titled then) 
will contribute to achieving these corporate aims. 2.3 The Vision and Objectives of the Local Plan are therefore key. If 
they are flawed then the overall strategy and policies that follow are also likely to be flawed. This could, in turn, result 
in the Vision and Objectives not being successfully delivered. Ultimately, the Local Plan could be deemed unsound 
when it is scrutinised at an Examination in Public. Further, the corporate vision of Arun District Council, as contained 
within 'Our Kind of Place', may also not be delivered. A great deal of care therefore needs to be shown to the Vision 
and Objectives contained within the Local Plan. 2.4 The Vision set out in paragraph 3.1 states that: 'By 2028, the 
district will be a safer, more inclusive, vibrant and attractive place to live, work and visit. Arun's residents will be 
better educated, with reduced inequalities between the most and least affluent.' 2.5 This is a positive Vision that 
aligns itself with sustainable development, the 'golden thread' that runs through the National Planning Policy 
Framework. However, the text within the Local Plan, and more importantly the policies themselves, also need to be 
positively drafted and applied in order to meet the objectives of the NPPF, which is a 'presumption in favour of 
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sustainable development'. 2.6 In that regard, whilst the Vision in paragraph 3.1, and indeed many of the comments 
under the 'place shaping' section, are supported, the ensuing policies and supporting text need to be equally positive 
to deliver the Draft Local Plan Vision, the objectives of 'Our Kind of Place' and the objectives of the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 2.7 Paragraph 3.15 states that: 'Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and Angmering will develop their 
roles as well-connected large villages serving inland Arun; providing an enhanced range of shops, employment, 
housing, community facilities and local services, supported by improved transport links.' 2.8 West End Property 
Development LLP supports the Angmering aspect of this policy given its strong sustainability credentials of providing a 
range of shops and local services, primary and secondary schools, employment opportunities (including a propo sed 
allocation of 8.95ha 'West of A280' as demonstrated in Policy SP3) community facilities and bus and train links. 2.9 
Given the above, Angmering is a highly sustainable settlement and consequently is an appropriate location for 
additional development to meet Arun District Council's needs over the Plan period, and this is also addressed later in 
these representations. 2.10 Further, Angmering does not warrant some of the relatively low scores it has been 
awarded in Arun's Settlement Sustainability Study undertaken in July 2007. For example, the Transport Accessibility 
score for Angmering is 0.69 and its category is 'Poor'. However, Angmering is served by a train station which lies to the 
south of the A259 therefore it has excellent rail links along the South Coast and into London. 2.11 The reason for this 
relatively poor score is as a result of the train station being located within the adjacent parish of East Preston (to the 
south of Angmering) rather than lying in Angmering itself, and it is acknowledged that matters such as this are 
identified by the Council as limitations in the Conclusions of the Settlement Sustainability Study. 2.12 However, it 
must be noted here that, in relation to West End Nursery which lies in the south of Angmering Parish, Angmering train 
station is less than 1.5km away, and indeed is closer to the train station than many properties that lie within the 
parish of East Preston. Therefore its sustainability credentials, particularly in terms of transport as highlighted above, 
are higher than the Settlement Sustainability Study suggests. 2.13 As previously identified the Council has 
acknowledged the limitations in the Study, and it has been clear in stating that the Study is a guide only to help inform 
the location of future development. 2.14 Notwithstanding, Angmering is a highly sustainable settlement in the east of 
the District and is a wholly appropriate location to concentrate development to meet Angmering's future needs and to 
help achieve the Council's Local Plan and Corporate Aims and Objectives. Therefore, not directing substantial 
development towards Angmering in the Local Plan would be a flawed strategy as it would seriously undermine the 
ability of Arun District Council to meet its future needs over the Plan period and result in an Inspector finding the Plan 
unsound at Examination. 2.15 Consequently, West End Property Development LLP supports the positive Vision and 



Page | 185  
 

Objectives as set out in Section 3 of the Arun District Local Plan. WEDP also supports the Angmering aspect of 
paragraph 3.15 contained within that section. However, as noted above, the policies themselves need to reflect this 
positivity to enable the Local Plan and Corporate Vision and Objectives to be achieved. If the policies are not flexible 
or positive enough they will not be able to deliver the Vision and Objectives, and therefore the Plan will be unsound. 
2.16 WEDP's concerns in relation to specific policies are addressed later in these representations. 

1598 Vision & 
Objectives 

Paragraph 3.15 2.1. We support the objectives of the Local Plan that Barnham, together with Eastergate, Westergate 
and Angmering will develop their roles as well connected large villages, serving inland Arun. 

1293 Vision & 
Objectives 

B Vision & Objectives & Spatial Portrait 3.2 The section dealing with the villages within Arun District at paragraph 3.15 
of the Draft Local Plan could be clarified to refer to the Council's sustainability performance first highlighted in the 
Sustainability Study in 2007. The strategic objectives for the area in paragraph 4.9 of the Plan need to refer to the 
proposed sustainable urban extensions shown on the key diagram. We believe the broad location for development 
needs to be widened to fully extend to Aldingbourne and Westergate in the north and an amended area shown on the 
key diagram. Alternatively, if the urban extension is considered to comprise a key site, which is critical to the delivery 
of the housing strategy, then it should be identified on a plan with defined boundaries to ensure it is deliverable in 
practical terms. 

1327 Vision & 
Objectives 

Section 3 – Vision and Objectives 1. The Vision and Objectives section of the DLP fails to make reference to the 
importance of Rustington. Rustington was designated as a District Centre in the Council's retail hierarchy previously. 
The centre is well established and is an increasingly popular shopping destination offering an attractive environment 
with a mixture of multiple and independent retailers. Rustington contains over 80 shops anchored by Iceland, Co-
operative and Tesco Express convenience stores. The vacancy rates are particularly low both in terms of number of 
units and floorspace. The success of Rustington is at least partly a product of intensive management and private 
investment from our client, Store Property. Rustington, although smaller than Bognor Regis and Littlehampton still 
forms an important role in the retail hierarchy. Rustington's function should be preserved, and if possible enhanced 
through the Local Plan, in the same way as Bognor Regis and Littlehampton. 2. Store Property supports the Strategic 
Objectives contained within the DLP at pages 18 and 19. 
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1679 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.15 and 3.17 Nowhere in this document is it shown that in Angmering there is any need of development either in the 
provision of more houses, or of the need to establish new industrial units. Only the false provision of one would 
necessitate the other.Angmering's identity as a complete and thriving community has always depended upon its 
success in preserving the green barriers which prevents coalescence with other over- developed areas. These spaces 
have been actively defended over a number of years by the Parish Council and other bodies. No benefit has been 
demonstrated which wouldjustify changing this, on the contrary, Angmering would suffer 'THE SPACE ROUND 
ANGMERING IS THAT WHICH GIVES IT ITS CHARACTER AND SHOULD NOT BE REGARDED AS AN EASY OPPORTUNITY 
FOR EXPANSION THE CONCEPT THAT THERE IS SPACE, THEREFORE ROOM FOR EXPANSION IS TOO SIMPLE AS WELL AS 
AN UNPROFESSIONAL APPROACH TO PLANNING. EXPANSION OF A SETTLEMENT DEMANDS CAREFUL AND FULL 
CONSIDERATION OF THE IMPACT ON THE EXISTING SETTLEMENT. UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES THE PROPOSED 
EXPANSION WOULD BE DETRIMENTAL AND IN FACT CONTRARY TO THE PRINCIPLES EXPRESSED IN THIS STATEMENT 
OF STRATEGY'  (Angmering Society -Options for Growth -2009). STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE - To strengthen Arun's 
economic base and provide local job opportunities by increasing, diversifying and improving the quality of 
employment within the district through the provision of appropriate employment sites, better infrastructure including 
road access, quality affordable accommodation and the development of business support and partnerships; What 
constitutes 'appropriate employment sites' ? STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE - To promote strong, well-integrated and 
cohesive communities, through the promotion of healthy lifestyles, provision of good quality accessible community 
facilities and a safe environment, which delivers an enhanced quality of life to all. This includes meeting the needs of a 
growing elderly population. Angmering is already a 'well-integrated and cohesive community' . Further expansion, 
particularly of those sites between Roundstone Lane and the Angmering by-pass(A280) would fragment the 
community. 

1672 Vision & 
Objectives 

Paragraph No. 3.16 Yapton is a village - "local centre" does not accurately describe its character. 

1588 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.11: The vision for Bognor Regis contained in this paragraph is laudable, but there is little that is particularly 
distinctive. Whilst obtaining consensus on a more ambitious vision (or example something with the impact of the 
Turner Contemporary Gallery in Margate, although recognising that Bognor Regis would have to have something 
different) may be challenging, there may be long term benefits in terms ofvisitor numbers and inward investment. 
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1693 Vision & 
Objectives 

Page 19. You need to add another bullet point 'to work with other Local Authorities in the context of Coastal West 
Sussex Partnerships as a sub-region of the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership. 

1722 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.9 The special qualities of the District's natural, built and historic environment which make up Arun's towns, villages, 
coast and countryside will have been protected and enhanced, whilst at the same time seeking to address the social 
and economic issues faced by people living in rural areas. SAV can find no evidence of an environmental impact study 
having been conducted for AngmerÃ¬ng proposed developments. For example, the site of the proposed Strategic 
Employment site, Site 7, is incorrectly marked on the Plan as south of Water Lane. It is disappointing that the only 
evidence of an environmental impact assessment was in the 'Arun District Council - Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment - Final Report - December 2OO9' which rejected development on Site 96: North of the Spotted Cow, (the 
site that is incorrectly identified as Site 7 in the Plan), even before confirmation of the designation of the South Down 
National Park boundaries in April 2010, because: 'The landscape appraisal for this report suggests that the impact on 
the landscape is insurmountable and therefore the site is unsuitable for future development'  It is SAV's view that the 
actual proposed Employment Site (Site 7), that was assessed by 'Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners Employment and 
Economic Land Assessment, December 2010 Final Report' , which is North of Water Lane, not South, will require the 
same landscape appraisal as it shares its eastern boundary with the National Park and is in the foreground of views 
towards the Downs from the vicinity of the adjacent footbridge over the bypass which leads into the National Park. 
3.15 & 4.1. Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and Angmering will develop their roles as well-connected large villages 
serving inland Arun; providing an enhanced range of shops, employment, housing, community facilities and local 
services, supported by improved transport links. The Plan is silent on how shops, community facilities and local 
services will be 'enhanced'  and the only identified improved transport link, the A259, is pushed back into the 
medium to long term, with no funding identified. The only policy area seriously considered in the plan is a major 
increase in housing: and the plan suggests that this could be implemented without any other policy area e.g. 
infrastructure, although these need to be in place before further housing is practical Angmering already has more 
housing and a significantly larger population than the town of Arundel. The 2001 Census show the population figures 
as: . Angmering '” 5,300 . Arundel '” 3,400 * Note: Bramley Green was still being built in 2001 so will not be included in 
the Census population figures Any further large scale development on Greenfield sites outside the existing Built Up 
Area Boundary will result in Angmering losing its village character, and fail to meet the Plan's objective (Section 3.9) 
that: 'The special qualities of the District's natural, built and historic environment which make up Arun's towns, 
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villages, coast and countryside will have been protected and enhanced'  As section 131.14 of the Plan clearly states: 
'The development of land that has not previously been developed (greenfield) should only be considered where 
brownfield land cannot be developed'  

1806 Vision & 
Objectives 

Vision and Objectives The Visions and Objectives for the district in section 3 are laudable but they actually state very 
little and at their core they are purely aspirational. They appear to be aims that all District Councils should aspire to 
(and probably do). By 2028 I aspire to be long retired and looking forward to playing in my back garden with my great 
grandchildren or even taking them for a walk around the village I intend to still be living in as I have already done for 
over 20 years. However, by then, if the proposals in this plan go ahead, a main road will have been driven through the 
heart of the village and the farm land concreted over whilst Bognor Regis will still be a seaside town too far away from 
main transport links to be economically attractive to investors and large employers. The District cannot change 
geography and Bognor Regis has grown where it is as a result of the Victorian boom for seaside resorts. It has no 
natural reason for being where it is; no harbour or river inlet (as at Littlehampton), no historical road route and was 
only joined to the railway network less than 150 years ago before which time the station at Woodgate served Bognor 
Regis. There is no evidence that the strategic objective in section 3 of the plan to promote sustainable forms of 
transport will be met by building a new bypass nor will it enhance the quality of life in the villages indeed it will 
achieve the exact opposite. 

1782 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.2 to 3.9 I cannot find any evidence to support these aspirations, for example: ·that the potential sum raised by 
building a development of 2000+ houses will fund the infrastructure required to support the development, e.g. 
surgeries, schools, drainage etc nor cover the cost of re-routing the A29. I have heard two independent estimates in 
the region of £90million to fund the road and the infrastructure to support the housing. ·how the potential impacts of 
climate change will be taken into account – the area including that earmarked for the significant development is prone 
to flooding; climate change is likely to increase the chances of this occurrence whilst removing green fields will also 
have an adverse effect on the drainage capabilities of the area. ·that the economy of the district will be improved as a 
result of adoption of this Draft Local Plan. ·that the need to travel will be reduced. The building of large housing 
developments in the areas indicated will cause extra travel as the residents will need to travel by car to get to work, 
whether it be in Bognor Regis as this plan aspires or to places out of the district as is more likely. Similarly the 
development is not close to those other facilities listed in 3.8 so again car travel is likely to increase. ·the historic 
environment of Eastergate would definitely be ruined by the rerouting of the A29 and the housing development 
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shown in the Draft Local Plan, as would the natural environment. The country needs to retain its agricultural land not 
build on it; it is immoral to consider building on agricultural land thus reducing the country's ability to grow food 
crops. There would be significant noise pollution, light pollution and air pollution in the village. Indeed the housing 
density is such that it could hardly be called a village. A conservative estimate would mean the population of 
Eastergate would double at the very least. There would no longer be a strategic gap between Barnham, Eastergate 
and Westergate thus changing the nature of these three villages as well as destroying rather than enhancing the 
countryside. 3.15 Life in Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate will no longer be village life. If the plan is adopted the 
settlements would be more like a northern conurbation of Bognor Regis. In January 2012 David Cameron stated that 
the relaxation of planning controls did not mean 'plonking housing estates next to villages' . That is the antithesis of 
the proposals within the Draft Local Plan. In summary, I can find no evidence base anywhere within the Draft Local 
Plan and its supporting material to suggest that any of the Strategic Objectives in Chapter 3 would be met. Aspirations 
are laudable but realism and evidence is necessary. 

2206 Vision & 
Objectives 

New housing should have good access to jobs which implies that jobs should be available before new houses are 
occupied. I agree that our outstanding coastline and environment must be protected. 

1963 Vision & 
Objectives 

Woodgate crossing closure, NOT feasible. This would cause loss of 2 existing shops and pub and divert traffic onto 
B&C roads. There would be direct link with Bognor or the South Coast. Long diversion would result in lengthy queues 
and chaos on other routes. A bridge over the crossing!!! TOTALLY UNREALISTIC.! ADC need to RE- THINK ENTIRE PLAN. 
The views of WSCC and the highways agency should also be made known. Past policy was always maintained that any 
developed was entirely dependant on the up-grading of the A27 until this gets gov go-ahead, it is fruitless to speculate 
on the present situation. CONCLUSION Total opposition until the above gets the green light 

2086 Vision & 
Objectives 

Community Facilities Again referring to Point 3.15 & 4.1 "providing an enhanced range of shops, employment, 
housing, community facilities and local services, supported by improved transport links ..." There appears to be 
nothing specific in the plan to address the issue of community facilities, let alone any mention of funding. 590 houses 
will mean a substantial increase in the number of children in the village so where are they going to go to keep them 
off the streets? Provision for funding or dedicated spaces to incorporate more parks with children's play areas, woods, 
improved sports facilites, youth clubs, gym facilities or enlarged community halls etc, has not been made. Maybe 
some sort of Leisure Complex, like Felpham, would be the answer and could include all of the above and could include 
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a swimming pool or soft play area (like the Flying Fortress). Maybe the VHB site would be a good place to put 
something like this and could link to the Rugby Club. Neighbouring villages, like East Preston, Ferring and Rustington 
would benefit from these sorts of facilities and keep things local. There has been no mention of allotments in the plan. 
Allowance for these should be made to encourage people to grow their own produce, to keep things green. All these 
things would improve Angmering and provide Employment regardless of whether more houses are built or not! 

2307 Vision & 
Objectives 

Vision Bourne Leisure supports the Vision as stated at paragraph 3.1 that: 'By 2028, the district will be a safer, more 
inclusive, vibrant and attractive place to live, work and visit.'  The Company then notes the reference in paragraph 
3.10 to the Bognor Regis Masterplan and endorses the role that is set out as follows: 'The Vision for Bognor Regis is to 
provide a new role for the town in the 21 st Century. This role will build upon its assets and create a series of new 
attractions for residents and visitors alike '¦'  Bourne Leisure considers that both statements are entirely appropriate 
in view of the recognised importance and value of tourism to the District, as noted at paragraph 4.50 of the 'Spatial 
Portrait' which recognises: 'Arun is a well established tourist destination and its visitor economy is a major asset to the 
district...'  

2309 Vision & 
Objectives 

Strategic Objectives Bourne Leisure also supports the Council's strategic objective to build on and enhance the 
District's tourism and leisure profile, as stated in para. 10.3 with reference to towns and villages: 'To create vibrant, 
attractive, safe and accessible towns and villages that build upon their unique characters to provide a wide range of 
uses and which are a focus for quality shopping, entertainment, leisure, tourism and cultural activities' . 

2299 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.2    Local Business This would suffer and not improve as if the Woodgate Crossing is closed as part of the plan, 
money ? and local businesses would be involved and ? will no way to gain access for suppliers ( except by helicopter! ) 
Local residents would be commuting and buy from elsewhere on their journeys home and these local businesses 
would ? away creating more unemployment. 

2118 Vision & 
Objectives 

Comments on Arun Draft Local Plan (2013-28) Consultation Document for Ferring Parish Council. Chapter 3- Vision 
and Objectives The assumption that development of the countryside is inevitable seems to date from the previous 
plan. It also fails to explain how this vision will be implemented and objectives such as reducing inequalities of income, 
whilst worthy, are not with Arun's control. The objectives may be inspirational but must first and foremost be 
achievable. There is no objective to make increasing employment opportunities a priority and to increase employment 
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faster than population , a serious omission. Other things are not clearly joined up, for example 3.17 cites the need to 
reduce travel but is not clearly link to the need to reduce commuting by increasing local employment prospects. 
Objectives 3.3, 3.4 and 3.1r make the assumption that development will inevitably occur in the countryside without 
and justification or rationale for the assumption. If the correct housing figures are used this assumption will become 
even more unsupportable. 3.2 Should be a specific reference to the coastal villages like Ferring as distinct places to 
the neighbouring towns with different challenges to improve their sustainability. 3.4 Should envisage new housing 
that meets local (not only affordable) demand will have played a role in enabling the coastal villages like Ferring to be 
resilient in supporting local jobs and commercial and community services. Coastal Towns As 3.2 above. 

2134 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.2 Is closing the Woodgate crossing a solution?...NO. Changing it would be. The most economic, an integrated system 
of seniors to eliminate prolonged closure between close running trains. ' Cut and Cover'  would have less 
environmental impact in the long term. Sustainable pumping systems are used throughout ? tunnelling operations 
world wide. Moving site and elevating that ? ? a bridge funded through conceived speculative housing would have 
catastrophic impacts on the environment and the integrity of the area. Bognor Regis is and was and always be by the 
sea, a recreational town. Not a port and not suitably located in an area capable geographically for reliable economic 
growth upon the scale expected to fulfil housing and employment development proposals, 

2138 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.2 With your proposals to close Woodgate crossing is that really feasible with your proposed by pass? You would 
need all the road ways possible to move the traffic. What about the people in Westergate and Woodgate now, who 
work and shop in Bognor Regis? Because your proposals are very vague in substance. It would make more sense to 
keep it open. Again have you really considered how this will affect the local businesses and the people who work for 
them? We all know that in the future things are going to change but that's get it done properly and deal with the that 
need to be dealt with first and not in a mesh mash and gridlock way. NO - TO OPTION TWO 

2147 Vision & 
Objectives 

Admirable dream (and where Littlehampton is concerned, probably a realistic dream) 3.10 What at present are 
Bognors 'assets'? The regeneration of Bognor Regis has been talked about for decades. However nothing is ever 
actually ever done to rectify the steady decline of a once thriving traditional seaside resort into a shabby violent ghost 
town Butlins rules the roost with glamorous hotel and endless entertainment on tap within the safe confines of a high 
fence patrolled bt security guards Years ago as a teenager I spent whole summer holidays as part of a group of friends 
shopping, eating, sunning ourselves and clubbing in Bognor. Now the local teenagers in this area would not dream of 
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spending Saturday afternoons shopping in Bognor. The streets of Chichester throng with them. They treat Bognor 
with disdain and I'm sorry to say rightly so. I think it will take a miracle to reposition Bognor as a first class coastal 
destination certainly it will take more than the Bognor Regis master plan. I can categorically say it will take more than 
the A29 Woodgate bypass!!!!   

2159 Vision & 
Objectives 

This plan by Arun District Council, to build over 2,200 houses in Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham 
area, appears perfidiously conceived, inadequately researched, (The Arun District Key diagram is inadequate and in 
places, wrong ) and does not correspond to the housing needs of the areas. In this area, no significant employment 
opportunities are being created, no new infrastructure provided to meet such housing, and nothing to address 
increased need for transport links or to reduce commuting traffic density. The plan appears, principally designed to 
fund a new bridge road over the railway. 3.3.2 Closure of Woodgate would severely damage local businesses. THIS 
PLAN IS ILL –CONCEIVED, POORLY THOUGHT THROUGH AND MUST NOT PROCEED. 

2303 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.11 The list is unrealistic and tries to imply that Bognor Regis will be transformed by the introduction of these 
facilities. This is based on fantasy rather than facts and evidence. 3.18   Strategic objectives The stated objective is to 
reduce the need to travel and promote sustainable forms of transport in the area is poor or, at best, fair. Children 
learn at an early age that it is unreliable ( e.g school buses not running to time etc ) and so at the first opportunity, 
seek to use cars etc. Parking at railway stations, especially Barnham, is expensive and often not available resulting in 
passengers either driving all the way to their destination or parking in nearby streets thus causing congestion and 
inconvenience to residents. 

2419 Vision & 
Objectives 

the separate sheet, regarding the draft plan and chapter 13, housing delivery, we support the vision and objectives for 
the district as set out in chapter 3 of the Draft Plan. 

2448 Vision & 
Objectives 

3.15 SP18 / DM21 / SP26 The Draft Local Plan is conspicuously silent as to the manner in which local shops, services 
and facilities will be enhanced unless the provisions of Policy SP26 and Policy DM21, with particular reference to ' 
access to alternatives modes of transport including public transport routes '¦ must be available and accessible to all 
members of the community'. and sub-section ii.thereof, are to apply in its stead. 
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2643 Vision & 
Objectives 

These proposals put our local businesses in danger, partly owing to the closure of the Woodgate Level Crossing; which 
is actually contradicting Arun's priority to create jobs! 

2719 Vision & 
Objectives 

I see no reason to close Woodgate crossing as this would cause motorists to make huge detours, and will cause even 
more traffic congestion on other major routes around the area. I also object to all 4 (A, B, C, & D) road proposals. 

2800 Vision & 
Objectives 

The proposals threaten local businesses – Westergate. 

144 Spatial Portrait Paragraph 4.41 - 'over-dependence on low-paid sectors such as agriculture....': While it is true that seasonal harvest 
work is not highly paid (although minimum rates are regulated by the National Minimum Wage and the Agricultural 
Wages Order, and actual rates can be higher owing to supply and demand), modern commercial hortilculture is 
increasingly reliant on computerised systems and other technology that creates more highly paid jobs. The industry 
offers opportunities for all workers to aspire to permanent supervisory and management roles. The horticulture 
industry in the West Sussex plain as a whole produces an annual crop value of £500million (West Sussex Growers 
Association figures) and market demand is growing. Food production is of both economic and strategic 
importance. There is at present a national trade deficit of £6.5billion in fresh fruit and vegetables and the UK imports 
some 64% of its requirements (Defra Statistics).The Government estimates that food production globally must 
increase by about 70% by 2050 to meet a projected population growth from 6billion to 9billion by that date. West 
Sussex is an acknowledged prime area for horticultural production owing to its climate, soils and light 
levels. Commercial horticulture should be given every opportunity to develop to its full potential in the county 
to reduce the national trade gap in fresh produce, to contribute to the local economy and to increase food 
production.     

85 Spatial Portrait 4.59 New development needs to be planned to minimise impacts on the countryside and environment and, where 
possible, make best use of available brown field land and buildings. At the same time it is important to preserve the 
individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-development or the merging of 
settlements. This does not seem to be in line with your housing proposals! 
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106 Spatial Portrait Surely with reference to 4.53 "....... New development needs to be planned to minimise impacts on the countryside 
and environment and, where possible, make best use of available brown field land and buildings. At the same time it 
is important to preserve the individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-development 
or the merging of settlements."; development of the greenfield space in the Barnham, Eastergate Aldingbourne area 
would totally contradict this requirement. Surely development of the brownfield site at Ford airfield would be a much 
better option. 

140 Spatial Portrait 4.9 states the undesignated space between Barnham, Eastergate & Westergate makes it a particularly sustainable 
location for additional growth? Some of this land is high grade agricultural land which, bearing in mind failed grain 
crops this year in certain parts of the world, makes no sense in building over it when it may be required to feed our 
citizens. Where are all the employment opportunities in Bognor that requires the A29 bypass to access? Sainsbury is 
the only new employer (requiring significant numbers)  I am aware of in the Bognor area and the unemployment rate 
is such that I'm sure they will have no problems recruiting people who already live locally. 

160 Spatial Portrait   The Local Plan acknowledges that the District needs to provide a significant numbers of housing. However the plan 
itself is not based on an up to date SHMA and the document itself is not presented in a positive manner seeking to 
reduce the level of housing from the previous RSS numbers.       Housing numbers need to be increased significantly 
and the spatial strategy needs to incorporate a degree of flexibility which will allow for the delivery of the 
infrastructure and development required to create a sustainable community in the district.   

377 Spatial Portrait 3. Chapter 4, Spatial Portrait, para 4.1 The South Downs National Park is not one of the 'seven Districts within West 
Sussex.'  Rather, Arun District is bordered by Horsham District to the north. The paragraph needs to be re-written to 
clarify the position. 4. Chapter 4, Spatial Portrait, para 4.14 The statement about the speed of flow about the River 
Arun does not apply to the whole river. The very fast flow is concentrated at the restricted mouth of the river at 
Littlehampton. This should be made clear. Also, the statement that 'Arun also suffers from potential ground water 
flooding due to its coastal location'  is a non-sequitor' . Ground water flooding can occur anywhere. The 2 nd phrase 
should be deleted. 
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258 Spatial Portrait Bognor Regis and surrounding area The Arun DC proposal maps do not show the Site 6 developments at Bersted and 
Felpham, and so paints a less destructive picture of the environmental damage around the greater Bognor area that is 
happening. 

233 Spatial Portrait Re 4.9 Where is the objective evidence to support the "district wide priority to improve the A29. Access to Bognor 
should be via Chichester and Angmering . The A29 should NOT be upgraded rather downgradded. The villages of 
Barnham Eastergate etc. which "share many facilities" will be CUT IN TWO by the proposed new road 

515 Spatial Portrait 4.53 Yet another paragraph which seeks to reassure and yet is contradicted later in the document with the proposed 
area for housing development of over 2000 dwellings on greenfield, agricultural land. The individual character of 
Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Barnham would not be preserved. It would become an area of over-development and 
the villages would effectively merge then be cut in half by a re-routed A29. I believe this paragraph should not have 
been included in the document. It is misleading and falsely reassuring. 

248 Spatial Portrait 4.20 tells us of severe congestion at peak times on the A27 . 4.39 tells us of new housing which will put greater 
demands on Aruns infrastructure . 4.48 tells us some improvements are likely to be required. I agree on promoting 
public transport, walking and cycling. But surely the houses must NOT be built without improvement to the A27 at 
ARUNDEL. 

282 Spatial Portrait Two areas are of concern to me, one is the provision of extra schools and doctor's surgerys to cope with the demand 
that will come from an additional 2000 homes in this area. The area is already oversuscribed with regards to schooling 
and waiting times at the surgeries are dreadful. This will only become exacerbated. Secondly, the area is very 
susceptible to flooding as the drainage system is already at breaking point and will not be able to cope with the 
demand of extra housing.      

296 Spatial Portrait Re Section: Issues, problems and challenges; para 4.38 "This will require providing more affordable housing, more 
family housing, facilities for children and young people, and a wider range of employment opportunities for people of 
working age" REPLACE working age with "all ages {working age and those working on into their retirement}" REASON 
There is emerging evidence that an increasing number of retirement age people are choosing to remain economically 
active, for a variety of reasons. It is therfore inaccurate to state that employment opportunities should be restricted to 
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those of working age only.    

292 Spatial Portrait 4.40 I can find nothing in the draft plan which suggests that there will be an expansion of local facilities. There appears 
to be provision for a road and for housing, but no funding of any of the other infrastructure that would be needed to 
support this significant influx of residents. 

941 Spatial Portrait Again, the description in para.4.1 is confusing.  Arun district includes part of the South Downs National Park rather 
than the district boundary being the national park boundary which is implied in para.4.1.  In most of the paragraphs in 
this section there is confusion as to the area that is being discussed between the LPA area and the district.  It needs to 
be consistent.  If the information being provided is at the district level it needs to be made explicit that this is different 
from the plan area. 

343 Spatial Portrait Paragrpah 4.9 is highly misleading. The boundaries betwen the villages have been squeezed to the limit and are 
fundamental to preserving the local environment (the overriding wish of the local population). The surrounding area is 
countryside not 'vast undesignated space'. There is no district wide priority to improve the A29. It is not identified for 
improvement by West Sussex Highways. The vast majority of employees working in Bognor Regis live in Bognor and 
will benefit from the Bognor Regis relief road. There are absolutely no evidence based reasons why" this area is a 
particularly sustainable location for criteria based additional growth".  In fact all the evidence from current services 
and facilities and particularly drainage problems is that this is a highly unsuitable location for additional growth.  The 
strategic gaps between Eastergate, Westergate, Aldinbourne and Barnham are equally important to those between 
Walberton and Yapton. The point in para 4.52 about the preservation of the pleasant evnvironment is one very good 
reason why the inhabitants of the 5 villages find the proposal in this plan to turn the area into a dormitory town for 
Bognor and destroy the heritage of a thousand years utterly unacceptable especially when it is completely 
unecessary.  Housing on a  sensible scale can be achieved by using brownfield sites and infilling while preserving the 
environment but this common sense approach appears to have been ignored.  
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759 Spatial Portrait 4.9 Surely the district wide priority is to improve the A27 first. Adding a further 4000 cars to the area will only increase 
congestion in the area and put more pressure on the existing roads. 4.11 Indeed, most of the coastal plain is top 
quality agricultural land. The site of the proposed development is grade one agricultural land of which there is only a 
small amount in this area. Why would you build 2250 houses on this precious, diminishing resource? The tenant 
farmer certainly doesn't want to see his viable farm disappear under concrete, but it will ultimately be down to the 
Church Commisioners based in London to decide whether to sell the land. I wonder if local parishioners are aware of 
this. 4.35 This paragraph is only partly correct following the severe flooding experienced in June 2012. Care must 
indeed be taken to ensure that development is not inappropriately located and does not exacerbate flood risk. 
Perhaps ADC should learn from the Bersted development. Much of what local residents feared would happen, did 
happen. The new housing didn't flood but it's position, size and lack of suitable drainage caused surface water to flood 
surrounding existing houses, never previously flooded. Large scale housing on flood plains where housing already 
exists, without sustainable drainage, should not be permitted. The council must have a duty of care to existing 
residents. The 'Statement of Principles' for flood insurance agreed by the government following flooding several years 
ago comes to an end on 1st July 2013. This government has yet to agree a deal with the ABI as regards to who foots 
the bill when homes are flooded, particularly in areas at high risk of flooding. The government has been told that the 
flood defences are an issue and that plans have to be in place and implemented if insurers are to continue to insure 
such properties. I would like to know what the ABI stance would be on flooding caused by inadequate drainage, waste 
and surface water disposal, as a result of development on already over populated flood plains. Would the duty of care 
lie with the council, which allowed the developments in full knowledge of the risks and would the council be liable for 
compensation? If not, then could Southern Water, a private company be held responsible? Are Southern Water 
prepared or under any obligation to provide upgraded drainage systems, with all the financial cost implications that 
would have, to a company answerable to it's shareholders? 4.48 I cannot see that the proposed scheme will do 
anything but exacerbate the problems stated in this section. In fact, there appears to be no justification for a re-
routed A29 other than misguided thinking that it will somehow help the re-generation of Bognor. In any event, to 
provide this road without first addressing the chronic congestion issues on the A27 - Chichester, Arundel and 
Worthing, will just speed more traffic to bigger bottle-knecks. The price of the proposed roads in terms of cost, 
environment, quality of life and impact on local businesses, is unacceptably high. We do not want to live in an area 
ruined by concrete and tarmac.   
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353 Spatial Portrait 4.32 states that Arun experiences high levels of out-commuting partly because employment opportunities are limited 
within the district. Therefor by building any additional homes this will then add further traffic and congestion to our 
already busy roads as new residence will have to commute to work. They will be unabe to use barnham station as it is 
not viable to walk there as it is too far and the car park is already full every day so could not sustain any further 
commuters trying to use it. Additionally as there is existing high levels of unemployement, 2230 new houses will 
further increase unemployement as there is not enough employement locally to sustain these people and 
furthermore you will be making it more difficult for existing residence to gain employement as more people will be 
competing for less jobs. Surely the economic wellbeing of existing residence has to come first. 4.40 states 
'........important to ensure that new housing is easily accessible to employment, shops, schools, health centres, green 
space, and other community facilities''  New housing in the proposed area will not have these facilities esily 
accessble.  The local school is oversubscribed and cannot be extended.  The doctors surgery is full and it is very 
difficult to get an appointment already.  Barnham does'nt even have a doctors so have to use the one in Eastergate or 
Yapton which involves driving so more traffic, and this is not an area with employment oppotunities, in fact to the 
contary. 

468 Spatial Portrait Para 4.28 informs us of the low educational achievements in Arun and the large educational disparities existing.  The 
plan needs to include a section on education, even if it falls outside the specific remit, to ensure that the District is co-
ordinating fully with the providers of education at all levels to improve the abysmal standards and reduce inequality. 

469 Spatial Portrait  in 4.9 Six Villages. I disagree with the statement that this area is a particularly sustainable area for additional growth. 
If this remains in the final document, the location will suffer from very unfair 'planning blight'. The statement is in 
conflict with earlier paragraphs about protecting and enhancing the character of Arun's environment and improving 
the quality of life for Arun's residents. The Six Villages are being unfairly sniped at in contradiction with the Vision for 
the District and in particularly in contradiction with paragraph 4.53. 

470 Spatial Portrait 4.53 New development needs to be planned to minimise impacts on the countryside and environment and, where 
possible, make best use of available brown field land and buildings. At the same time it is important to preserve the 
individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-development or the merging of 
settlements.  This is in in contradiction to paragraph 4.9 
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489 Spatial Portrait 4.12 Arun's main settlements are separated by areas of undeveloped countryside which are important in helping to 
maintain their separate identity and character.  How will building 2000 new houses in the Barnham, Woodgate, 
Aldingbourne area maintain separateness and prevent coalescence???? Water quality problems are frequently most 
acute in the upper reaches of river catchments where there is less capacity for dilution and self purification. This is 
particularly evident during drought periods when treated sewage discharged can contribute to a significant proportion 
of river flow. Add an extra 2000 new houses and won't this become more of a problem?? 4.31 Lack of employment 
('worklessness') is a particular problem in parts of Bognor Regis and Littlehampton. Part of River ward, Littlehampton 
falls within the worst 10% areas in England in terms of employment deprivation, and other parts of Littlehampton and 
Bognor Regis fall within the worst 20%. If houses are being built for the sole purpose of people who are coming to the 
area to work, how then does this equate to having one of the worst areas in the UK for worklessness????   4.53 Arun 
will need to accommodate substantial new development over the next 15-20 years. New development needs to be 
planned to minimise impacts on the countryside and environment and, where possible, make best use of available 
brown field land and buildings. At the same time it is important to preserve the individual character and identity of 
Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-development or the merging of settlements. How will building 2000 new 
houses preserve the individual character and identity of our villages and be the best use of brownfield land when the 
proposed site is greenfield?  

864 Spatial Portrait 4. Spatial Portrait The Place We support paragraph 4.9 which refers to the three villages of Westergate, Eastergate 
and Barnham and describes their relative proximity and the range of shops and local facilities and services (including a 
railway station) provided between them, while noting their physical separation. The paragraph points to an 
opportunity for sustainable growth provided by the combination of the villages and their combined service 'offering', 
together with the very large area of land lying to the south of the villages and the "district-wide priority to improve 
the A29 for access to employment land at Bognor Regis.   

792 Spatial Portrait 4.9 The 6 Villages should not be joined up into one conurbation.  The Villages should remain distinct from one another 
and retain their individuality. 
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778 Spatial Portrait 4.9  The six villages provide an important area, but again should not be joined up into one conurbation and should 
retain their individuality, 

567 Spatial Portrait Paragraph 4.18 refers to 28 conservation areas, but paragraph 18.3.5 refers to 33 conservation areas within the 
district. Paragraph 4.19 implies that locally listed buildings to which reference is made in paragraph 4.18 are 
designated assets. In fact,locally listed buildings are non-designated heritage assets. English Heritage welcomes and 
supports paragraph 4.52. 

843 Spatial Portrait I am not sure all this information need be part of the 'local plan document', it should be data for reference in another 
document. It is interesting reading but makes the plan more long winded than it need be. 

634 Spatial Portrait 4.4.8 - reducing traffic is the aim but the proposal to have new housing developments in places such as Angmering 
which have small local shops, schools and medical centres at capacity and a library service due to reduce can actually 
only add to the existing traffic congestion. There are more facilities to the West and East such as Rustington and 
Littlehampton which would be more logical to add to the housing. Building on a centre with facilities makes sense in 
this context whilst building on a small village with no facilities and an already congested raod network does not. 

647 Spatial Portrait Very concerned about: water supplies - 2012 was under drought restrictions from approx April - where will extra 
water be sourced from without causing further damage to local watercourses and associated wildlife etc.? Flooding - 
the floods that occurred in June 2012 were far more extensive and damaging than many would have expected given 
the low/lack of flood warning posted by the Environment Agency. It appears that this was due to much of the flooding 
being groundwater run off from fields and untended rifes - huge housing developments on what is, essentially a flood 
plain, will surely exacerbate this situation? Public Transport  - in the villages bus timetabling is quite poor - with 
continued expectation of reduction in Council spending, what will be done to reverse and improve this issue? Building 
houses just to provide work, rather than building for a real need will not, in the long term, bring anything positive to 
the area. 
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501 Spatial Portrait Para 4.9 This whole paragraph has been written to justify the need to build 2000 new homes in the villages area. What 
does a 'particularly sustainable location for criteria based additional growth'  actually mean. What is the difference 
between 'vastness of undesignated space between them'  and open greenfield, agricultural sites. Where it is 
convenient to use greenfield, agricultural land, rich etc as in Ford you have, where it isn't convenient because you 
want to build 2000 extra homes you use undesignated space. This is misleading and underhanded and creates an 
uneven playing field.   Para 4.11 - How is it that Ford is not mentioned for development when previously it was 
earmarked for an Eco town? What has changed.   Para 4.47 - What is the evidence base that supports your assertion 
that there is potential for targeted improvements, such as provision of more rural affordable housing and initiatives to 
support and diversify rural industries'  and how does this relate to the need to build an additional 2000 houses in the 
villages.   Para 4.53 – 'Arun will need to accommodate substantial new development over the next 15-20 years. New 
development needs to be planned to minimise impacts on the countryside and environment and, where possible, 
make best use of available brown field land and buildings. At the same time it is important to preserve the individual 
character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-development or the merging of settlements.'    How 
will building an additional 2000 homes in the villages satisfy the above. What is the percentage of brownfield over 
Greenfield proposed for development. Also how will it preserve the individual character of the villages and 
importantly avoid over development or merging of settlements. 

505 Spatial Portrait The undesignated space between the villages of Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham is so, as up to now, it has been 
considered unsuitable for building on due it's flood tendencies.  Surely this has not changed and as our climate 
changes this is set to become more and more unsuitable.  I regularly walk the areas concerned and it is 'welly boot' 
territory. 

526 Spatial Portrait 4.46 Improving accessibility and facilities in rural areas The Draft Local Plan states that "... over 20% of the district's 
population live in the inland villages and rural areas." Have councillors considered that perhaps the reason that a 
proportion of Arun's population live there by choice, preferring to accept the 'lack of basic facilities' as an enviable 
alternative to living in a congested or run-down town centre. The villages in the Six Villages cluster do have 'shops, 
post offices, schools...' that at present serve their communities very well. To add an allocation of strategic housing to 
this unique area would undermine the village business and pave the way for the 'Tesco Expresses 'of this world to 
move in. 4.50 Providing a high quality & sustainable visitor economy   I agree with this broad statement to enhance 
Arun as a tourist destination, but feel that acceptance must be made of the limitations of both of the district's coastal 
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towns in terms of a retail shopping strategy. I visit both Bognor and Littlehampton with my family to take advantage 
of the coast and in particular the revitalised areas of Littlehampton riverside and promenade, and would welcome a 
strategy that afforded Bognor Regis the same type of investment in its tourist attractions. In essence, accept that the 
coastal towns have a role to play in Arun's future investment in tourism and develop a retail strategy to match; 
possibly aspiring to the quality of Arundel - but by the sea for Littlehampton which seems to have acquired a 
reputation for innovative design and as an up-and-coming resort. Bognor's focus could be more as an entertainment 
centre; given the expansion of Butlins there is a captive market for affordable entertainment in the town - cinema, 
theatre, leisure & sporting activities and food outlets.   4.53 Preserving and enhancing Arun's character and 
environment "New development needs to... make best use of available brown field land and buildings... [and] 
preserve the individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-development or the merging 
of settlements."   Why then are there proposals to allocate over 2000 units of strategic housing on a greenfield 
landscape to the south of Eastergate & Barnham and east of Westergate? In my opinion, a proposal to build on Grade 
1 & 2 agricultural land that regularly floods does not fulfil the criteria set out in paragraph 4.53. 

544 Spatial Portrait Para 4.36 Any development North of Bognor will have an impact on flood risk.  If more areas are developed and 
covered in concrete, where is the rainwater run-off going to go to?   In June of this year, this area was severely 
affected by flooding.  Council needs to spend money on improving drainage before any further development can be 
contemplated. 

556 Spatial Portrait I question the description of greenbelt land between the six villages as 'vast undesignated space'. The land that has 
remained undevelopped undoubtably counts as the 'diverse landscape' mentioned in chapter 2.2, and it is certainly a 
'local asset'. The current infrastructure in the Six Villages supports its current occupants. By proposing a massive 
increase in housing this will surely increase pressure on the current resources and increase commuting and travel to 
town centres in Bognor and Chichester.  This will further clog up the transport links and is in direct contrast to the 
aims set down in paragraphs 3.8, 3.17 and 4.49 since private transport will be required. It is unfortunate that the 
proposed plans for the Six Villages appear to be the exact opposite of the statement in paragraph 4.53, since I agree 
that 'it is important to preserve the individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-
development or the merging of settlements'.  I am concerned that this aim is merely palliative and will ignored where 
planning in the Six Villages is concerned. 
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698 Spatial Portrait Section 4.14 - 20.2 Flooding occurs regularly in Angmering. The clue is in the name of the main thoroughfare 'Water 
Lane' - but this has not been satisfactorily addressed. It is apparent that the authors of this Draft Plan have either not 
taken or ignored answers which could be readily supplied by villagers. It can reasonably be argued that Angmering has 
already beyond its 'natural' sustainable boundary and that future large development would bring about a significant 
increase in flood risk and subsequent damage.   Section 4.49 It has been said that "Insanity is doing the same thing 
over and over again and expecting a different result" - or, put another way - to continue to build large scale housing 
developments and hope infrastructure upgrades and jobs will follow. Further large scale development will exacerbate 
traffic problems - increase the numbers driving to work, driving to schools, increasing the carbon footprint and 
emissions which goes against environmental considerations. Section 4.52 Angmering needs to preserve/conserve its 
'village' character to be an attractive gateway to the South Downs National Park. Large scale buidling development 
will create a sprawling town of Angmering which will be a much less attractive place for inhabitants. Section 4.53 Arun 
has to accommodate substantial new development over the next 15-20 years. Logic suggests that a new Ford 
Airfield development (NOT as per ECO town previously rejected) should be considered with an intelligent new 
infrastructure rather than trying to extend the existing infrastructure beyond reasonable limits - trying to do 
something 'on the cheap' is not an intelligent thing to do and future generations would not remember you fondly for 
doing so. 

697 Spatial Portrait Section 4.10 This is just 'wish list' thinking - road improvments need to be implemented BEFORE building development 
with particular attention paid to the local choke points on the A27 in Worthing and on the A27 at Corssbush, Arundel 
... not, of course forgetting A259 congestion which many find a traumatic experience. Angmering Village roads are 
already congested and potentially lethal. The strain that additional large scale housing development will pit on the 
road infrastructure around Angmering, specifically the A259 is a recurring theme. 

1076 Spatial Portrait Spatial Portrait 7. Paragraph 4.13 - we welcome the reference to natural habitats and designated sites in this 
paragraph, but the nature conservation interest and particularly potential of the District extends beyond the 
boundaries of currently designated sites, and the District boundary itself. 8. It could usefully make reference to the 
scope for significant habitat creation and restoration within the District and beyond in the case of the Arun Valley in 
particular. This would apply in particular to habitats such as: • floodplain grazing marsh • lowland fens and meadows 
• reedbeds • wet woodland 9. On the coast their may also be options to manage, enhance or recreate coastal grazing 
meadows and saltmarsh for example. 10.Paragraphs 4.35 and 4.36 – we welcome the recognition of the need to 
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address climate change, and the comments at paragraphs 8 and 9 above would represent an opportunity to integrate 
both climate change adaptation measures (not explicitly noted in the text here) and biodiversity conservation. 

1094 Spatial Portrait Spatial Portrait 4.20: Reference to the 'South Coast rail line' should be amended to 'West Coastway'. It is unclear what 
is meant by the north-south road links being 'generally less good' – are these being compared with the rail links? The 
role of these north-south road links should be clarified. 4.44: This states that poor educational achievement is an issue 
for the area and explains that planned extension of educational establishments will be an opportunity to use 
education as a catalyst. Please clarify how this will address the issue and deliver higher educational achievement for 
residents in further detail. 

720 Spatial Portrait Interestingly the plan indicates that educational achievement in the ArunArea is significantly low compared to 
national averages. One wonders how it hopes to enhance educational opportunities and achievements in the 
Barnham/ Eastergate/ Westergate areas when all the schools are at capacity. 

801 Spatial Portrait As an Eastergate resident, attracted to the area 4 years ago, having moved from a built up area of West London, I do 
not wish to see the A29 rerouted through green fields for no good reason. The terrible traffic congestion suffered 
currently by villagers at the Woodgate crossing could be addressed by the rail companies themselves by better 
investment in the signalling improvements on the line. We do not need a major upheaval through our rural area to 
improve this problem. It is sole responsibility of the privatised rail network companies. I don't believe there are 
undesignated spaces between Barnham Eastergate and Westergate - there are green agricultural fields. You should 
avoid over development of of villages causing them to merge, turning them into towns. 4.53. The proposed 
development will drive us away from Arun.  

887 Spatial Portrait Section 4.53 - the importance of preserving the individual character of each village and not merge settlements is 
paramount for the people of Ford. The development of the brownfield site in Ford is a debate but the greenfield site 
stirs emotion from residents who wish to protect it fiercely to keep Ford RURAL. 

914 Spatial Portrait Section 4.53 - the importance of preserving the individual character of each village and not merge settlements is 
paramount for the people of Ford. The development of the brownfield site in Ford is a debate but the greenfield site 
stirs emotion from residents who wish to protect it fiercely to keep Ford a rural Parish. 
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911 Spatial Portrait 4.10The largest inland settlements in the east of the district is Angmering. Angmering has experienced considerable 
new residential development in recent years but retains a village character. With improvements to the A280, 
proposed improvements to the A259 and the possible securing of additional primary school places, Angmering is 
considered a sustainable place for additional housing and employment growth.   The development of Bramley Green 
increased the population of Angmering to a point where it now exceeds that of Arundel yet there has been no 
response to the shortage of school places, to the increase in congestion on the A259, to the under-use of the A280 
and you continue to refer in vague rather than firm terms to infrastructure improvement. It is not realistic to plan for 
further housing development without due consideration to the needs of the current and any increasing population for 
better infrastructure and clear plans to provide this.   4.20Transport links are dominated by east-west routes along the 
Sussex coast, linking Arun with Worthing and Brighton to the east and Chichester and Portsmouth to the west. The 
main road links are the A27 trunk road and the A259, both of which suffer from severe congestion during peak times. 
The South Coast rail line also connects the main towns along the South coast, although both Bognor Regis and 
Littlehampton are served by branch lines. North-south road links are provided by the A29, A284 and A280 and are 
generally less good. It is impossible not to see that the roads around Angmering are severely congested and that 
increase in residential or employment use will only exacerbate this.  Why do you not give clear commitment to 
improvement as a sine qua non of any development? 

913 Spatial Portrait Very simply - the Plan does not, to me,  indicate that you are committed to any but development of sites for housing 
and employment and have not seriously thought through the requirements for infrastructure.  in the case of 
Angmering, you state that there is severe congestion on the A259 and that access via A280 is not good.  Why are you 
not committing to deliver improvements to these before you consider any development applications?     

1198 Spatial Portrait Chapter 4 Spatial portrait 4.3 The population figure needs to be updated in line with the 2011 census. 4.15.3 It is 
inappropriate to refer to substantial new developments as a given. 4.36 dd reference to the threats of surface water 
flooding and the importance of ensuring adequate maintenance of SUDS etc 4.38 This should acknowledge the 
importance of market housing solutions enabling local elderly people to downsize to smaller properties 4.39/40 NPPF 
makes specific mention of 'people wanting to build their own homes' as a category of housing demand that is neither 
conventional developer-led nor affordable, but has real potential to provide housing that meets local demand in 
places like Ferring – this should be acknowledged in these para's 4.43 Should acknowledge the need to support and 
consolidate the role of village centres as shopping and service centres, especially for elderly people locations – not 
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just about retail revitalisation in the coastal towns 

1246 Spatial Portrait Paragraph 4.10: Looking closely at the various statements within this paragraph, a number of contradictions are 
contained in it. • Why should Angmering take more housing given that it has 'considerable' development already? • 
The use of the word sustainable is just throwaway here because it is not justified in any way and is certainly not 
reflected in the detail. • It has retained its village character in spite of the development already in place, but this 
cannot go on forever. Paragraphs 4.39 and 4.53 start with virtually the same words – that we have to have more 
houses, so tough luck! What is the driving force behind this and what statistics back up the need? 

1136 Spatial Portrait Section 4 Para 4.39 talks about having 'to accommodate significant new housing to meet local and regional targets as 
well as to provide for its own needs'. But Arun will only need to meet regional targets if the SE Plan is not revoked and 
it is not clear what a local target would be other than meeting Arun's needs. 

987 Spatial Portrait I along with many other residents in Angmering are not against the buildng of new homes in Angmering, but object to 
the Plan's proposed scale of development (490 + 100) . There is no evidence of why 590 new homes need to be built 
in Angmering. The theme of the Plan and policies supporting, support appropriateand sustainable growth based on 
the evidenc of "need" of the local community. Figures identified by Angmering Parish Council, have shown some need 
for housing, but not the 590 houses proposed by the Plan. This makes rticular sites that are seen as "viable" from a 
developer perspective, e.g. greenfield sites - rather than delivering the types of housing that is neded and which is 
sustainable.. Flooding: Angmering has already grown well beyond its "natural" sustainable boundary. The significant 
number of houses built in Angmering on Greenfield and nursery land over the past 40 years, has led to an increase 
Angmering flooding, roughly every 10 years. The proposed Location for Growth iincludes a large number of 
groundwater emergence sites. Loss of natural drainage by concreting over green fields will only add to the likelihood 
of increased risk of flooding in the east of the village, as well as Water Lane and he village centre, by reducing the 
surface area where water can drain away.The evidence provided of areas at risk of flooding does not look at specific 
locations in any detail Sewage: There are already problems with sewage infrastructure in Angmering. ADC need to 
confirm that there is additional capacity before pumping more into the existing sewage system. A survey needs to be 
commisioned by ADC from Southern Water as evidence, as to whether additional capacity is available to meet the 
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sewage requirements of the large scale development proposed in the Plan. Not wait for individual deelopers to 
provide this information as part of their individual plannng applications. Road Infrastructure: Angmering has seen 
significant housing development during recent years, which has already put significant pressure on existing road 
infrastructure. Additional housing development of te scale proposed in the Plan, will inevitably add to these problems. 
Angmering's roads are already congested. Past experience shows that people buying these houses in Angmering will 
out-commute, adding to the existing traffic problems in the both in the centre of the village and on routes in and out 
of Angmering. Traffic already queues back along Roundstone Lane onto the A259, which is acknowledged by ADC as 
being a serious bottleneck, as well as alongArundel Road and Station Road. Village roads in the centre of the vilage, 
that were not built for todays volume of traffic, and in places do not have any pavement, e.g High Street , Weavers Hill 
and Dappers Lane are already used as "rat runs" This will become imposible with the scale of development imposed 
without improvements to the local road network. There is no alternate public transport option. Angmering railway 
station Is not within easy walking distance of the proposed Location of Growth The station car park is already at 
capacity with commuters having to park in nearby streets. The bus service is "poor" and only runs hourly from 7am to 
7pm Schools: Provision of additional school places need to be addressed to accommodate additional need before 
permission is given for any further housing development. There are not enough places at local schools in Angmering 
to absorb the number of children that a development of this size will generate. Primary schools are already 
oversubscribed, resulting in some local children already have to travel to schools outside the village. It is highly likely 
that neither secondaey or primary schools will be able to absorb children from an additional 590+ homes in the 
village.. Future development in Arun needs to be located in settlements that are sustainable. It appears that the Draft 
Plan is repeating the past failed strategy of being "housing" led. To continue to build large housing developments, and 
hope infrastructure upgrades and jobs will follow as a mattter of course has been proved not to work. Past 
experience, and evidence shows that people who buy houses in Angmering will out-commute, adding to the existing 
traffic problems in the village, and local road infrastructure. There is no evidence that an additional 590 new houses 
fulfil any "need" in Angmering to meet "local" requirements. Protected Place: "New development needs to be planned 
to minimise impacts on the countryside and environment and, where possible, make best use of available brown field 
land and buildings.". The Arun Draft Plan encourages development of Brownfield before Greenfield sites. The 
proposed Location for Growth in Angmerng contractcts ths. There are existing brownfield sites that need to be 
assessed first. Itt is also disapointing that as here has been no landscape assessment done for this proposed site, 
especialy as it shares a boundary with the South Downs National Park, and aare promenant in views across the Downs 
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from Highdown towards Arundel castle. 

971 Spatial Portrait By increasing the number of houses so dramatically in the three villages, there would be significantly more pressure 
on local road networks with greater outcommuting. The greater demand would not be adequately met by the by-pass. 

1038 Spatial Portrait Paragraph 4.9  refers to the 'vastness of the undesignated space between them (the three villages) as well as a district 
wide priority to improve the A29 for access to employment land at Bognor Regis, make this area a particularly 
sustainable location for criteria based additional (housing) growth.' Where is the evidence to support these 
assertions?  While there may be a lot of space, the impact of over 2,000 new homes will significantly erode the areas 
currently shared by the local population for leisure purposes.  The only suggested improvement to the A29 comes 
from the much vaunted bridge to replace the Woodgate crossing.  This is at least the third time this has been 
proposed and each time the proposal requires additional housing and the associated developer contributions, to fund 
it.  A significantly cheaper option would be to invest in much better management of this and other crossings to 
remove the significant delays that road users encounter every day without the need to spend money on road 
realignments and bridges.  Indeed this latter 'solution' is not always feasible, for example in Chichester. Paragraph 
4.12 completely contradicts the assertion in 4.9 with regard to the need to protect the areas of undeveloped 
countryside which are described as being important ' ...in helping to maintain their separate identity and character.' 
Paragraph 4.48 states 'Many of Arun's roads are already congested and the pressures on the local road network is 
likely to increase with further population growth and new development.'  To accept over 2,000 new houses in the 
three villages will exacerbate this.  Barnham Road and the A29 are already severley congested many times daily.  This 
will be made significantly worse with the additional vehicles the proposed housing development will bring.  The 
visions for new employment opportunities locally together with developments in shops and services are but that.  The 
reality is far more likely to be increased commuting for employment, shopping and services adding significantly to the 
existing congestion and this is something a new Woodgate road bridge will not address.   Paragraph 4.53 states 'Arun 
will need to accommodate substantial new development over the next 15-20 years.  New development needs to be 
planned to minimise impacts on the countryside and environment and where possible, make best use of available 
brown field land and buildings.  At the same time it is important to preserve the individual character and identity of 
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Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-development of the majority of settlements.'  A major part of the issue seems 
to be just how much housing needs to be provided.  If Option 1 is pursued then there is no need for the scale of 
development proposed in the vicinity of the three villages.  Further, by spreading the developments much more 
widely  then all centres could be protected , rather than simply 'the majority' thereby enabling Arun to preserve the 
identity and character of all existing communities from over development.   

1394 Spatial Portrait 4 Spatial Portrait The final sentence in item 4,9 contradicts item 3.16, 'Walberton and Yapton are more clearly 
physically separate '” benefit from strategic gaps and have a more restricted range of facilities and services' . 

1299 Spatial Portrait Chapter 4. Spatial Portrait This chapter might be better placed before Chapter 3. It could also be shortened; there is 
some overlap between it and Chapters 2 and 3. 4.3. The population figure needs updating now the results of the 2011 
Census are becoming available. 4.9. It is not appropriate, given that the target is 400 dwellings a year and that 
strategic locations would only be needed even if the target was 565 a year, to discuss Barnham, Eastergate and 
Westergate as sustainable locations for growth. 4.10. Additional housing at Angmering could only be needed if the 
target was 565 a year, and might not be needed as well as sites at Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate. 4.15.3. It is 
also inappropriate to refer to substantial new developments. 

1382 Spatial Portrait Section 4: Spatial Portrait • We may be mistaken, but isn't the West Beach an SSSI? • The remainder of the section 
appears to reflect Littlehampton's assets and issues. 

1232 Spatial Portrait Section 4 – Spatial Portrait – comments: 4.6 – Arundel is also recorded in the Doomesday Book. 4.8 – The Arundel 
Design Statement has a brief history of Arundel, with a history dating back to early Roman and Saxon settlements. 
During the 19th century it was an important bonded port serving London and the rest of the UK by the Arun 
waterways. With the advent of trains visitors started arriving firstly as travelling salesmen, and later tourists when the 
Castle opened to the public. The final sentence in the draft Local Plan 4.8 is too negative and should rather recognise 
that the town's future growth has to meet the challenge of its special historic and landscape character 4.19 – Arundel 
is well known for both its historic and cultural character. 4.43 – this paragraph should recognise the challenges we 
have set out in our suggested amendments in section 3 (Visions and Objectives), and not just about the revitalisation 
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of the two coastal towns. 4.5 – We support this paragraph as far as it goes, but feel it could go further in developing 
alternatives to the short-seasonal tourism offerings, particularly for Arundel. 

1527 Spatial Portrait COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 4. Paragraph 4.8 '” last sentence is too negative and should rather recognise that the town's future 
growth has to meet the challenge of its special historic and landscape character 

1528 Spatial Portrait COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 5. Paragraph 4.39/40 '” NPPF makes specific mention of 'people wanting to build their own homes' as a 
category of housing demand that is neither conventional developer-led nor affordable, but has real potential to 
provide housing that meets local demand in places like Arundel '” this should be acknowledged in these para's 

1529 Spatial Portrait COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 6. Paragraph 4.43 should identify the challenges set out in the Arundel Chamber response in respect of 
seasonality of tourism/visitor-driven retail locations '” not just about retail revitalisation in the coastal towns 

1530 Spatial Portrait COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 7. Paragraph 4.48 '” the A27 Arundel issue is strategic enough to identify as a key challenge of the Plan 
here 

1531 Spatial Portrait COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 8. Paragraph 4.50 '” again, this seems focused on the coastal towns' tourism offer, which Arundel does 
not share 

1565 Spatial Portrait Section 4.9 states Yapton is 'physically separate' and iii section 4.53 the draft identifies the importance of 'preserving 
the individual character and identitiy of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over- development or the merging of 
settlements 
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1611 Spatial Portrait 3.0 SECTION 4 – SPATIAL PORTRAIT 3.1 Similar to the Vision and Objectives set out in Section 3 of the Draft Local Plan, 
West End Property Development LLP supports the general strategy and accompanying commentary in relation to the 
Spatial Portrait, in particular paragraph 4.39 which identifies that 'Over the next 15-20 years, Arun will have to 
accommodate significant new housing to meet current local or regional targets, as well as provide for its own local 
needs'. 3.2 Further, and in general conformity with the representations made in relation to Section 3 above, WEDP 
supports paragraph 4.10 which states that: 'The largest inland settlements [sic] in the east of the district is Angmering. 
Angmering has experienced considerable new residential development in recent years but retains a village character. 
With improvements to the A280, proposed improvements to the A259 and the possible securing of additional primary 
school places, Angmering is considered a sustainable place for additional housing and growth.' 3.3 WEDP's comments 
in relation to this paragraph have largely been addressed in the preceding section therefore it is considered 
superfluous to repeat these comments here. However, for clarity, WEDP supports the above paragraph, but reiterates 
its concerns that the policies need to be posi tive and flexible enough to enable the objectives of the above paragraph 
to be achieved, and comments in relation to specific policies are addressed later in these representations. 

1286 Spatial Portrait Paragraph 4.43 of the Local Plan on page 28 relates to revitalising Bognor Town Centre, with further detail about retail 
provision and offer in paragraph 10.5. The main retail policy DM 6, however, fails to identify the opportunities, or 
provide any mechanism for securing the redevelopment of the Town Centre. Given the strategic nature of this 
document, we consider that, at the very least, it should contain specific policies for the town centres, especially 
Bognor, which is identified as a focus for regeneration. 

1328 Spatial Portrait Section 4 – Spatial Portrait 3. Paragraph 4.43 of the Spatial Portrait section of the DLP relates to revistalising town 
centres. We consider that this paragraph is concentrated on the two main centres in the District, to the exclusion of 
other centres including Rustington. As outlined above, Rustington is an important part of the retail hierarchy of Arun 
and should not be excluded from the Local Plan. We would strongly encourage that Rustington is reviewed as part of 
the technical evidence base instructed to review the Retail Hierarchy of Arun. Section 4 in general contains no 
mention of Rustington, which is a major omission, and one which could leave this important centre vulnerable to 
decline over the plan period. 
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1680 Spatial Portrait 4.10 A -Improvements, to the A280 are not specified in the plan and may be unnecessary. B - Long overdue 
improvements to the A259 do not justify further expansion of Angmering - they are needed for existing traffic levels. C 
- Provision of additional primary places by the expansion of St Margaret's School at the northern extremity of 
Angmering village would raise the question of 'Safe Routes to School, and other matters, especially if the additional 
pupils would be drawn from areas outside Angmering such as East Preston, Rustington and other similar communities 
in the south. Indeed such an influx of pupils would further raise traffic levels, already barely tolerable and unsafe in 
Arundel Road, where two primary Schools are located. Has St Margaret's School sufficient resources in terms of 
teachers and teaching spaces to allow expansion? D-As previously stated the provision of houses and the 
establishment of industrial sites begs the question as to which comes first? The unnecessary provision of the one 
cannot be used as justification for the provision of the other. Such a move, in our view, could only be seen as a means 
of playing the 'numbers game merely to satisfy political purposes rather than the intelligent application of well-
reasoned planning principles. 4.31 It is Angmering Society's contention that it is these areas that the establishment of 
industry and the provision of housing is required. Not Angmering. 4.39 What justification is there for new housing if 
these will be the results? 4.42 Well-located sites should be established prior to targeting of key growth sectors. Within 
Angmering village's centre there are few opportunities for the establishment of industry, and It is predominantly a 
provider of housing stock for the needs of other areas. The specifying of key sectors without first identifying the value 
of employment sites is forcing the issue and not good planning practice. 4.53 A-' The need to accommodate 
substantial developments over the next 15-20 years'  can only be regarded as conjecture and requires supporting 
arguments if it is to be used to support planning principles and influence any planning decisions which can be 
seriously included in the Local Plan. B Expansion of Angmering would be contrary to the stated principle 'to preserve 
the individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over- development or the merging of 
settlements '. 

1673 Spatial Portrait 4.4.9 'Walberton and Yapton are more clearly physically separate – benefit from Strategic Gaps...'  Important to 
maintain these particular gaps and those between the villages, keeping their identities. 4.4.11 'Most of the coastal 
plain is good quality agricultural land and is intensively farmed...'  'Good'  is inadequate – replace with 'high'  which 
then supports the meaning of 'intensively' . 4.4.12 'Arun's main settlements are separated by areas of undeveloped 
countryside which are important in helping to maintain their separate identity and character' . 'Undeveloped'  is 
incorrect - ref 4.4.11 replace with 'open'  to indicate character and value of the landscape. 4.4.24 'High 
concentrations of social rented housing occur in parts of Bognor Regis and Littlehampton, particularly Pevensey and 
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Ham wards, where it accounts for around 25% of all housing.'  You do not record that Yapton, a village, also has 
around 25% social housing of all housing '” ref: ADC Housing Register. 4.4.53 We support the statement 'it is 
important to preserve the individual character and identity of Arun s towns and villages, avoiding over'”development 
or the merging of settlements' . 

1589 Spatial Portrait 4.38: The University would wish to work with Arun District Council on identifying further initiatives to attract and 
retain younger people within Bognor Regis. 

1686 Spatial Portrait It is interesting to note that the phrasing and terminology used in the 362 page plan almost reads as a finished and 
adopted plan. Para 4.9 (4 Spatial Portrait) states that in its description of the 'six' villages environment that, 'The 
combination of these three villages, their services and the vastness of undesignated space between them, as well as a 
district wide priority to improve the A29 for access to employment land at Bognor Regis make this area a particularly 
sustainable location for criteria additional growth.'  

1694 Spatial Portrait 4.32. Where does the 37% come from? We need should also recognise that some 10000 people in-commute to Arun 
each day. 

1726 Spatial Portrait 4.10 'with improvements to the A280, proposed improvements to the A259 and possible securing of additional school 
places Angmering is considered a suitable place for additional housing and employment growth' . Any further 
development, particularly housing, must be preceded by the provision of better roads and more school places. SAV 
conducted a traffic survey in August 2012 which clearly showed that the village roads are already overburdened and 
the A259 is congested. At an Angmering Parish Council Meeting, during a Public discussion on traffic congestion 
through the village, Barratts traffic expert agreed that the pinch points and traffic calming measures that had been 
implemented in the village appeared to be ineffective. However, he also agreed that removing them would not work 
either, and that there did not appear to be a solution to Angmering's traffic problems. Although a school was provided 
for in the plans for Bramley Green, at the time wscc said the number of houses (600) did not justify a new school. 
Going forward, this figure (600) needs to be included in any additional housing numbers. The developer David Wilson 
Homes noted in February 201 2, when they considered a 300 house development on Roundstone Lane, that at that 



Page | 214  
 

point there were no school places available in AngmerÃ¬ng. Funding and timescales for delivery of school places, and 
the proposedinfrastructure enhancements, must be confirmed before further development planning for any 
additional housing growth in Angmering is agreed. Section 4.48 states: 'Many of Arun's roads are already congested 
and the pressure on the local road network is likely to increase with further population growth and new development. 
At the same time, increasing car use has negative impacts on the environment, health, safety, and contributes to 
climate change. Some improvements to the local road network are likely to be required to support new development 
and economic regeneration in Arun District, but road improvements alone cannot provide a sustainable or long term 
solution.'  The strain that additional large scale housing development will put on the road infrastructure around 
Angmering, specifically the A259 '” is a recurring theme throughout the Plan. 4.14 'Most of Arun lies within Flood Zone 
I , low probability risk with less than 1 flood in 1000 year. A significant proportion of flood zone I is within the South 
Downs National Park. A large proportion of developable land in Arun also suffers from potential ground water 
flooding due to its coastal location. Section 20.2 - Flooding The Draft Plan does not mention Angmering which is in 
Zone I , and is one of the most regularly flooded parts of Arun why not? Angmering floods roughly every 10 years. The 
Plan does not acknowledge that Angmering suffers serious flooding regularly despite the fact that DoE flood plans 
show extensive flood risk down Water Lane and through the village. The north of the piece of land currently correctly 
identified in the Plan as the Site 7 Employment site assessed in the 'Arun EELA Final Report'” December 2010' , is 
where the flood water run-off from the Downs enters at Water Lane. This was the source ofthe flooding in Angmering 
on June 14th 2012. 4.35 SAV disagrees with the proposed scale of development put forward in the Draft Plan, and 
believes that Angmering has already grown well beyond its 'natural'  sustainable boundary. Allowing further 
development in Angmering on the remaining Greenfield groundwater emergence sites is likely to lead to an increase 
in incidents of flooding, by removing the ground's natural capacity to dissipate run-off from the Downs. The 'Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment - Arun District - Volume II '” Technical Report - February 2008' . Section 9.50 confirms that: 'A 
large groundwater emergence zone (Defra, 2004) stretches across the southern half of the district, including the 
towns of Littlehampton and Angmering.'  The 'Strategic Flood Risk Assessment - Arun District Council - Volume IV - 
Assessment of Sites of Search - February 2008' , goes on to provide the following assessment for Angmering: Land: . 
North Angmering: Medium probability of surface water flooding. No recorded historic incidents of flooding at site. 
However several recorded incidents of flooding in the vicinty)'. . South Angmering: Land: Medium probability of 
surface water flooding. Some recorded incidents of surface water flooding in the site and vicinity Groundwater: . 
North Angmering: High potential for groundwater flooding. Located in a groundwater emergence zone (Defra 2004). 
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However no recorded incidents of groundwater flooding. . South Angmering: High potential for groundwater flooding. 
Located in a groundwater emergence zone. (Defra 2004). However no recorded incidents of groundwater flooding 
These findings conclude that both North and South Angmering have 'High potential for qroundwater flooding' . It also 
says: 'Possible Strategic Solutions.' None identifÃ¬ed. Strategic solutions are unlikely to reduce groundwater flood 
risk. Site specifÃ¬c measures required' . 'Surface Water Management: Land is generally Greenfield therefore 
development of the site is likely to lead to increased runoff. Surface water runoff will need to be restricted to the 
existing rates '. SAV can not find any evidence in the Draft Plan that, based on these findings, Arun has taken into 
consideration the risks and implications of proposing the allocation of a 'Location for Growth'  in Angmering, across 
an area of predominantly Greenfield land where the background assessment states that probability of groundwater 
flooding is considered high. 4.49 'Insanity is doing the same thing over and over again and expecting different results'  
i.e. to continue to build large housing developments and hope infrastructure upgrades and jobs will follow. Settlement 
Sustainability Study '” July 2007 Section 2.8: Policy H3 of the South East Plan explicitly requires that future 
development be located in settlements that are sustainable. '..New housing needed to meet the district 's 
requirements '” whether on previously developed land or greenfield land '” should be in sustainable locations which 
have necessary infrastructure, services and comnunity provision, or where this provision is planned. Housing 
development should generally be in locations that are, or can be, well served by a choice oftransport modes ' (SEERA, 
Policy H3. The Location of Housing, submission draft South East Plan, 2006) SAV disagree with the assumption made in 
the Plan, which suggests that providing a large housing development and an Employment site in Angmering,  will 
reduce car use and out-commuting. As numerous previous studies have confirmed, the residents of Angmering travel, 
mostly by car, to work, shops and schools. It is likely that another large housing development will further exacerbate 
the traffic problem, not reduce people's car use. The results of the AngmerÃ¬ng Neighbourhood Plan survey show 
that 46% of those who travel to work travel more than 1 mile, and of those, 42% travel by car Figures provided by the 
'Settlement Sustainability Study'” July 2007 (Table 7.2- AngmerÃng Travel to Work Patterns)'  show 310 trips made 
internally and 1075 trips externally, confirming that of the total trips made by Angmering residents, 77.6% are out-
commuting. The 'Settlement Sustainability Study'” July 2007'  also assessed the quality of public transport provision in 
Angmering as: . Bus - Poor Accessibility . Train Station - Poor Accessibility It is unclear how many of the 680 individuals 
identified in the survey as commuting into Angmering would move here if they have not done so already, especially as 
there is a wide price range and style of properties in the village.  4.52 SAV supports the Plan's aim to protect Arun's 
natural environment and landscape character. The outstanding identifying feature of Angmering is its non-
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coalescence with other residential areas, which defines its identity and strong community spirit. As well as the softer 
landscape edge between the Conservation area that is defined by fields and hedgerows that abut the South Downs 
National Park in the north and west of the village. This needs to be conserved to preserve both Angmering's character 
as a 'village' , and gateway to the South Downs National Park.. Sustainability Appraisal (SA) report - Protected Place 
Section 643also says  ' However there are many less tangible impacts that are provided through the natural 
environment. Noise and tranquillity for instance can also contribute to the character of the area and its local 
distinctiveness. This is particularly true of the South Downs National Park and the parts of the District which abut it. It 
is for this reason that SAV objects to the proposed siting of the Plan's'Location of Growth' , which absorbs Greenfield 
and agricultural land that abuts the South Downs National Park, especially as the findings of previous SHLAA 
assessments concluded that the landscape issues associated with some of the land included within its boundary were 
insurmountable 4.53 This contradicts the proposals made in the Plan about where development should be located in 
Angmering, and across Arun, which is predominantly on Greenfield sites. Policy SP 2 - Built-up Area Boundary 
'Development will be permitted within the area defined as the Built-Up Area Boundary on the Proposals Map, subject 
to all other policies in this Local Plan. Outside the Built- Up Area Boundary, the countryside will be safeguarded 
against inappropriate development in line with the policies set out in the Local Plan.'  The Arun Draft Plan encourages 
development of Brownfield before Greenfield sites. Ford Airfield has a large (perhaps the largest) Brownfield site in 
Arun, with the added advantage of having a mainline railway station. SAV understand that Ford Airfield was proposed 
and rejected as a location for an Eco-town by Arun ECO Town Select Committee, but do not see any reason why Ford 
could not be re-assessed to accommodate some development. It is therefore unclear to SAV why Ford Airfield was not 
included in the consultation document for consideration alongside the other proposed sites1 It would reduce the 
requirement to build on Greenfield sites, and enable Arun to plan for sustainable and affordable housing, 
infrastructure and employment in a structured manner. This would be preferable to the proposed piecemeal 
development on Greenfield sites across the district, which will only increase pressure on existing road infrastructure, 
health facilities, schools, roads, sewage etc. 

1721 Spatial Portrait 4.53 States "make best use of available brownfield land". I agree. Also 13.1.4 applies. The best areas for employment 
are near to Mayflower Way and the VHB site close to Haskins Garden Centre. The area shown as No 7 on your plan - 
Strategic Employment Siteis not suitable. It is greenfield & too near National Park. If further land was needed, an area 
close to the Oval Race Track could be suitable. 
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1807 Spatial Portrait Spatial portrait The Spatial Portrait contains text that has been trotted out again and again and adds nothing to this 
debate but does add unnecessary bulk to the consultation exercise. Some of it reads like little more than brochure 
text for potential developers and investors but as residents we already know Arun District is located on the South 
Coast! (4.1) Of particular note to me in this section is para 4.9 which describes the six villages environment and goes 
on to say 'The combination of these three villages, their services and the vastness of undesignated space between 
them, as well as a district wide priority to improve the A29 for access to employment land at Bognor Regis make this 
area a particularly sustainable location for criteria based additional growth.'  This text not only appears to pre-empt 
the adoption of this plan but is a good indication that Arun is prepared to send these three villages to hell in a hand 
cart on the off chance of improving the economic lot of Bognor Regis. 

1809 Spatial Portrait The statement in 4.9 does not correlate with Section 7 of the plan that describes what constitutes a sustainable 
development. The choice of the five villages area for such a development is at odds with a number of parts of this 
definition not least the requirement to protect the districts environmental assets (7.3) and in particular the 
agricultural and horticultural sectors (7.4). In 4.43 the plan states 'Arun's main town centres of Bognor Regis and 
Littlehampton currently lack a wide range of shopping, entertainment, employment and other facilities, and therefore 
struggle to compete with neighbouring centres outside the district.'  No evidence is provided as to how the town 
centres will be regenerated or what they will be regenerated into. 

1811 Spatial Portrait In 4.53 the plan states new development plans should ''¦..make best use of available brown field land and buildings. 
At the same time it is important to preserve the individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, 
avoiding over-development or the merging of settlements.'  However the proposal to place a bypass and a large 
development in the villages makes no use of brown field land, will over develop the area and merge the villages into a 
single conurbation and probably result in them becoming nothing more than suburbs of Bognor Regis. Meanwhile a 
large Brown Field site at Ford is to remain untouched. 

1783 Spatial Portrait 4.9 Barnham, Eastergate & Westergate would no longer be separate, nor villages, if the Draft Local Plan is adopted. I 
can find no evidence to support the statement that this is a sustainable location for growth. Much of the space 
between these three villages is agricultural land. This fact has been ignored in 4.9 yet deemed important enough to 
emphasise in respect of other villages mentioned in 4.11. 4.12 I agree – the areas of undeveloped countryside which 
separate the villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate are important in helping to maintain their separate 
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identity and character. The gap between Eastergate and Barnham has previously been protected by a Government 
Inspector and should remain. 4.14 Barnham and Eastergate are prone to flooding. It is important to retain the 
undeveloped green fields that exist so that the problem caused by flooding is not increased. Indeed Arun assistant 
director of planning and housing strategy Karl Roberts said in 2010 'Sewage in Barnham has always caused problems 
and as a result we have had several occasions of bad flooding. We need to resolve this problem.'  It appears ADC was 
set to embargo new building around the five villages area owing to concerns about inadequate sewers. To my 
knowledge, nothing has changed since then to improve the issue. See also comment relating to 4.35 4.18 The village 
of Eastergate is rich in historical assets. It includes two Conservation Areas, many Listed Buildings and is mentioned in 
the Domesday book (as is Barnham). The re-routing of the A29 as shown in the Draft Local Plan would be almost 
certain to spoil the historic character of the village of Eastergate. 4.20 The proposed re-routing of the A29 would do 
nothing to improve North-South road links; many bottlenecks would remain and others introduced. 4.35 The 
proposed re-routing of the A29 and the building of a large housing development between the three villages of 
Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate is in an area already susceptible to flooding. To quote the Arun Strategic Flood 
Risk Assessment: 'Medium to high risk of flooding from land ... Several recorded incidents of historic surface water 
flooding at the site' . The proposed development would clearly be inappropriately located in terms of flood risk and 
will surely exacerbate flood problems. 4.49 The Draft Local Plan is unlikely to reduce car traffic; the proposed large 
housing development is not sufficiently close to the identified areas of employment growth or to other facilities. 4.53 I 
agree; there are several brown field sites identified by Arun as potential housing development areas. Why then does 
the plan focus on build on a green field site which will ruin the character of its surrounding villages as well as merging 
those villages? 

1867 Spatial Portrait 4 Spatial portrait 4.10 Possible securing of additional primary school places, where would this be? Village character is 
already being lost and will be if there is any large scale residential development. 

2205 Spatial Portrait 4.53 Developments must have minimal impact on existing buildings and enjoyment of life for existing residents. To 
preserve the character of towns and villages – hamlets – by preventing co-calescence, gaps between settlements must 
be rigidly enforced. 4.32 Out-commuting is responsible for much of the present traffic congestion and it also reduces 
the amount of money spent by residents in local shops. It is patently unsustainable and will only be aggravated by 
further developments. 4.52 The natural environment and historic features are all destroyed by building on their sites – 
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a process that obviously can't go on for ever ! 4.20 It must be pointed out that the present severe traffic congestion 
will NOT be improved by building more houses ! 4.30 It is important – and will be increasingly more so in the future – 
to maintain Grade one land for the production of food and to refuse permission to build on such land. 4.12 We must 
ensure that settlements must be allowed to retain their own character by maintaining gaps to separate their various 
identities. DM5 Conditions for permission to develop outside must recognise the very frail nature of the built up 
boundary. All of the quoted criteria should be most rigidly applied. 1) It is far too long for serious study by members of 
the public. Even the 1993 Local Plan was only half its length. 2) The 1993 Local Plan contained Policy EVT 6 which 
refers to refusal of planning permission of agricultural land of grades 1, 2 and 3a. Since that date there have been 
many examples of relaxation. Of these conditions, so can we be assured that any restrictions in the present plan will 
be strictly honoured? There are several conflicting figures quoted for housing targets – for instance in Chapter 13 400 
or 565 ?   

2310 Spatial Portrait Spatial Portrait Bourne Leisure notes that the Spatial Portrait, whilst acknowledging the importance of Arun as a well 
established tourist destination, recognises at para. 4.50: ''¦much of Arun's visitor market is seasonal and the amount 
of money spent by visitors to the district is relatively low. Arun needs to respond to changing visitor demands and to 
look to increase visitor spending. There is a recognised need to diversify Arun's tourism product by providing more 
and better quality facilities, targeting specific niche markets, providing better marketing and increasing the proportion 
of staying visitors.'  Bourne Leisure agrees that there is a need to enhance the District Council's tourism 
accommodation and facilities, in order to encourage a wider range of visitors and to lengthen the tourism season. 
Bourne Leisure also welcomes the specific reference to Butlins, Bognor Regis, at paragraph 4.6 of the consultation 
document. Bourne Leisure is continuing to enhance its site and accommodation here and considers that to provide 
the facilitating policies to continue to do so, the vital importance of tourism to the District should be fully reflected 
throughout the emerging Local Plan, with key policies being for supporting the enhancement of existing tourism 
facilities, sites and accommodation, as well as encouraging the provision of new tourism facilities/accommodation. 

2119 Spatial Portrait 4.3 The population figure needs to be updated in line with the 2011 census 4.15.3 It is inappropriate to refer to 
substantial new developments as a given 4.36 DD reference to the threats of surface water flooding and the 
importance of ensuring adequate maintenance of SUDS etc 4.38 This should acknowledge the importance of market 
housing solutions enabling local elderly people to downsize to smaller properties 4.39/40 NPPF makes specific 
mention of 'people wanting to build their own homes' as a category of housing demand that is neither conventional 
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developer-led nor affordable, but has real potential to provide housing that meets local demand in places like Ferring 
– this should be acknowledged in these para's 4.43 Should acknowledge the need to support and consolidate the role 
of village centres as shopping and service centres, especially for the elderly people locations- not just about retail 
revitalisation in the coastal towns.   

2145 Spatial Portrait 4.46 What the plan fails to recognise or appreciate is that many of its proposals are exactly what we , living in small 
communities wish to avoid. We don't want the facilities and amenities that are available in larger towns. The quirky 
idiosyncrasies are what make our villages individual. We do not want large supermarket chains setting up in our 
villages and we certainly don't need a merging of our schools to create Academies. 4.15 Arun is in one of the driest 
parts of the country and is within a ' water stressed area'. How on earth is another 2.300 houses + those planned for 
other areas such as Tangmere expected to impact on an already 'water stressed area'? 4.53 New development needs 
to make the best use of Brownfield land. Whatever happened to the policy of Always brown field before green and 
Camerons pledge in January that the government would not plant large scale developments on small villages? As far 
as I am aware there are suitable brownfield sites within the Arun area that are being disregarded. This is most 
certainly NOT NIMBYISM we are saying that large scale developments such as this cannot be absorbed anywhere in 
Arun. Small pockets of development (op 1) across the area are acceptable. Since moving to westergate in 1976 our 
village has changed beyond recognition with various small estates popping up around the village. The size of ADC 
proposed development would change the whole balance of the community.     

2474 Spatial Portrait 4.9 Specific Comments Regarding Details in the Plan Document The 'vastness of undesignated space'  between 
Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate can in fact be designated as high quality farmland, large parts of which have 
high water levels and difficult terrain. Such shoddy writing of the Plan document, using inaccurate, passionate, 
emotive and deceptive prose exhibits bias and naivety that does not become such an important document. There is 
no evidence of, nor justification for, a 'district wide priority'  to improve the A29 for access to employment land at 
Bognor Regis. The Council is developing the Bognor Relief Road to fit in with the strategic, East West alignment of the 
W Sussex road network in order to provide access to the target employment land. As the Relief Road has not yet been 
built there can be no accurate assessment of the future traffic patterns or issues arising. Additionally the planned 
closure of the Lidsey waste site will reduce heavy vehicular traffic that currently uses the A29. Finally, if the Council 
strategy of creating employment in Bognor is successful and reduces the undesignated out-commuting by Bognor 
residents, then the traffic hold-ups at the Woodgate crossing will reduced significantly (as opposed to the precisely 



Page | 221  
 

opposite effect '¦ make it easier to leave Bognor and they will). There is no evidence of the sustainability of additional 
growth in the 6 Villages and a total absence of any concrete plans to achieve a minimum per capita standard, let alone 
any enhancement, of the supporting infrastructure of the villages, such as schools, medical centres, business premise 
etc. There is no evidence of investment in (nor appraisal of) the road widening, alternative parking, pavement 
provision, street drainage enhancement and sewer improvements etc that would be required under the Plan. 4.12 
Arun's minor settlements are and should remain separated by areas of undeveloped countryside which are important 
in helping to maintain their separate identity and character. 4.20 The Arun Valley line provides a direct rail link to 
communities served by the A29/A24 routes northward, offering environmentally effective worker access to new 
employment land in Bognor without vandalising the 6 Villages area. Access by distribution vehicles to said land has 
never been an issue as the A29 has always been deprioritised by WSCC and the businesses there, such as Lec, that 
existed prior to the need for Bognor regeneration (with whom I was the Director responsible for the distribution fleet 
and operations) never sought to have the A29 de-restricted. The A29 was never cited as a reason for any growth, 
decline, cost or loss associated with doing business in Bognor. It had nothing to do with the business growing there or 
indeed in its ultimate death there with a net loss of up to 1800 direct jobs to the Bognor employment market. It is 
economics that drive jobs, not a single level crossing. There is no evidence in this plan of a latent supply of jobs ready 
to come to Bognor at all, let alone if the A29 worked differently. There is no evidence that the are any prospective 
future investors who are holding back from investing in Bognor because of a crossing on the road to Pulborough. 
There is no evidence that the Bognor proposition is as compelling as other coastal towns that compete for new 
investment, such as Portsmouth, Southampton and Brighton. 4.32 Arun benefits from the economic advantages 
generated by incoming residents, attracted by lower relative house pricing which allows people to out-commute to 
their higher paid work nearer main population/employment areas, as if does elsewhere across the south coast. Wages 
and housing costs increase nearer to London and the infrastructure that it needs and supports. Overturning that 
reality is evidence of the pipedream that is at the core of this Plan. 4.34 I have never heard of most of the stuff like 
Out Kind Of Place '¦ it's not my kind of place as there is no evidence that you have consulted in a human, non-Council 
like way with people in general or me in particular. You show no evidence of true insight into the needs and 
aspirations of the people of Arun and their visions and hopes for the communities that they want to create and live in. 
4.35 Large areas of Arun are already evidently affected by floods, not at risk of flood. The risk is of worse floods which 
may occur with global warming. It is evident that on 4.1.1994 on my first day of work, in-commuting to Bognor, that 
the A29 flooded and was closed. On 4.6.2012 it was flooded again (and of course many times in between) and shut for 
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three or four days. The 6 Villages are subject to floods. The drains do not work to the necessary capacity and Arun has 
just lost its Blue Flags because water flows down to the sea, flooding as it goes, until sewage pours into our seas. Build 
more houses in the 6 Villages and floods and sewage will be worse there and in Bognor, Felpham and Elmer when the 
water gets there. Meantime jobs will be lost in Tourism at a rate because no-one will want to visit our pooey seas. 
There is not a mention of Blue Flags in the Plan. Blue Flat retention and subsequent water quality improvement are 
absolute requirements for any Arun plan to break the mould for the Arun coastline. If Bognor is to progress from a 
universal image of Bugger Bognor, 1930s seaside and poor neighbour to Chichester, this has to be a crucial tenet of 
any plan. That will require massive investment in all things drainage and sewage, to create a safe land environment 
and a clean sea environment and should take place as soon as possible because the current structures cannot support 
the current levels of growth. 4.41 There is no evidence that Arun has difficulty retaining young educated residents just 
because of a level crossing. Many of them actually want to leave because the semi-rural nature of the area is great for 
growing families and mature adults but desperately boring for young people and that is unlijkely to change nor should 
it. The towns of Bognor and Littlehampton are not the type of place that can compete with Brighton, London etc 
because of their history and their isolation from the rest of the country. 4.47 'Focusing new development on the larger 
and better connected villages can help to support facilities serving a wider local area'  is a ridiculous statement '¦ 
focusing on the bigger towns will achieve the same end '¦ ridiculous post-rationalisation to support a hypothesis, not 
fact. Sloppy prose again. 4.48 'road improvements alone cannot provide a sustainable or long term solution'  is a true 
statement that invalidates the central conceit in this plan that the A29 bypass will save Bognor regeneration at the 
expense of the character and quality of life in the 6 Villages. It will not. It is not even a partial explainer of possible 
outcomes. It is an unsubstantiated wish on a limited political agenda. 4.53 I agree with all but the highlighted words in 
this section: Arun will need to accommodate substantial new development over the next 15-20 years. New 
development needs to be planned to minimise impacts on the countryside and environment and, where possible , 
make best use of available brownfield land and buildings. At the same time it is important to preserve the individual 
character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-development or the merging of settlements. We do 
not have to agree to substantial development. Also there is more brownfield site availability in the District than would 
be needed in either of the housing scenarios in this Plan, but because of a one track agenda that requires large 
developments to fund unnecessary infrastructure changes this Plan chooses prime agricultural land to amass new 
houses, to the detriment of the environment, both physical and visual, undermining the very character of this 
currently beautiful part of West Sussex. There is no definition here of over-development. I define the plans for the 3 
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Villages as over-development with merging of settlements, illustrated by the removal of Local and Strategic Gaps of 
former plans with new constructs that allow development in gaps if some minimal mitigation occurs. This is a licence 
for merging. 

2304 Spatial Portrait 4.20 Here it is acknowledged that both the A27 and the A259 already suffer from severe congestion during peak 
times. The building of more houses will increase that congestion and make the situation worse thereby encouraging 
people to avoid the area entirely. The junction of the A29 and the A27 at Fontwell is already operating at capacity. 
Whenever an event takes place at Fontwell Racecourse the general area is gridlocked with vehicles and 
inconveniences other road users not attending the event. More houses and a re-routed A29 will generate more 
vehicular traffic into Fontwell Avenue and make the situation worse. 4.35 The Plan acknowledges that large parts of 
Arun are already susceptible to flood risk. This has been made worse the building at North Bersted which indirectly 
contributed to the floods experienced At Felpham earlier this year. Building on land which is part of the flood plain will 
make the situation even worse. However, it is noted that the Plan contains no flooding or drainage risk assessment. 

2382 Spatial Portrait Objections to the proposed building of two thousand or more houses and a re direction of the A29. 1. Chapter 4. 
Paragraph 4.36 states any development '. . .will include locating major development away from areas of high flood 
risk' . Also 4.35 ..'Care must be taken that development is not inappropriately located in terms of flood risk and does 
not exacerbate flood problems.'  a) The building of 2,000+ houses in the Westergate, Woodgate, Eastergate triangle 
on land constantly at risk of flooding is in opposition to the comments made in the Arun Draft Plan. Building will cause 
a re-direction of that flood risk following concreting over a mass of fertile, green horticultural land which currently 
allows the water to flow away. A 1990's development (Willowbrook Road) at Elmer of a few bungalows recently led to 
serious flooding with residents having to leave their homes for several months. This is because it was built on a flood 
plain favoured by ducks. b) There is also the proximity of Lydsey Land Fill which contains toxic materials amassed over 
many years. Any leaking out of these poisons is a serious threat to health. This area floods every year and the road is 
closed for several days every winter due to flooding. 

2451 Spatial Portrait 4.10  SP8 Further, and substantial, development on greenfield sites outside the existing built up areas is contrary to 
the objective set out at paragraph 3.9 and the directive at 13.1.14 that confirms that greenfield sties ' should only be 
considered where brownfield land cannot be developed' . When the houses in Bramley Green were built, a school was 
provided for in the plans but West Sussex County Council ('WSCC') considered that the number of new houses did not 
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justify a new school. Several years later and the situation is, if anything, worse as earlier this year one prospective 
developer confirmed that there were no school places available in Angmering and, with only the ' possible securing of 
additional school places' , WSCC is unlikely to consider a new school particularly given the current economic climate 
and funding restrictions by the Government. As to the proposed road improvements, the roads through the village are 
already at crisis point and the A259 is congested, which latter is commented on throughout the Draft Local Plan. Such 
is the scale of these difficulties that the traffic expert for another developer concluded that there did not appear to be 
a solution to Angmering's traffic problems. It is vital, therefore, that the provision of education and appropriate 
infrastructure is resolved before any housing development plans are approved. 4.14 / 4.35 / 20.2  DM40 The Draft 
Local Plan makes no mention of flooding in Angmering, stating that there is a 'low probability risk with less than 1 
flood in 1,000 years' , yet the village floods approximately once a decade and even the flood plans by the Department 
of the Environment show a high flood risk. Indeed, the village is one of the areas in Arun most susceptible to serious 
flooding, which was acknowledged by the District Council in the report published two years ago. Also, the Draft Local 
Plan does not appear to have taken into account the probability of groundwater flooding in and around Angmering 
and the exacerbation of the same if the village becomes a ' location for growth' . Strategic flood risk assessments 
carried out for Arun in 2008 confirmed that there is a high potential for groundwater flooding in the village but no 
solutions were identified other than to stress the importance of restricting the potential flow to the existing rate. Any 
development of green field sites in Angmering is, therefore, likely to lead to an increase in run-off and substantial 
development is likely to lead to an exponential increase. The statement in the Draft Local Plan that housing 
developments ''¦ If well located and planned, '¦ can provide wider community benefits '¦' is speculative, conditional 
and confuses correlation with causation. Housing development may well correlate with community benefits, in that 
the two are related, but it does not necessarily follow that the former will result in (or cause) the latter. Similarly, it 
does not follow that building large housing developments will generate either additional employment or the 
necessary infrastructure. As noted above, any large scale development will reduce employment opportunities and, 
with regard to the latter, extant evidence indicates that neither will car use reduce nor access to public transport 
improve. 4.40 4.49 It is acknowledged that the existence of the South East Plan is, of itself, a constraint on Arun 
District as it relates to the Draft Local Plan but its emphasis on building in sustainable locations that have the 
necessary infrastructures, services et al. or where such provision is planned serves but to highlight the foregoing 
point, which is echoed in the Localism Act. 4.52 4.53  SP1 / SP2 The aim expressed in the Draft Local Plan to protect 
Arun's natural environment and landscape is to be lauded, as is its intentions to use brownfield sites for development 
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and preserve the individual character and identity of settlements in Arun. For the most part Angmering has developed 
within the natural boundaries of the South Downs, historic drovers' ways and conservation areas and so is not 
contiguous with many other settlement. Physically, therefore, the village has a natural identity, natural boundaries 
and a strongly developed sense of community. In consequence, the proposal in the Draft Local Plan designating 
Angmering as a location of growth appears to be inexplicable for any resulting development will not only absorb both 
greenfield and agricultural land but also takes no account of the insurmountable landscape issues referred to above. 
By way of iteration, the designated location is outside the built-up area boundary and therefore contrary to policy SP2 
which states that ''¦ the countryside will be safeguarded against inappropriate development '¦' . This is of particular 
concern as there are substantial areas of brownfield sites elsewhere in Arun that could be deployed before 
encroaching on land that is supposedly safeguarded . 

46 The Key Diagram The development of land adjacent to six villages contradicts the statement in point 4.12 regarding the importance of 
undeveloped countryside in which ADC states its importance in helping to maintain the settlements (villages ?) 
seperate identity and character. The development will drastically change forever the character and identity of our 
local communities. The area floods, bursts dranage covers, is saturated and the removal of countryside will lead to 
more flood, sewerage and drainage issues. If the case for economic growth is realistic in Arun District are the brown 
field possibilities being fully explored ? before we develop couintryside and the important part our countryside and 
farmland does and will play in controlling climate change. 

1247 The Key Diagram The Key Diagram is out of date and gives very little information! It does not even show the Angmering by-pass. It 
shows Angmering as being a Broad Location for Growth which seems to illustrate the thought process behind the Plan 
– ADC appear to be desperate to grow the numbers of houses and use Angmering to do it.   

1137 The Key Diagram Section 5 The Key Map (and the proposals map) shows the open land east and west of Ferring (formerly 'Strategic 
Gaps') as Green Infrastructure Corridors but does not indicate any designation for the open land north of the built-up 
area of Ferring – i.e between Littlehampton Road and the National Park. This land is under constant threat of 
development and has already had a number of non-conforming uses established through failures of planning control. 
It should be noted that, here too, there are footpaths and bridleways linking the National Park to the sea. 
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1612 The Key Diagram 4.0 SECTION 5 – KEY DIAGRAM 4.1 It is acknowledged that the Key Diagram is a diagrammatic depiction of future 
development and the boundaries and designations shown are illustrative and a broad indication of how future 
development will occur over the Plan period. 4.2 However, there are specific, localised elements of the Key Diagram 
that need to be addressed in relation to Angmering, and in particular the east of Angmering and West End Nursery. 
These comments are also in relation to policies and text that are contained later in the Draft Local Plan, particularly 
with regard to Policy DM25 Green Infrastructure Corridors, and therefore comments specifically in relation to that 
policy will be addressed later in these representations. 4.3 A 'Broad Strategic Location of Growth' has been identified 
towards the east of Angmering; it appears that this comprises land north of Worthing Rugby Club. Similarly, a 'Green 
Infrastructure Corridor – Type B' has been identified towards the east and south of Angmering; it appears that the 
Rugby Club and West End Nursery lie within this draft designation. 4.4 Whilst the virtues of Green Infrastructure 
Corridors are to be applauded, they need to be properly considered, be based on up to date evidence and be in the 
right location. It is considered that the draft designation in this instance is simpl y a regurgitation of the previous Local 
Gap designation in the Arun Local Plan, which was questionable at that time, and this is evidenced by the Inspector's 
comments in his Report into the Arun District Local Plan Inquiry in 2002. 4.5 When addressing the Local Gap to the 
east of Roundstone Lane in that Local Plan Inquiry, the Inspector stated at paragraph 4.11.5 that: 'I have some 
sympathy for the view that it may extend eastwards rather further than necessary, and that this garden centre site is 
not an essential component of a functional Gap. However, the situation will change on the completion of the 
Angmering bypass, creating interest in land that could be perceived as a future extension to that settlement. That is 
not necessarily a view I support, and not a decision to be made now: the next review of the Plan is the proper time 
and place.'  4.6 It is therefore evident that the Inspector had concerns about the designation of the land as a Local 
Gap, and he also recognised that the situation would change once the bypass was completed. The bypass has since 
been completed and this further reduces the landscape and 'gap' benefits of this part of Roundstone Lane, as well as 
providing a strong defensible boundary which will control development encroaching fur ther east, thereby 
maintaining the open feel of that part of the landscape to the east of Angmering and north of the A259. 4.7 Further, 
the evidence base documents used to inform the Draft Local Plan, notably the Green Infrastructure Study (June 2012) 
and the Arun Landscape Study - Landscape and Visual Amenity Aspects of Development Choice in Arun District 
(August 2006) do not identify East Angmering as a particularly sensitive landscape type, and in particular do not 
identify the part of Angmering within which West End Nursery lies as being particularly sensitive. 4.8 This is dealt with 
in detail in Chapter 10 of these representations but as the broad designation is depicted in the Key Diagram, initial 
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comments have been highlighted here. Recommendation 4.9 That the Key Diagram be amended to exclude West End 
Nursery from the Green Infrastructure Corridor, along with the sites to the immediate north and south, namely 
Worthing Rugby Club and Haskins Garden Centre. 4.10 That the Key Diagram be amended to include West End 
Nursery within the Broad Strategic Location of Growth, recognising that Worthing Rugby Club provides a valuable 
open space facility and community asset and should be retained as such. 

1294 The Key Diagram C Key Diagram 3.3 In this regard, we suggest that land at Eastergate, north of Barnham Road should be identified 
within the broad location for development for a minimum of 2,000 dwellings or identified in isolation as a site on the 
edge of Eastergate capable of accommodating around 260 dwellings. The site boundary in the latter case would be 
contiguous with the site boundary of the 2009 SHLAA site 105. 3.4 Focusing growth at Eastergate would reinforce its 
role as a local service centre and provide a sustainable extension closer to the existing schools services and facilities 
already located there. 

1784 The Key Diagram 5 The only green thing about the GIC B is the colour used on the diagram. Any development on a green field site 
cannot be deemed to be 'green'  as it would replace something that is much 'greener' . 

2062 The Key Diagram I want to believe in this Draft Local Plan, but I am sure that I speak for many local residents when I protest that on first 
reading it is flawed, even down to its indecipherable Key Diagram (5.1), which looks like a primary school art 
competition. Surely to communicate something so important deserves the skilled hand of a CAD designer or at least a 
Photoshop operator? 

57 Arun Key 
Diagram 

The proposed extra housing in the Westergate area will significantly affect current residents of the village. The total 
structure will be altered from that of a village to a built up area. This country has already lost too much green land, 
and the government has committed to help the countries ecology, but this proposal completely disregards this point 
of view. The infrastructure is unable to cope with any significant increase in housing, and proposals to update the 
infrastructure is unsustainable. With all this taken into consideration, I am vehemently opposed to the proposal for 
the new houses. 
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100 Arun Key 
Diagram 

I think it is unacceptable to provide a plan for roads that is clearly incomplete. Specifically the re-routing of the A29. I 
have not a clue how this impacts me as there is no detail on how the road may progress North from Barnham Road. 
Why is this detail not provided ? Without this detail, I can only reject any option that requires A29 changes. 

96 Arun Key 
Diagram 

The straddling of the railway line by the proposed developments West of Barnham and to the South West of 
Eastergate is a fatally flawed proposal.  Irrespective of how well housing is "screened" from the railway line, housing in 
the viscinity of the line will INEVITABLY become devalued, low-income properties with all the social implications that 
arise from such slippage into poverty.  Stay away from the railway line at all costs.    

124 Arun Key 
Diagram 

I am concerned about the proposals in as far as they relate to developments affecting the villages of 
Barnham,Eastergate and Aldingbourne. The housing proposed for this area is wholly out of proportion to any possible 
local needs and, as I understand it,have been included to help finance the building of an improved access road in and 
out of Bognor. The various roads proposed would themselves be a disaster for the three villages as they all direct the 
traffic into the relatively minor road through our villages with no indication of how it is then expected to access the 
A27 or the Fontwell roundabout. This would seem to be a problem for Bognor to solve or live with. It would be quite 
wrong for Bognor to attempt further money making developments at the expense of destroying the quality of life of 
those who live in the surrounding villages   

134 Arun Key 
Diagram 

This Key Plan is inaccurate and pathetic. As the document presented to residents to aid their ability to construct 
informed argumentation both for and against the plan, it falls shamefully short. Not only is it lacking in any tangible 
detail, but it is laughably (if it wasn't so serious) incorrect - Westergate is absent completely, whilst Aldingbourne is 
where Westergate should be, on the A29. This has been presented at your own consultation road show presentations 
and at Parish meetings, all to great derision. 

139 Arun Key 
Diagram 

I do not believe the area can support such a development, due to the local resourced and utilities being under too 
much pressure at this time 

314 Arun Key 
Diagram 

After reading the draft ADC Local Plan I have some serious misgivings regarding it's proposals particually those for the 
Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate area. Firstly the proposed A29 "bypass":-  I cannot see how this route will lessen 
congestion as 1. it does not connect directly to the A27 (traffic would still have to negotiate the eastergate and 



Page | 229  
 

fontwell roundabouts) 2. The B2233 is too narrow to support the extra volume of traffic. 3. As the bypass would rejoin 
the A29 at Lidsey (just before the narrow dipping bend, which is subject to flooding) the bottleneck at the woodgate 
crossing would just move down to Lidsey.4. The only reason I can see to pick this route would be to serve the 
proposed building of 2000 homes nearby, adding even more congestion, negating any benefit of a bypass. Option 2 
(strategic housing) :- The last few years have seen numerous large scale housing developments in the 
Bognor/Littlehampton but as yet there has been no real improvement in job creation or regeneration in the local 
town centers. I fail to see how yet more large scale developments will benefit the area unless more investment in job 
creation is available. I am particually concerned with the proposed building of 2000 homes on greenfield land 
between Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate for the following reasons. 1) The proposal states that the villages will 
be kept seperate, but this is not shown on the map, which would seem to indicate this is not the case. This would 
destroy the villages identity and they would become a suburb of Bognor.  2) Despite the fact that this development 
would effectively create a new village, there is no mention of providing any amenities such as a school, shop, doctors 
surgery, etc. Residents would have to use the already overburdened services in the area. 3) Flooding in the area is a 
big problem and needs to be addressed before any more building can go ahead, if not the impact of so many houses 
will increase the danger of substantial flooding in the future. We are told by the ADC that the targets for Option 2 
have been set by central goverment, this is misleading as it was created by the now defunct South England Regional 
Assembly and is therefore irrelevant. While I had some reservations about Option 1 (which seems to have been 
dropped) I felt that it was a much more sustainable proposal.     

203 Arun Key 
Diagram 

Letter commenting on the effect the draft development plan has on a local horticultural business submitted by email 
from Fleurie Holdings and Fleurie Nursery Ltd 

213 Arun Key 
Diagram 

The last thing we need in the five villages is more development! We already have too many houses & too many cars 
which causes terrible congestion. The proposed new road would likely not solve these issues, as the houses are likely 
to be built first to pay for it, and with the houses would come the people and the car. This bypass would not solve the 
problem, but instead probably only move it elsewhere to Fontwell Avenue and the surrounding areas.  We already 
suffer from flooding due to cementing over fields, our water situation is getting worse by the year, the current 
infrastracture would lilkely be woefully inadequate for the hugely increased population the new development would 
bring. 
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516 Arun Key 
Diagram 

5.1 This diagram is a disgrace. It lacks detail and is extremely misleading. The proposed area for building over 2000 
dwellings is marked in green and referred to as 'green infrastructure' in the key, with no reference to the fact that 
while it is indeed currently an area of green fields, the proposal is to destroy this, overdevelop it, then put a few 
defined areas of greenery and flood mitigation systems in place. The dotted red line running through the green area 
between the villages is vague and does not refer to the fact that 4 options for the routing of this road were put 
forward by the report commissioned by Arun District Council. The road appears to join with a 'B' road at its northern 
end.  The diagram is not fit for the purpose of informing evidence-based comment. 

242 Arun Key 
Diagram 

Where is Ford? Why is Ford no longer on the map or available for development? Having visited one of the Arun 
roadshows I was told by a councillor that Ford cannot have development as a result of it's being rejected as a potential 
site for the proposed Eco-town. At best this is dis-ingenuous and at worst this is deliberate political mis-
interpretation.  The rejection of Ford in a national search for a location for an Eco-town should in no way preclude it's 
inclusion in smaller scale development as proposed by the Arun Local Plan. A development at Ford would meet all the 
requirements of the proposed local plan for Westergate. Ford has an under-utilised train station with high potential 
for car parking and minimal social impact should the track need to be bridged. A link road from Crossbush to the A259 
would better meet the desire to bring traffic into Bognor from the north (A23/A24/Gatwick) and could be combined 
with the proposed bypass Arundel to reduce cost. Ford airfield is the largest brownfield site in the district. Ford has no 
schools and any proposed development would need to include both primary and secondary provision (it should be 
noted that Aldingbourne Primary is over-subscribed within catchment so a new school would still be required in that 
development) As a previously utilised brownfield site there would be no issues with utility supply, sewerage, or 
flooding (Shripney/Westertgate sewerage is at capacity and would not be able to take waste from a further 3000 
households) 

249 Arun Key 
Diagram 

What's missing from this picture? I am surprised that the Arun plan is being drawn up without any reference to the 
proposed plans of the surrounding districts. Whilst I appreciate that Arun has to draw up it's own plans, to do so as if 
the world ends at the district boundary is short-sighted and protentially damaging to the villages in all districts. Of 
particular concern is the potential expansion in the Chichester district at the brownfield site of Tangmere airfield (not 
shown on map).  Combined with the planned expansion at Eastergate/Westergate/Barnham this would cause major 
overload of services and cause huge traffic issues.  That this is not mentioned in the in the Arun plan is bordering on 
the senseless. In addition the A285 road is not shown on the Arun map, nor is the proposed link road from the A285 to 
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the western end of A259.  This would be the perfect north-south link that the Arun plan professes to need to bring 
traffic into Bognor.  Why is not shown or even mentioned as a possiblity?   

940 Arun Key 
Diagram 

The title of the Proposals Map is 'Arun District', when it is not the district but that part of the district outside the 
National Park, again this needs to be made explicit.  It would be worth showing the district boundary that runs 
through the National Park to emphasize that the national park part of the district is outside the local plan.  The 
reference to the Arundel by-pass should be safeguarded route for a Arundel by-pass.  

681 Arun Key 
Diagram 

Isn't "Green Infrastructure" an oxymoron ? .. infrastructure should AVOID greenbelt or green corridors between 
villages. Not lay tarmac across our green spaces. 

482 Arun Key 
Diagram 

The planned new A29 starts north of the Z bends at Lidsey - where are the plans for the 1 mile stretch in between 
meeting the north end of the Shripney by pass? This stretch of road is narrow, with no foot path and a far too high 
speed limit and also floods often due to being situated on a flood plane - it is not suitable to be part of an A road. 

450 Arun Key 
Diagram 

The proposed routes are quite absurd - what is the point of creating a route which does not join 2 existing trunk 
roads. All this will do is create a bottle neck in a different area and destroy green belt land. 

453 Arun Key 
Diagram 

I( strongly object to any scheme which merely moves a traffic problem from one area to another and will inn fact only 
serve to worsen the present situation. Green belt is precious and it is not necessary to remove its status. Arun council 
must look to maintaining the quality of environment and well-being of its residents whilst attracting new people to 
the area. 2,000 new homes in an attempt to fudge costing figures is not the ansrwer. Do a feasibility study properly 
and then do your sums! And then listen to your voters - nobody is indispensible these days, least of all public sector 
workers. People move to Arun because of what it is, not because they want to be in an area of boxy estate homes like 
lemmings. We are in an area of outstanding natural beauty, with mixed prosperity, so concentrate on enhancing what 
we have instead of destroying it. 
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471 Arun Key 
Diagram 

This Diagram is meaningless.  Aldingbourne is not on the A29, Barham is not shown on the railway line and Eastergate 
is floating on the edge of a Green Infrastructure Corridor - whatever that means.  One A29 Road Improvement is 
shown to the east of the A29 but it is going nowhere.  It is inadequate, time wasting and insulting to any serious 
reader of the document. 

794 Arun Key 
Diagram 

The green infrastructure corridor type B Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate should remain as a green corridor and not 
be built on as in Option 2 in Section 13.  

781 Arun Key 
Diagram 

The green infrastructure corridor type B Barnham - Eastergate - Westergate should lagely remain as such and not be 
built on as in Option 2 in Section 13.  Option 1 is preferred (see 13.1.13). 

844 Arun Key 
Diagram 

Aldingbourne is not on the A29 Westergate is. 5 and 5.1 maps look the same to me and the 'popup full image' fails 

760 Arun Key 
Diagram 

Who drew the 'Key Plan'? It is shameful in it's inaccuracy and lack of detail. Aldingbourne is in the wrong place and 
Westergate is missing completely. This doesn't give any resident of Westergate much confidence in a council ignorant 
of where villages are in it's area, when that council is proposing 2250 houses to be built on it's doorstep. 

502 Arun Key 
Diagram 

5.1 Key Diagram – As the name suggests this is a key diagram. As such you would have thought that albeit high level it 
was an accurate representation. Clearly it is not as would be recognised by anyone who has knowledge of the villages 
area. What concerns me is that if some basic fundamental mistakes are made for a Key Diagram then what confidence 
do we have for the rest of the document. 

504 Arun Key 
Diagram 

I would query the person who drew up this map has never even visited the Arun District! 
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981 Arun Key 
Diagram 

Mistake in the Arun Key Diagram: The land enclosed within the proposed Location for Growth for Angmering, includes 
a strip of Greenfield, Grade 1 agricultural land south of Water Lane and north of High Street.  This land has been 
rejected as suitable for development in the SHLAA supporting document which provides the evidence supporting the 
Plan, because it fails to meet a number of Plan policies, and says "the impact on the landscape is insurmountable and 
therefore the site is unsuitable for future development ".   The map must be amended to exclude this piece of land in 
the next itteration of the Plan. 

545 Arun Key 
Diagram 

This key diagram is about as useful as a "chocolate teapot".  More detail needs to be shown and an attempt should be 
made to draw it to scale. I note the proposed route of a road in the Westergate/Barnham area.  However, it is my 
understanding that this was not the preferred route of the road as recommended by the consultants engaged to 
perform the study into possible routes for an A29 level crossing by-pass.  Council should make it clear what route is 
likely to be developed. The position of the villages as shown on this map is incorrect. 

558 Arun Key 
Diagram 

I hope I'm in the right section of the document but I would strongly recommend that the road marked 'Enterprise 
Bognor Regis - Butlins link' is not commissioned as this goes through an environmentally sensitive area and would 
seriously affect the environment. I can't see any need for this road in this area. 

583 Arun Key 
Diagram 

This map shows that Ford airfield near Yapton, being a brownfield site is not being considered. Why is that? Why are 
greenfield sites being chosen instead? This is reckless planning for the future. 

699 Arun Key 
Diagram 

Is this Plan accurate in ALL respects? Are there any omissions or errors? 

713 Arun Key 
Diagram 

The strategy has not been properly assessed. The evidence base includes a study of four route options. Not only does 
the Draft Local Plan not follow the recommendations in this evidence base the study did not consider all reasonable 
options to re-route the A29.  Given this is an economically led plan then a route that connects, by dual carriageway, 
the industrial areas of Bognor with, for example, the Chichester Business Park on the A27 (crossing Tangmere 
Airfield)  should have been considered.  In fact such a strategic road should be considered within the context of the 
region and involve partnership working with adjoining Councils.  It is unrealistic to propse such a route that clearly 
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does not address the strategic need and does not connect with the A27.   

731 Arun Key 
Diagram 

I agree that the location proposed for new housing in the six villages area is the most appropriate location for 
sustainable development in this area.  However the infrastructure improvements are totally inadequate and will make 
the impression gained by the visitor to Bonor Regis even more negative than they must be now.  At the very least we 
need a totally new fast route for the A29 west of Aldingbourne from the Robin Hood pub all the way up to the 
A27.  This would also eliminate the need for the dangerous junction between the A27 and and the B2233, as the 
B2233 would then join the new A29. 

918 Arun Key 
Diagram 

Why do you propose sites both North and South of Water Lane in Angmering as employment sites when your own 
consultants clearly identified that the land to the South is not feasible? Why are you not first looking at brownfield 
sites in accordance with your own statement that these will be used first.  The Water Lane sites are both abutting the 
National Park yet you have not considered the availability of the brownfield land at Ford 

920 Arun Key 
Diagram 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY A. This representation has been prepared by David Tucker Associates on behalf of Mr Neville 
Andrew of Brookfield, North of Lyminster. It sets out reasons why the currently envisaged proposal to implement the 
Lyminster Bypass are flawed, and should be re-evaluated. The following matters are considered in turn: i) The concept 
of implementing a Lyminster Bypass; ii) The appraisal of the highway proposals prepared on behalf of the authorities; 
iii) The detail of the highway design proposals; iv) Flood compensation. B. This review considers that: Until the A27 
Crossbush Junction is enhanced, implementation of a Lyminster Bypass would create additional congestion problems 
on the A284 (existing or Bypass) and on the A27. There is no evidence base to demonstrate this effect. There is no 
justification in terms of an evidence base to implement a Lyminster Bypass until the A27 Arundel Bypass is 
constructed. Given the above items, the authorities should evaluate alternative transportation measures prior to the 
A27 improvements being secured. In particular this should include the widening of the single carriageway section of 
the A259 between the A280 Angmering Bypass and the Station Road roundabout which would allow matters to be 
dealt with in a phased sense. No such comparison has already been undertaken is a fundamental flaw in the process. 
Local planning authorities are required to undertake a NATA style appraisal which has not been done. As and when 
the A27 measures come forward, and the merit of the Lyminster Bypass becomes more evident, the design of the 
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bypass requires significant re-appraisal. It is currently over-designed in terms of geometry, which reduces flexibility 
and hence maximising impact on adjacent properties. Avoiding this would benefit local residents and reduce the 
extent of compensation payments. As part of this, a comprehensive review of the existing and Bypass speed limit 
strategy and consequential highway design should be undertaken. The proposed flood compensation measures 
require additional clarification and can be more efficiently delivered than is evident within the current proposals. 1.0 
The overarching concern with the proposal is that delivery of a A284 Lyminster Bypass without improvements to 
Crossbush Junction (A27/A284) and the A27 Arundel Bypass, will negate any meaningful benefit that the Bypass would 
bring, and would indeed create additional congestion particularly if the closure of the Wick level crossing were also 
implemented, with the consequence of attracting additional traffic. Formal consultees have reported that queuing 
from existing traffic on the A284 can extend to the Lyminster bends already. 2.0 A number of transport studies over 
the years considering development and/or transport infrastructure in the wider area have been prepared on behalf of 
either Arun District the Highways Agency or West Sussex County Council. Many include reference to the potential for 
a Lyminster Bypass. Policy SP20 Arun District Council of the Local Draft Plan refers to the need to protect the line of 
the A284 Lyminster Bypass (Northern Section) to be delivered in the medium to long term. This in its own right is not a 
matter of significant contention. It is however noteworthy that within the same policy, improvements to the A27 at 
the Arundel Bypass are to be protected for delivery in the long term, which as a trunk road will be a matter for the 
Highways Agency to deliver. There is no suggestion in any other policy, guidance or updated status report that such 
improvements will be brought forward quicker than "the long term".  3.0 Improvements to the A27 Crossbush 
Junction at the north of the A284 are not explicitly referred in the safeguarding SP20 Policy, but are central to the 
transportation aspirations of the area, being the subject of a 2010 Mott MacDonald study and drawing key references 
in 2012 reports on the Lyminster Bypass (WSP prepared for West Sussex County Council) and Developing an 
Employment and Infrastructure Strategy (PB prepared for Coastal West Sussex Partnership).  4.0 In its conclusions, the 
former document states that:   "The A27 Crossbush Junction is a critical junction. Increased traffic flows from any 
source may result in significant queuing on the A284 and bypass. West Sussex County Council should continue 
proactive discussions with the Highways Agency to establish timely improvements."  The latter document identifies 
within its recommendations that: "The improvement of the A27 Crossbush Junction with the A284 and the completion 
of the A284 Lyminster Bypass be delivered."  Brought forward together these are cited as likely to promote investor 
confidence and hence encourage economic growth in the area.  5.0 These 2012 documents (the WSP report being the 
Feasiblity Study for the Bypass scheme itself), therefore share the views expressed at para 1.0, that delivery of the 
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Lyminster Bypass without the improvements to Crossbush Junction gives rise to a flawed strategy.  6.0 It is evident 
that improvements to the A27 at Arundel and Crossbush Junction are some way off. As such, detailed feasibility and 
cost benefit analysis of alternative east-west initiatives should be undertaken before implementing north-south 
initiatives such as the Lyminster Bypass which will founder on the existing A27 deficiencies. This should focus on the 
improvement of the A259.  7.0 Presenting appraisals of the Lyminster Bypass works in isolation or presenting 
appraisals of both and using this as justification for the Lyminster Bypass to proceed, are therefore flawed. It is a 
requirement of the local planning authorities that their approach to planning for local infrastructure (which the 
Lyminster Bypass would be) is compatible with the New Approach to Appraisal (NATA).  8.0 The appropriate 
evaluation is therefore one where transportation proposals are measured against the five Government objectives as 
outlined in "A New Deal for Transport" and "A New Deal for Trunk Roads" White Papers, namely:  Environmental; 
Safety; Economy; Accessibility; Integration.   This has not been done. 9.0 Furthermore, the appropriate means to 
evaluate is to identify a series of transportation options in each instance. Whereas the authorities have prepared an 
evidence base for strategic development across the District and County with identified transport infrastructure, there 
is no evidence to suggest that for at least 10 years any assessment of local design options or indeed phasing delivery 
have been undertaken.  10.0 Reference is made within the reports to travel time efficiency and reliability benefits of 
bypassing the Wick level crossing. However, this too is flawed in that the avoidance of such is forecast to attract 
additional traffic onto the A284, further exacerbating the congestion issues at the A27/A284 and beyond.  11.0 The 
brief of the WSP Feasibility Report nor any of the other area-wide appraisals does not extend to this type of review. 
Indeed it only represents a self acknowledging desktop study of a single highway alignment solution albeit with two 
tie-in junction options. Notwithstanding the fact that comparative schemes should have been evaluated within the 
process as a whole, the WSP report does not provide a quantifiable measure of traffic congestion, vehicle journey 
times, vehicle safety appraisal or cost benefit analysis. Without this, it is not plausible to establish the appropriateness 
of the concept and this must be done before any progression to a planning application.  12.0 Furthermore, the single 
design alignment presented is flawed. Were the A27 enhancements to occur, the concept of the Lyminster Bypass is 
easier to accept. However, the design conflicts with current transport planning objectives as set out within NATA and 
other guidance. Maximum link speed seems to have governed the design and not environmental impact, safety, 
economy or integration as required by the NATA appraisal process. The proposed alignment of the bypass is straight, 
connecting into a pair of reverse curves with centreline radii. This is covered by DMRB TD9/93 which at paragraph 
1.11 says that: "care shall be taken where an improved section rejoins an existing road, that the existing standard of 
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curvature and sight distance at the interface shall be subject to the same restrictions as would be relevant for the 
Design Speed of the improvement . . . care must be taken that the curvature and sight distance . . . is adequate for the 
approach Design Speed which has increased due to the improvement . . ."  13.0 Given that the existing alignment of 
the A284 does not conform to a 100kph design speed, nor is it likely to be upgraded in the future, it would be more 
appropriate for the design of the Bypass to be constructed to a lower design speed with radii chosen to discourage 
higher speeds.  14.0 WSP acknowledge in their report that at a 100kph design speed there is little design flexibility. 
However, reducing this to 70kph significantly increases the flexibility of design. This will have the benefit of being able 
to have a radical rethink of the road design at the northern tie-in to the A284 and hence the effect on Mr Andrew's 
property and others along the existing A284.  15.0 There is no justification to deliver a 50mph or 60mph section of 
road. The WSP report proposes a 50mph speed for the northern bypass reducing to a 40mph speed limit where it 
meets the southern bypass. In essence therefore, a situation will be created once the Bypass is in place, where there 
will be a short section at 40mph leading from the A27, which currently leads into a national speed limit with a 
residential frontage access then into a northern bypass with a road width of 7.3m at 50mph and a southern bypass at 
40mph. This will all be within a 3 mile section and will send mixed messages to drivers as to the nature of their 
journey. It is far more consistent with guidance in terms of speed limits to use the bypass design to form part of a 
comprehensive revision to the A284 whereby the entire section of the carriageway leading away from the A27 would 
be reduced to 40mph. In terms of travel time this will make no meaningful difference and will represent a safer 
arrangement for all road users. (It is noteworthy that part of the existing A284 is already governed by a 30mph speed 
limit, which makes the unrestricted national speed limit section currently in place rather incongruous). 16.0 Again 
notwithstanding the currently proposed Bypass speed limit, there are elements of the current scheme which are 
significantly over-designed, including the tapers at the junction tie-in options. These features have been used as a 
justification for the specific junction locations. By incorporating more compact junction design to accommodate the 
consequential very low flows to and from the bypassed village, again more flexibility of design is achieved and 
reduced impact both on Mr Andrew's land and other local residents would become apparent.  17.0 Finally, with 
regard to the two junction option plans presented, one (Option 2) identifies a proposal for a flood compensation 
storage area on Mr Andrew's land. The other (Option 1) does not, although the supporting material suggests an 
equivalent Flood Plain Compensatory Storage Figure (3,310sqm) is needed for both schemes. It is unclear as to 
whether the absence of a storage area on the Option 1 plan is as a result of alternative design measures which are not 
clearly shown, or a drafting oversight. Confirmation of this is requested. Clearly in a comparative sense, should one 
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option exclude Mr Andrew's land, this would be his strong preference since it is currently good quality pasture, used 
for grazing. Without this land, cattle would be slaughtered and the cattle farming viability brought into question 
altogether.  18.0 Notwithstanding that clarification being provided, it is difficult to see why any such compensation 
should be located on Mr Andrew's land in either option or any alternative which may come forward. This land is prone 
to flooding, indeed is within Flood Plain 3. The water flow in the stream is to the west leading to the river and logic 
would suggest that flood compensation should be provided on the west side of the new road where the land drops 
towards the river. The flooding issue is exacerbated by current flooding being worsened by obstructions under the 
A284 which the authorities are slow to address, leaving Mr Andrew to action such matters himself. If the flood 
compensation is kept to the west of the A284 then there should be no risk of worsening. 19.0 It is respectfully 
suggested that the proposals in isolation, as currently presented, do not form a rational solution to local transport 
issues and both the concept and detail should be re-considered. 

929 Arun Key 
Diagram 

Why is there no detailed diagram for Angmering since it is highlighted as one of the strategic areas for growth?  The 
high level detail in the key Diagram is unclear and simply doesn't residents to identify Plan proposals.     

976 Arun Key 
Diagram 

This huge development of new houses would completely spoil the balance and character of the six village area as well 
as detracting from the the rural environment that we all value. I am also very concerned about flooding. The drainage 
around Barnham is worryingly poor and an increase in concreted areas in the local area is bound to impact on that. 

1358 Arun Key 
Diagram 

Para 5.1 Arun Key Diagram For the reasons set out above, HLM object to the following annotations on the Key 
Diagram. · The boundary for the 'Broad Strategic Location of Growth'  around Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham 
which is too tightly drawn and excludes a large proportion of Westergate and in particular sites identified as having 
future potential in the SHLAA including WE11. · The line of the 'Potential New Road Improvements'  focused on the 
A29 which do not represent the preferred route, Option A, as assessed Parsons Brinckerhoff in the A29 Woodgate 
study 2012. 

1599 Arun Key 
Diagram 

Paragraph 5.1 - Arun Key Diagram 2.2. We consider that the locations of growth indicative area around the three 
villages should be extended to the east of Barnham, north and south of the railway line. This will allow for 
development in proximity to the railway station and the shops and services located along Yapton Road. 2.3. We also 
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consider that the settlement boundary for Barnham should be re-drawn around the sites that have gained recent 
planning permission and those that have a reasonable prospect of securing consent, including our clients' land 
(Appendix 1) [See attached document]. 

1772 Arun Key 
Diagram 

There is insufficient detail in this map to be of much use. I reject the idea of having a new route for the A29 through 
the middle of my village, Eastergate. I reject the idea of doubling the size of my village, it will irrevocably alter the 
character of my village, Eastergate. I chose to move from Stroud Green, North Bersted to Eastergate to reduce the 
density of housing and inprove the quality of my & my families life. Doubling its size and cleaving it in two with a road 
would change the character of Eastergate too much. 

2475 Arun Key 
Diagram 

5.1 The Key Diagram is a singular view of some of the options in the Plan. If defines the three Village parishes wrongly 
spatially and avoids the option for a lower rate of house building in that area which remains a possibility. The concept 
of Green Infrastructure Corridors is not explained in the Plan document and the casual reader must waste even more 
of their previous summer hunting them down elsewhere. In summary, they are a planners and consultants ruse. Why 
not call a spade a spade. Type B GICs are actually 'Vandalism of Grade 1 Farming Greenfield Sites in The Name Of 
Undefined Progress (with minor cosmetic mitigation) Corridors'  in this Plan. 

1845 Figure 5.1: Key 
Diagram 

Test to see if the comment wont dissapear on extraction. 

234 Implementation 
& Monitoring 

6.2. The key indicators are not supported by objective evidence as to their validity 

939 Implementation 
& Monitoring 

Once again there is explicit reference to the local plan policies applying 'throughout the district' (para.6.2).  This is 
inaccurate and needs to be corrected for the next version of the local plan. 
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845 Implementation 
& Monitoring 

6.3 is a getout clause that is realy welcome. It means the items in the plan are not cast in stone and if some scheme is 
proved to be not viable in the future it can be thrown out or modified.  

649 Implementation 
& Monitoring 

The Neighbourhood Plans are meant to be completed BEFORE the Local Plan can even be begun. Definate cart before 
horse issue and very worrying. 

616 Implementation 
& Monitoring 

As a lifelong resident of Bognor Regis I have considerable concerns over some of th planning processes. In particular 
the way in which Tesco slipped under the radar and were allowed to take over the Rising Sun in Chichester Road and 
convert it to a Tesco Express. Whilst I understand that planning permission was not required as the building is graded 
as A1 use, it would appear that Public Houses are normally graded as A4 use, in which case planning consent would 
have been needed for the transition, not just for the signage, access etc. I live on the Chichester Road and the change 
of use has had a very detrimental effect on the area. Constant vehicles loading and unloading, with the crashing of 
doors and delivery trollies, the annoying bleeping of delivery vehicles, coupled with traffic congestion at the access 
point, drivers parking on the pavement for quick access, and neon lighting blazing away, sometimes all night. This 
happens 7 days a week and starts at 5.30am. Can legislation please be introduced to prevent this happening in other 
areas? Whilst it is too late for this part of Chichester Road there is no reason why other areas around the town should 
not have protection from such an invasion. It was hoped that the relief road would lessen the noise and traffic flow in 
this popular residential area. That is now lost to us. 

617 Implementation 
& Monitoring 

As a lifelong resident of Bognor Regis I have considerable concerns over some of th planning processes. In particular 
the way in which Tesco slipped under the radar and were allowed to take over the Rising Sun in Chichester Road and 
convert it to a Tesco Express. Whilst I understand that planning permission was not required as the building is graded 
as A1 use, it would appear that Public Houses are normally graded as A4 use, in which case planning consent would 
have been needed for the transition, not just for the signage, access etc. I live on the Chichester Road and the change 
of use has had a very detrimental effect on the area. Constant vehicles loading and unloading, with the crashing of 
doors and delivery trollies, the annoying bleeping of delivery vehicles, coupled with traffic congestion at the access 
point, drivers parking on the pavement for quick access, and neon lighting blazing away, sometimes all night. This 
happens 7 days a week and starts at 5.30am. Can legislation please be introduced to prevent this happening in other 
areas? Whilst it is too late for this part of Chichester Road there is no reason why other areas around the town should 
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not have protection from such an invasion. It was hoped that the relief road would lessen the noise and traffic flow in 
this popular residential area. That is now lost to us. 

963 Implementation 
& Monitoring 

We welcome the intent of this Section but are alarmed that it is very short on details. We recommend that: Feedback 
and review mechanisms should be stated. All indicators should be clear and measurable (with units with if possible) 
Regular status reports should include progress against indicators and any targets QUESTION: If indicators are going to 
be measured, are they being measured already, and if so how?, and QUESTION: For each indicator, what is the 
existing status or situation? QUESTION: How will the indicators be measured, how often and by whom? QUESTION: 
Where will be details be held and how will they be accessed by residents? 

1199 Implementation 
& Monitoring 

Chapter 6 Implementation & Monitoring 6.4 The Plan should say more about the expectations of NDP's monitoring 
frameworks and make clear they should be a) proportional to the task in hand and b) should only measure outcomes 
that can be easily detected at a neighbourhood rather than district scale 

1138 Implementation 
& Monitoring 

Section 6 Nothing is said in the 'Implementation and Monitoring section about compliance and enforcement policy- an 
essential element of the planning process, which must be adequately resourced. 

1532 Implementation 
& Monitoring 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 9. Paragraph 6.4 '” the Plan should say more about the expectations of NOP's monitoring frameworks 
and make clear they should be a) proportional to the task in hand and b) should only measure outcomes that can be 
easily detected at a neighbourhood rather than district scale 

2120 Implementation 
& Monitoring 

6.4 The plan should say more about the expectation of NDP's monitoring frameworks and make clear they should be 
a) proportional to the task in hand and b) should only measure outcomes that can be easily detected at a 
neighbourhood rather than district scale. 

21 Sustainable 
Development 

How about Arun being one of the first areas to insist on larger developers installing solar panels on all new build 
houses as standard, with their bulk purchasing power the extra cost would not be great 
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29 Sustainable 
Development 

This section is suspiciously short. Of course sustainable development should be the backbone of the whole document 
and it does feature large across the whole plan which is excellent. However, it would be great to see a really 
passionate and dynamic commitment to following a sustainable path and especially focusing on local demands being 
met locally. This is entirely in line with the job focus and could be enhanced by the encouragement of a Green Hub. 

33 Sustainable 
Development 

All this section sounds wonderful, BUT, I find, especially 7.7 completely contradictory to what is actually happening 
and already planned for the Arun district. The number of houses that have been ok'd in the North Littlehampton and 
Court Wick Lane developments is already far to many houses for the area to cope with. The roads will be gridlocked at 
numerous times of the day and at other times uncomfortable . We are already a water stressed area and so how are 
we to cope with even more development? Our main source of income has got to be tourism. So it is paramount that 
our lovely area is not spoilt. People will go else where. Even the reasonable and desent residents will look to move 
else where, because the environment that they moved down to Arun for no longer exits. The more "affordable" 
housing you build in an area just encourages more people who live on benefits, and sadly a lot of these people have 
no respect for their homes, neighbours or environment. It will all then be too late.   

145 Sustainable 
Development 

Paragraph 7.4 and Policy SP1: Agriculture and horticulture include a high proportion of SMEs and the industry's critical 
mass depends on their continuing success. We therefore welcome this support for SMEs and the sustainable 
development principle of the NPPF.  

243 Sustainable 
Development 

I live in Barnham and I fail to see how 'sustainable development' has been taken into to account in this area. 1. 
Sewerage - how will the system cope with a further 2000 + houses in Barnham/Eastergate - I can't see any mention in 
the document. 2. - Flooding - Barham is already prone to flooding - what will be the effect of concreting over acres of 
fields? 3. Traffic - What will the effect of greatly increased freight and car numbers be on local roads? as far as I can 
see the proposed new A 29 route comes out on the Barnham Road between Barnham and Eastergate. This seems 
pointless! Why bypass the railway only to create a bottleneck and huge congestion on this small local road? 4. 
Housing - What will be the effect of 2000 + houses on villages this size? How can this be described as sustainable? 5. 
Schools - Local schools are already over subscribed - meaning new residents will have to commute to schools outside 
the area. Result - more traffic congestion! How is this sustainable? I feel that this is a terrible plan - the whole 
charachter of the area will be lost, and the local villages will become suburbs of Bognor. The issues described above 
will mean huge problems in the future.   David Smith, Barnham 
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300 Sustainable 
Development 

Using sound science repsonsibly - Where are the various reports on what traffic will be like after the addition of 2,000 
new homes? Where's thre report on building on a area susceptible to flooding? What effect will 2k new homes have 
on the EXISITING property in the villages? Where's the study that says we NEED 2,000 new homes and that there is 
demand for them? Where's the study that shows that businesses WANT to move in to Bognor and they're only not 
doing so becuase of the Woodgate Crossing and the lack of employees? Promoting good governance - The lack of the 
above studies show this is an ill conceived plan and that good governance is not present. These studies should have 
been conducted way before it even reached this stage. What a tragic waste of public money for a plan that won't see 
fruition. 7.5 - Movement thoughout the district. By introducing 4,000 cars to the area you are NOT going to help 
movement through the district. This is going to cause congestion on a massive scale. Traffic studies already show that 
Fontwell Avenue is at it's capacity. You have a bypass that does not connect to anything useful, just dumps 4,000 cars 
in the middle of a two villages. How does that help movement? Also, part of the assistance in movement is meant to 
concentrate on pedestrians and cyclists. How does increasing traffic on a massive scale help achieve that? It makes 
Barnham Road even harder to cross than before. It makes cycling on the roads even more dangerous before. Where 
are the provisions (and so costs) in this plan to assit those groups of people?     

938 Sustainable 
Development 

Note and welcome explicit reference in Policy SP1 to the local plan applying to the area south of the National Park. 

858 Sustainable 
Development 

Sustainability (Section 7): This section refers to cycle networks and Policy DM 21 to the aspirational cycle network with 
a map showing various routes through Kingston. These routes are considered infeasible or impractical for the 
following reasons: i. Kingston Lane is a narrow country Lane with sharp bends and ditches on either side. It is unlit and 
there are no speed restrictions. It is very hazardous for cyclists and so additional usage should not be promoted. ii. Sea 
Lane, Coastal Road, Golden Acre and Gorse Avenue are shown as part of the aspirational cycle network but are private 
roads. For clarity, it should be noted that the following are also private roads in Kingston: Golden Avenue Close, 
Golden Avenue, Brookside Road, Middleway, Downsview Road and Seaview Avenue; and that Peak Lane is unadopted 
with the road surface being maintained by residents. iii. There is no access at the eastern end of Gorse Avenue to the 
Ferring Rife/beach without crossing private land. 
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682 Sustainable 
Development 

Living within the planet's environmental limits; THE PLAN FAILS HERE, MASS DEVELOPMENT ON FLOODPLAINS WHEN 
WE ALREADY HAVE SERIOUS ISSUES WITH FLOODING, WATER TREATMENT, LOSS OF BLUE FLAG STATUS IN BR & 
LITTLEHAMPTON, NO SOLUTIONS IN SIGHT BUT A PLAN TO COMPOUND THE ISSUES - RIDICULOUS. Ensuring a strong, 
healthy and just society; WHAT'S JUST ABOUT THIS PLAN ? ... DESTRUCTION OF OUR GREEN SPACES AND 
ENVIRONMENT .. REVERSE ENGINEERING OF A PLAN TO BOLSTER THE DEVELOPMENT OF POINTLESS 
INFRASTRUCTURE WHICH WRECKS OUR MOST VALUABLE GREE SPACES AND TURNS CHARACTERFUL VILLAGES INTO A 
SPRAWLING URBAN Achieving a sustainable economy; THERE IS NO CLEAR SUSTAINABLE STRATEGY IN THIS PLAN ... 
WE ALREADY SEE APPLICANTS OFFERING UP THEIR GREEN SPACES FOR DEVELOPMENT. WE FEAR FOR THE FUTURE OF 
THE DISTRICT AS ADC PLANNING "work proactively with applicants to jointly find solutions which mean that proposals 
can be approved wherever possible" 

656 Sustainable 
Development 

We do not have the infrastructure - roads, drains, water supply, for more large-scaledevelopment. It is no good 
building and hoping the government will improve the trunk roads or the railway.   

592 Sustainable 
Development 

This section needs to address gaps in current provision or where other sections of this Draft Plan do not appear to be 
interwoven. The Health, Leisure and Recreations Sections need to interlink with the Transport Policies so that each 
town can be accessed by cycle route, for example along side or near to the coast and/or A259 from Littlehampton to 
Bognor Regis or from Littlehampton to Arundel along the river Arun. Cycling on the current A259 route is dangerous 
considering the speed and volume of trafic at certain times particularly when going to and from work.  

416 Sustainable 
Development 

The policy largely follows the model wording on the Planning Inspectorate website, however it omits the final two 
paragraphs of the PINS wording. In addition, the proposed Local Plan wording adds some additional wording 
(underlined here) which is not in the PINS model wording, namely 'Planning applications that help to achieve the 
central aim of this Local Plan, which is to increase employment density and which accord with the policies in this Local 
Plan'¦' . Chichester DC supports the general aim of increasing employment density in Arun, but this policy wording 
could be read as giving precedence to employment growth over other stated Plan objectives. This would not be 
compatible with a balanced approach to sustainable development. The additional text is unnecessary and could be 
misleading, therefore it should be deleted. 
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445 Sustainable 
Development 

I have just spent a good deal of time writing comments in a box like this which have now disappeared!! This online 
consultation is extremely difficult to navigate. Clearly whilst commenting I want to refer to your statements, but when 
I go back to the plan I lose my comments! You mention that Living within the planet's environmental limits; Ensuring a 
strong, healthy and just society; are guiding principles of sustainability, yet the plan is not taking heed of these guiding 
principles. If we are to live within the planet's environmental limits, then we should not be building on and concreting 
over greenfield sites of prime agricultural land. We need the land to grow food in order to live sustainably and we 
need the land not to be concreted over for drainage purposes - witness the very recent flooding in Felpham. A strong 
healthy and just society needs close access to open spaces and the countryside. The planned development with 2230 
new houses and a major new road would be robbing us of much needed open space and countryside. 

865 Sustainable 
Development 

7. Sustainable Development Policy SP1 - Support We support the objective of this policy which follows the positive 
approach to planning and particularly the presumption in favour of sustainable development that is contained within 
the NPPF. 

833 Sustainable 
Development 

Brownfield BEFORE Greenfield   A Core Planning Principle within the Nation Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) reads 
as follows;   Encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield 
land)   The draft local plan for housing delivery FAILS to follow the NPPF guidelines for the sequence of selection of 
sites for development.   The NPPF guidelines say the sequence should be;   First - sites within settlement (built up 
area) boundaries Second - Sites outside settlements (SOS) which are Brownfield sites Third - SOS which are Greenfield 
sites.   In order to follow this sequence, the draft local plan would need to;   First - correctly identify the nature of all 
the sites Second - group together brownfield sites outside settlements for 3 rd priority selection.   The draft local plan 
does not properly identify the nature of all SOS sites   The draft local plan does not group brownfield SOS 
together.   Examples of incorrect site designation;   The site 48 detail entry includes the following;   Site Address West 
End Nursery, Roundstone Lane, Angmering, Site Area (ha) 10.44 Description of site The site consists of a large nursery 
site with a number of greenhouses and car parking space on edge of settlement. Access is off Roundstone Lane. 
Current/previous landuse Horticulture Type of site Greenfield   How can a site with "a number of greenhouses and car 
parking" be classified as "Greenfield"?     The site Y15 detail entry includes the following;   Site ref Y15 Settlement 
Yapton Parish group Villages Site Address Cinders Lane Nursery and works to the rear Site Area (ha) 2.04 Description 
of site Number of vacant looking greenhouses (on a commercial scale) with access down a very narrow lane, Cinders 
Lane. Existing buildings would require demolition Current/previous landuse Horticulture Type of site 
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Greenfield   Again, how can a site with a description "Number of vacant looking greenhouses (on a commercial scale) 
with access down a very narrow lane, Cinders Lane. Existing buildings would require demolition" be classified as 
"Greenfield".   The site WE1 detail entry includes the following;   WE1 Settlement Westergate Parish group Villages 
Site Address Land at Nyton Nursery Site Area (ha) 4.43 Description of site The site consists of a large nursery site with 
a number of buildings including a greenhouse, agricultural buildings and land. The site is located on the edge of the 
urban area. Access is off Nyton Road. Current/previous landuse Horticulture, Agriculture Type of site 
Greenfield   Again, how can a site with this description be classified as "greenfield"?   These are only 3 examples that 
we have discovered so far. There will almost certainly be more. ADC needs to revisit the site classification of all of the 
SOS sites in the draft local plan.           Brownfield Sites Outside Settlements (SOS)   An examination of the SHLAA for 
the Villages, shows the potential number of dwellings that could be built on BROWNFIELD SOS sites in the inland 
villages (pending adjustment if further errors in ADC's site classification is; 6849   For Bognor Regis the number 
(pending adjustment) is; 55   For Littlehampton the number (pending adjustment is; 233   For Arundel the number 
(pending adjustment) is; 20   This gives a total "Dwellings on Brownfield Sites Outside Settlements" of 7157.   This 
represents almost TWICE the Option 2 shortfall, without using a single Greenfield site.   This would also allow for far 
less than the maximum 5000 dwellings to be built at Ford whilst still meeting the option-2 target, if that target proved 
to be valid.   Sustainability of Housing Location   The NPPF guidelines clearly encourage new housing to be located as 
close as possible to sources of employment.   The guidelines even recommend "mixed" new development where 
residential and business developments are located together.   The objective of this co-location of residential and 
business development is to reduce the carbon footprint of both types of development by reducing the amount of 
often single occupancy car journeys carrying workers from home to their place of work.   The Arun District Draft Local 
Plan currently proposes placing all of the business development in the 2 coastal towns whilst placing 80% of the new 
housing in the inland villages.   This plan defies logic and disregards sustainability principles and policy.   Brownfield 
BEFORE Greenfield   A Core Planning Principle within the Nation Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) reads as 
follows;   Encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield 
land)   The draft local plan for housing delivery FAILS to follow the NPPF guidelines for the sequence of selection of 
sites for development.   The NPPF guidelines say the sequence should be;   First - sites within settlement (built up 
area) boundaries Second - Sites outside settlements (SOS) which are Brownfield sites Third - SOS which are Greenfield 
sites.   In order to follow this sequence, the draft local plan would need to;   First - correctly identify the nature of all 
the sites Second - group together brownfield sites outside settlements for 3 rd priority selection.   The draft local plan 
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does not properly identify the nature of all SOS sites   The draft local plan does not group brownfield SOS 
together.   Examples of incorrect site designation;   The site 48 detail entry includes the following;   Site Address West 
End Nursery, Roundstone Lane, Angmering, Site Area (ha) 10.44 Description of site The site consists of a large nursery 
site with a number of greenhouses and car parking space on edge of settlement. Access is off Roundstone Lane. 
Current/previous landuse Horticulture Type of site Greenfield   How can a site with "a number of greenhouses and car 
parking" be classified as "Greenfield"?     The site Y15 detail entry includes the following;   Site ref Y15 Settlement 
Yapton Parish group Villages Site Address Cinders Lane Nursery and works to the rear Site Area (ha) 2.04 Description 
of site Number of vacant looking greenhouses (on a commercial scale) with access down a very narrow lane, Cinders 
Lane. Existing buildings would require demolition Current/previous landuse Horticulture Type of site 
Greenfield   Again, how can a site with a description "Number of vacant looking greenhouses (on a commercial scale) 
with access down a very narrow lane, Cinders Lane. Existing buildings would require demolition" be classified as 
"Greenfield".   The site WE1 detail entry includes the following;   WE1 Settlement Westergate Parish group Villages 
Site Address Land at Nyton Nursery Site Area (ha) 4.43 Description of site The site consists of a large nursery site with 
a number of buildings including a greenhouse, agricultural buildings and land. The site is located on the edge of the 
urban area. Access is off Nyton Road. Current/previous landuse Horticulture, Agriculture Type of site 
Greenfield   Again, how can a site with this description be classified as "greenfield"?   These are only 3 examples that 
we have discovered so far. There will almost certainly be more. ADC needs to revisit the site classification of all of the 
SOS sites in the draft local plan.           Brownfield Sites Outside Settlements (SOS)   An examination of the SHLAA for 
the Villages, shows the potential number of dwellings that could be built on BROWNFIELD SOS sites in the inland 
villages (pending adjustment if further errors in ADC's site classification is; 6849   For Bognor Regis the number 
(pending adjustment) is; 55   For Littlehampton the number (pending adjustment is; 233   For Arundel the number 
(pending adjustment) is; 20   This gives a total "Dwellings on Brownfield Sites Outside Settlements" of 7157.   This 
represents almost TWICE the Option 2 shortfall, without using a single Greenfield site.   This would also allow for far 
less than the maximum 5000 dwellings to be built at Ford whilst still meeting the option-2 target, if that target proved 
to be valid.   Sustainability of Housing Location   The NPPF guidelines clearly encourage new housing to be located as 
close as possible to sources of employment.   The guidelines even recommend "mixed" new development where 
residential and business developments are located together.   The objective of this co-location of residential and 
business development is to reduce the carbon footprint of both types of development by reducing the amount of 
often single occupancy car journeys carrying workers from home to their place of work.   The Arun District Draft Local 
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Plan currently proposes placing all of the business development in the 2 coastal towns whilst placing 80% of the new 
housing in the inland villages.   This plan defies logic and disregards sustainability principles and policy.     Brownfield 
BEFORE Greenfield   A Core Planning Principle within the Nation Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) reads as 
follows;   Encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield 
land)   The draft local plan for housing delivery FAILS to follow the NPPF guidelines for the sequence of selection of 
sites for development.   The NPPF guidelines say the sequence should be;   First - sites within settlement (built up 
area) boundaries Second - Sites outside settlements (SOS) which are Brownfield sites Third - SOS which are Greenfield 
sites.   In order to follow this sequence, the draft local plan would need to;   First - correctly identify the nature of all 
the sites Second - group together brownfield sites outside settlements for 3rd priority selection.   The draft local plan 
does not properly identify the nature of all SOS sites   The draft local plan does not group brownfield SOS 
together.   Examples of incorrect site designation;   The site 48 detail entry includes the following;   Site Address West 
End Nursery, Roundstone Lane, Angmering, Site Area (ha) 10.44 Description of site The site consists of a large nursery 
site with a number of greenhouses and car parking space on edge of settlement. Access is off Roundstone Lane. 
Current/previous landuse Horticulture Type of site Greenfield   How can a site with "a number of greenhouses and car 
parking" be classified as "Greenfield"?     The site Y15 detail entry includes the following;   Site ref Y15 Settlement 
Yapton Parish group Villages Site Address Cinders Lane Nursery and works to the rear Site Area (ha) 2.04 Description 
of site Number of vacant looking greenhouses (on a commercial scale) with access down a very narrow lane, Cinders 
Lane. Existing buildings would require demolition Current/previous landuse Horticulture Type of site 
Greenfield   Again, how can a site with a description "Number of vacant looking greenhouses (on a commercial scale) 
with access down a very narrow lane, Cinders Lane. Existing buildings would require demolition" be classified as 
"Greenfield".   The site WE1 detail entry includes the following;   WE1 Settlement Westergate Parish group Villages 
Site Address Land at Nyton Nursery Site Area (ha) 4.43 Description of site The site consists of a large nursery site with 
a number of buildings including a greenhouse, agricultural buildings and land. The site is located on the edge of the 
urban area. Access is off Nyton Road. Current/previous landuse Horticulture, Agriculture Type of site 
Greenfield   Again, how can a site with this description be classified as "greenfield"?   These are only 3 examples that 
we have discovered so far. There will almost certainly be more. ADC needs to revisit the site classification of all of the 
SOS sites in the draft local plan.           Brownfield Sites Outside Settlements (SOS)   An examination of the SHLAA for 
the Villages, shows the potential number of dwellings that could be built on BROWNFIELD SOS sites in the inland 
villages (pending adjustment if further errors in ADC's site classification is; 6849   For Bognor Regis the number 
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(pending adjustment) is; 55   For Littlehampton the number (pending adjustment is; 233   For Arundel the number 
(pending adjustment) is; 20   This gives a total "Dwellings on Brownfield Sites Outside Settlements" of 7157.   This 
represents almost TWICE the Option 2 shortfall, without using a single Greenfield site.   This would also allow for far 
less than the maximum 5000 dwellings to be built at Ford whilst still meeting the option-2 target, if that target proved 
to be valid.   Sustainability of Housing Location   The NPPF guidelines clearly encourage new housing to be located as 
close as possible to sources of employment.   The guidelines even recommend "mixed" new development where 
residential and business developments are located together.   The objective of this co-location of residential and 
business development is to reduce the carbon footprint of both types of development by reducing the amount of 
often single occupancy car journeys carrying workers from home to their place of work.   The Arun District Draft Local 
Plan currently proposes placing all of the business development in the 2 coastal towns whilst placing 80% of the new 
housing in the inland villages.   This plan defies logic and disregards sustainability principles and policy.     I have 
written 6 documents which comment on the DLP but this portal will not allow "copy & paste" to enter that text here. 
It is unreasonable to expect me to re-type a several thousand-word document.   Please advise how i am to submit my 
comments.         

568 Sustainable 
Development 

Paragraph 7.3 should specifically identify conserving and enhancing the historic environment as part of the 
Government's definition of sustainable development as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. 

846 Sustainable 
Development 

7.2 is a real can of worms. For instance, with reference to 'living within the planets environmental limits' and 'using 
sound science responsibly' all the signs are that with the polar icecap melting and shifting the Gulfstream the amount 
of rainfall we are going to experience in the future could well be worse than the amount we experienced this year. 
This surely implies a much lower level of house building on the floodplain, than you or the government envisage.  

650 Sustainable 
Development 

Green Infrastructure Corridor is very misleading - I have to presume that it actually means building on Green Field 
sites. There appear to be many, many brown field sites in the area that could and should be developed before Green 
Fields are permanently damaged. Also find it intriguing that a huge housing development slap bang on top of what 
are, essentially, small (and larger) villages can be considered as having a positive effect for those already resident - or 
those expected to buy the new properties. Again, there is also the concern of increased Flood Risk and Flooding. 
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563 Sustainable 
Development 

Lyminster and Crossbush Parish Council strongly agree with 7.5 that a key aspect important to both businesses and 
residents is the ease of movement throughout the district.Improvement and expansion of pedestrian and cycle 
networks and the introduction of the Littlehampton to Arundel Green link are very exciting.Sustainable development 
and ease of movement throughout the district by motor vehicles will surely only occur if urgent improvements are 
made at the A27 Crossbush/ Arundel and the A259? 

574 Sustainable 
Development 

1 What evidence is there to support the contention made in 7.6? There are numerous examples throughout Britain of 
communities that have had the least development proving to have been the most sustainable over the long term. It is 
communities which suffer rapid economic development which often prove to be unsustainable and subsequently 
suffer economic decline.   2. 'Living within the planet's environmental limits) (7.2). A review of the flood risk prediction 
in Arun District reveals the likelihood of significant flooding between Eastergate and Bognor with water flowing from 
the Aldinbourne, Eastergate and Barnham Rifes. Building a large settlement south of Barnham/Eastergate will greatly 
increase the frequency and severity of such flooding since the agricultual land which currently absorbs a graet deal of 
water will no longer be able to do so. 3. Ignoring the risk of increasing the frequency and severity of flooding is not ' 
using sound science responsibly'. 4. The guiding principle, 'achieving a sustainable economy' implies that it hasn't 
been achieved already. This is inaccurate since the economy in the area has sustained itself for many hundreds of 
years, including when there was no ADC. 5. Why is it deemed necessary to increase employment density? There are 
already enough employment opportunites in the area as evidenced by the large numbers of economic migrants from 
other EU countries who have obtained employment locally. 

1068 Sustainable 
Development 

a. Sustainability (Section 7): This section refers to cycle networks and Policy DM 21 to the aspirational cycle network 
with a map showing various routes through Kingston. These routes are considered infeasible or impractical for the 
following reasons: i. Kingston Lane is a narrow country Lane with sharp bends and ditches on either side. It is unlit and 
there are no speed restrictions. It is very hazardous for cyclists and so additional usage should not be promoted. ii. Sea 
Lane, Coastal Road, Golden Acre and Gorse Avenue are shown as part of the aspirational cycle network but are private 
roads. For clarity, it should be noted that the following are also private roads in Kingston: Golden Avenue Close, 
Golden Avenue, Brookside Road, Middleway, Downsview Road and Seaview Avenue; and that Peak Lane is unadopted 
with the road surface being maintained by residents. iii. There is no access at the eastern end of Gorse Avenue to the 
Ferring Rife/beach without crossing private land. 
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1077 Sustainable 
Development 

Paragraph 7.2 - we welcome the reference to the NPPF here, and the recognition of the need for integrated policy 
development and delivery to ensure genuinely - and environmentally - sustainable development. Policy SP1 - broadly 
reflects the above, but could be improved by noting that other stakeholders, not just applicants, have a role to play in 
securing this objective. 

1029 Sustainable 
Development 

Differing view points: John Baden wiki http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John_Baden and 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sustainable_development J ohn Baden [44] views the notion of sustainable development 
as dangerous because the consequences have unknown effects. He writes: "In economy like in ecology, the 
interdependence rule applies. Isolated actions are impossible. A policy which is not carefully enough thought will carry 
along various perverse and adverse effects for the ecology as much as for the economy. Many suggestions to save our 
environment and to promote a model of 'sustainable development' risk indeed leading to reverse effects." [45] 
Moreover, he evokes the bounds of public action which are underlined by the public choice theory : the quest by 
politicians of their own interests, lobby pressure, partial disclosure etc. He develops his critique by noting the 
vagueness of the expression, which can cover anything. It is a gateway to interventionist proceedings which can be 
against the principle of freedom and without proven efficacy. Against this notion, he is a proponent of private 
property to impel the producers and the consumers to save the natural resources. According to Baden, "the 
improvement of environment quality depends on the market economy and the existence of legitimate and protected 
property rights." They enable the effective practice of personal responsibility and the development of mechanisms to 
protect the environment. The State can in this context "create conditions which encourage the people to save the 
environment." [46] 2. "Capitalism is predicated on the notions of private property, free markets and competition. 
Many of us, alternatively, would like to see the development of the commons, planned allocation of resources and 
more cooperation instead. Yet, we have no hope for creating a sustainable planet and society as long as people 
remain attached to the romantic notion that capitalism is the best economic system known to man. These people, 
whilst wrong (in my view), still dominate." A growing opinion held by many individuals, groups and academics. On 
John Baden - Extreme Libertarian viewpoints possible emerged from historial Boston Tea Party squabbles. Baden is 
also a member of the Mont Pelerin Society * and the Philadelphia Society . * One of the founders of this society is 
Milton Friedman http://www.naomiklein.org/shock-doctrine/resources/disaster-capitalism-in-
action/tags/milton+friedman Some would say that not all Americans (though many do) understand environmental 
problems as they have more space "Compared to most European countries, the supply of land is abundant in the 
United States. Population density in the US is only a fraction of the density in the EU overall." 
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http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=57411&channelID=311.The UN's Agenda 21 is 
viewed as a globalist domination depopulation conspiracy plot by some conspiratorial US activists.   Sustainable 
Agriculture : http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/dr-julia-wright/how-agroecology-can-suppo_b_1520229.html "The 
Environmental Audit Committee has published its Sustainable Food report, following an inquiry into Britain's food 
supply system. The report warns that there is still insufficient evidence to determine whether genetically modified 
food produce can play a role in improving the supply of food, and calls for a long-term debate about how we can 
ensure the security of our food supply...." (Also in my opinion there is sufficient evidence that GM food is not safe and 
environmentally dangerous. Corporate lobbying in the EU means that the public are being fed distorted Science 
propoganda and our children and some University students, a distorted education ). 
http://www.testbiotech.org/en/node/694 "If we are going to mainstream agroecology - and in turn support the 
bigger challenge of ensuring food security - changes are required in relation to government policy, economic 
structuring, research, institutions and practice. In particular, and as always, business-as-usual won't wash. To make 
these changes requires a major re-education drive at all levels. As well as this new knowledge (and possibly a more 
spiritual unfolding), the right intention or political will is also required, and this means introducing regulation in 
support of agroecology unless everyone is already singing to the same hymn sheet. If the priority is to increase 
companies' share prices, that is not the same hymn sheet as a priority to increase soil fertility and thereby producing 
more food. None of this is new, strange or secret, of course. However, there is a strange phenomena in terms of the 
very opposing perspectives that are taken toward farming. Put simply, and to coin a term, either you are for nature or 
against it. There is little middle ground in terms of whether a specific farming practice is life promoting or life 
degrading. Agroecological production is about the promotion of life. So-called 'conventional' agriculture is definitely 
not."   

969 Sustainable 
Development 

There are varying view points on the term "Sustainable Development". I believe the definition should continue to be 
debated i.e. "De-growth" "The proponents of the de-growth reckon that the term of sustainable development is an 
oxymoron . According to them, on a planet where 20% of the population consumes 80% of the natural resources, a 
sustainable development cannot be possible for this 20%: "According to the origin of the concept of sustainable 
development, a development which meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs, the right term for the developed countries should be a sustainable de-growth". 
[51] For several decades, theorists of steady state economy and ecological economy have been positing that reduction 
in population growth or even negative population growth is required for the human community not to destroy its 
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planetary support systems, i.e., to date, increases in efficiency of production and consumption have not been 
sufficient, when applied to existing trends in population and resource depletion and waste by-production, to allow for 
projections of future sustainability." source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sustainable_development I believe that 
some flexibility is required in the Draft Local Plan and that the Public have a right to challenge the Government and 
debate the definition of Sustainable Development. "According to Ponzi demography, population growth - through 
natural increase and immigration - means more people leading to increased demands for goods and services, more 
material consumption, more borrowing, more on credit and of course more profits. Everything seems fantastic for a 
while - but like all Ponzi schemes, Ponzi demography is unsustainable. When the bubble eventually bursts and the 
economy sours, the scheme spirals downward with higher unemployment, depressed wages, falling incomes, more 
people sinking into debt, more homeless families - and more men, women and children on public assistance." Joseph 
Chamie Director of Research, Center for Migration Studies, New York Joseph Chamie has recently been appointed 
director of research at the Center for Migration Studies in New York. Previously, he was the director of the United 
Nations Population Division. There is some controversay surrounding various UN bodies and their population agendas. 
http://prorevnews.blogspot.co.uk/2012/02/population-growth-ponzi-scheme.html The wider issues should also be 
debated: "The current system of governance in the UK and other NATO countries is ever more at odds with basic 
democratic principles, individual rights and the rule of law. Among the many symptoms of this malaise are the seizure 
of economic assets by the elite one percent, the unending wars and militarism of NATO, the erosion of privacy, 
massive environmental degradation and the co-opting of the mainstream media by the elite." Ecocide: "The 
neologism ecocide can be used to refer to any large-scale destruction of the natural environment or over-
consumption of critical non-renewable resources . [1] An early reference in 1969 described it as "Ecocide - the murder 
of the environment - is everybody's business." [2] The term was also used in relation to environmental damage due to 
war such as the use of defoliants in the Vietnam War , [3] and the use of glyphosate in the Colombian civil war ." 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ecocide Polly Higgins 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QdDmGfNcBmA&feature=related Not just corporations can be blamed for 
Ecocide as we all have some responsibility as consumers. Can the problem become the solution?   

1006 Sustainable 
Development 

Policy SP1: Sustainable Development The policy largely follows the model wording on the Planning Inspectorate 
website, however it omits the final two paragraphs of the PINS wording. In addition, the proposed Local Plan wording 
adds some additional wording (underlined here) which is not in the PINS model wording, namely 'Planning 
applications that help to achieve the central aim of this Local Plan, which is to increase employment density and which 
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accord with the policies in this Local Plan'¦' . Chichester DC supports the general aim of increasing employment 
density in Arun, but this policy wording could be read as giving precedence to employment growth over other stated 
Plan objectives. This would not be compatible with a balanced approach to sustainable development. The additional 
text is unnecessary and could be misleading, therefore it should be deleted. 

1139 Sustainable 
Development 

  Section 7 This section struggles with the definition and implications of the term 'sustainable'. There is not enough 
emphasis on the conservation of the environment. It needs to refer specifically to the need to sustain the value of the 
countryside in Arun and of the character of its villages, not all of which are 'designated sites'.   

968 Sustainable 
Development 

This is an important, though short, section which should determine the direction of the rest of the Plan (see PPS 1). 
QUESTION: What is the proportion of Arun economy on agri- and horticulture (7.4). QUESTION: How will the 
agricultural proportion decrease with the planned loss of agricultural land? Ease of movement requires better 
connection though road network, and pedestrian and cycle networks (7.5). We would like to see a more robust and 
intentional policy on joined up cycle and walking corridors. 

1024 Sustainable 
Development 

There is no evidence to support these outcomes. This section offers more a wish list, than a firm basis for prospective 
employers to work with and to plan for. It also fails to address the need to create a sound working environment for 
the next generation within those industries which have a strength in this area, eg horticulture. 

1012 Sustainable 
Development 

The trend for Bognor Regis to become what is known locally as a 'dormitory town' has continued because housing is 
permitted more in the hope of generating employment than with a clear view as to how to make this 
change.  Industrial/commercial sites should be brought into play first and this generates a genuine housing need.  At 
present, there seems to be a surplus of housing which depresses prices and brings in more people who do not work, 
shop, or otherwise become part of the community.  Industrial sites should not all be approved at the same time - the 
most sustainable one should be approved and others brought into play later if required otherwise a splatter-gun 
effect of industrial buildings will appear and this will further blight what should be a lovely town. 

1061 Sustainable 
Development 

The recognition of the need to maintain and enhance the identity of local communities by avoiding overdevelopment 
and the merging of settlements is welcome and needs to be emphasised more strongly 
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1403 Sustainable 
Development 

SP1 Supports 

1353 Sustainable 
Development 

Policy SP1 Sustainable Development Policy SP1 should be replaced with the "model" policy which is being 
recommended by the Planning Inspectorate and is set out below : "Sustainable Development When considering 
development proposals the Council will take a positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development contained in the National Planning Policy Framework. It will always work proactively with applicants 
jointly to find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development 
that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area. Planning applications that accord with 
the policies in the Local Plan (and, where relevant, with policies in neighbourhood plans) will be approved without 
delay, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Where there are no policies relevant to the application or 
relevant policies are out of date at the time of making the decision then the Council will grant permission unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise - taking into account whether: • Any adverse impacts of granting 
permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the 
National Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole; or • Specific policies in that Framework indicate that 
development should be restricted." 

1116 Sustainable 
Development 

Policy SP1: Sustainable Development The policy largely follows the model wording on the Planning Inspectorate 
website, however it omits the final two paragraphs of the PINS wording. In addition, the proposed Local Plan wording 
adds some additional wording (underlined here) which is not in the PINS model wording, namely ' Planning 
applications that help to achieve the central aim of this Local Plan, which is to increase employment density and which 
accord with the policies in this Local Plan'¦' . Chichester DC supports the general aim of increasing employment 
density in Arun, but this policy wording could be read as giving precedence to employment growth over other stated 
Plan objectives. This would not be compatible with a balanced approach to sustainable development. The additional 
text is unnecessary and could be misleading, therefore it should be deleted. 

1258 Sustainable 
Development 

Policy SP1 – Sustainable Development – Object 2.2 Proposed policy SP1 is welcomed in principle. A policy supporting 
the presumption in favour of sustainable development is an essential inclusion in the Local Plan in order to respond to 
the positively prepared test of soundness and to ensure that the plan is consistent with national policy, as set out in 
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the NPPF, which is also a specific test of soundness. 2.3 However, it is considered that the wording of policy SP1 does 
not give the weight intended to the presumption in favour of sustainable development set out in the NPPF. This is 
apparent when a comparison between Policy SP1 and the PINs model policy on the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development is made. 2.4 Policy SP1 appears to represent a shift in emphasis. Whilst the PINs model 
policy places emphasis on Councils 'always'  working proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions which mean 
that proposals can be approved wherever possible, proposed Policy SP1 has removed 'always' . 2.5 Both the wording 
in the model policy and Policy SP1 include a reference to positive joint working leading to proposals being approved 
'wherever possible' . This makes it quite clear that in certain circumstances, despite positive engagement, it may not 
be possible to approve proposals. Therefore, the deletion of 'always'  in Policy SP1 is considered to be unnecessary 
and a negative addition to what is intended to be a positive policy. 2.6 Paragraph 187 of the NPPF clearly states that 
local planning authorities should look for solutions rather than problems and that decision takers at every level should 
seek to approve applications for sustainable development where possible. This positive approach should not be 
diluted by the deletion of 'always'  from Policy SP1 when compared to the PINs model policy. 2.7 It is appreciated that 
the Local Plan applies to that part of Arun District which falls outside the South Downs National Park Authority 
(paragraph 2.5 of the Local Plan refers). It is assumed that this is the purpose of the last part of the first paragraph. 
However, this distinction does not appear to be made in other policies. Therefore, 'south of the National Park through 
to the coast and throughout its settlements (both coastal and inland'  should be removed or replaced with 'in the 
area of the District covered by this plan.'  2.8 Policy SP1 omits the following from the PINs model policy: 'Where there 
are no policies relevant to the application or relevant policies are out of date at the time of making the decision then 
the Council will grant permission unless material considerations indicate otherwise – taking into account whether: Any 
adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 
against the policies in the National Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole; or: Specific policies in that 
Framework indicate that development should be restricted.'  2.9 It is considered that the above needs to be added to 
Policy SP1 to ensure that the presumption in favour of sustainable development is given the due weight intended by 
paragraph 14 of the NPPF and as such meets the consistent with national policy soundness test. 2.10 In summary, SP1 
as written is considered to fail the positively prepared and consistent with national policy soundness tests as set out 
by paragraph 182 of the NPPF. The changes suggested above are considered necessary to ensure that Policy SP1 is 
sound.   
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1633 Sustainable 
Development 

Sustainable Development and Sustainability Appraisal The UK Sustainable Development Strategy Securing the Future 
sets out five 'guiding principles' of sustainable development: living within the planet's environmental limits, ensuring a 
strong, healthy and just society, achieving a sustainable economy, promoting good governance and using sound 
science responsibly. The fundamental flaw with this section is that there is no assessment of the current position ie an 
assessment of Aruns current overall environmental foot print and therefore no basis from which an approach to 
sustainability can be effectively planned and measured. The Sustainability Appraisal does not effectively challenge or 
effectively assess any of the measures in the plan. For example there is no analysis of the effect of housing 
development on the available water resources, no mention of the significant loss of grade 1 and 2 agricultural soils, no 
mention of the increased carbon footprint of more housing or more cars, There is no analysis of the increased impact 
of dealing with Waste Water Treatment or the potential additional flood risk. There is no effective assessment of the 
overall impact of the plan on Aruns environment and there is no effective analysis of the issues relating to climate 
change or mitigation measures proposed. Again, therefore the Plan does not comply with the requirements set out in 
'Securing the Future'. 

1669 Sustainable 
Development 

3. The plan contains many mixed messages as follows:- d. The chapter on Sustainable Development states that " new 
road network is VITAL to the sustainability of the area as a whole". The Arun District key diagram indicates that this 
CRUCIAL requirement is only a POTENTIAL objective. This would, as already stated, infer that a lack of funding is a 
major concern and no rigorous financial planning has been done. 

1613 Sustainable 
Development 

5.0 SECTION 7 – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 5.1 Policy SP1 states that: 'When considering development proposals 
the Council will take a positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development 
contained in the National Planning Policy Framework'¦'¦..'  5.2 West End Property Development LLP strongly 
supports this policy given that it is precisely in line with the NPPF. However, and as previously mentioned in these 
representations, there is serious concern that the more 'Development Management' policies later in the Draft Local 
Plan simply do not reflect this 'positive approach' or 'presumption in favour of sustainable development', and are 
therefore contrary to the NPPF. 5.3 Specific examples of this will be addressed later in these representations, but 
many of the policies as currently drafted do not follow the theme of the Vision and Objectives or Policy SP1. 
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4 Discussion of the 
Sustainability of 
the Local Plan 

As a long term resident of the Five Villages community I am getting heartily fed up with governmental physchobabble! 
We cannot keep going on the way that we are, we do not have enough room more and more people being allowed to 
come into out areas from abroad or outside. The trend of excessive immigration into the region causes me to question 
how many of the 'new jobs' will actually be filled by ling term residents of the area, and how many will instead be 
given to migrant workers. We only to look at out farming and argicultural based employment to see that there seems 
to be a great number of immigrants being hired to do these jobs, and also in Care Homes, factories, and the retail 
sector. The houses that are going to be built are 3 to 4 bedroom homes which are going to are likely to be outside of 
the price range of many people in the area, who will probably not be able to afford them. Also I have noticed that we 
are getting a lot more homeless locals in our area, due to lack of employment. 

1329 Sustainable 
Development 

Section 7 – Sustainable Development 4. On behalf of our client Store Property, we are generally supportive of the 
wording of Policy SP1 relating to sustainable development, which we consider to be in full accordance with the aims 
of National Planning Policy. We particularly support the thrust of the policy to work proactively with applicants, to 
jointly find solutions which mean that proposals can be approved wherever possible. However, we consider that this 
policy wording should be amended as we do not agree that the central aim of the Local Plan is to 'increase 
employment density'. A subtle wording change is recommended so that the second paragraph reads as follows: 
'Planning applications that help to achieve the objectives of this Local Plan set out in Section 3 and which accord with 
the policies in this Local Plan and (where relevant) Neighbourhood Development Plan will be approved, unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise'  

1785 Sustainable 
Development 

7.5 I can find no evidence of improvements for pedestrians and cyclists in the three villages of Barnham, Eastergate 
and Westergate within the Draft Local Plan. Indeed most visitors to Eastergate Health Centre who live within walking 
distance would be risking their lives each time they crossed the Barnham Road to get to the Health Centre. 

1868 Sustainable 
Development 

7.2 'Living within the plant's environmental limits' We are currently struggling to do this with the water shortage 
earlier this year. This problem ill get worse if the population increases. CO2 emissions are rising and will continue to 
rise with any increase in residential development. More development means less open space for wildlife and humans 
to use. Many species of wildlife are already decreasing and some like the bees are essential for our survival. This will 
only get worse is more land is given to developments. 7.5 Pleased that you are planning more cycle paths as some of 
the side roads are in a very poor state and the major roads are just too busy. Are you going to ensure safe places for 
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people to leave their bikes? Pleased that footpaths are to be improved especially if done on routes to school and local 
amenities. 

2244 Sustainable 
Development 

It is essential for our future, and that of our children, that all development in the district is carried out in a way which 
achieves the 5 principles of Sustainable Dcvt. This needs to be carried through all the plan policies and through to the 
Neighbourhood Plans. However, the proposal to put a Strategic Housing allocation of 2,000 houses on a Grccnfield site 
in a rural area is contrary to policy SPi, as it would be highly likely to create outcommuting, and would create 
additional water and other resource demands. Whatever developers may promise about avoiding flooding etc it 
would be very difficult to avoid any development in the 3 villages of Aldingbourne, Eastcrgate and Barnham from 
causing even worse problems than those already experienced in this area and downstream (eg at Felpham this 
summer). The villages have a very high water table, which is evident from all the drainage ditches, the Rifes etc., the 
number of ponds (and the local history book records many more ponds). The concreting over of fields would cause 
massive environmental damage. However, building a small number of affordable homes (rented and sharcd 
ownership) is appropriate, helping to build a sustainable community in which young people arc able to find 
somewhere to live near their families, where mutual support can he provided in times of stress, avoiding strain on 
outside services. It is also regrettable that the Plan has no policy about the need to maintain local services such as 
shops, post offices, banks, hairdressers, garages, pubs (including public transport), which reduce the need for car 
journeys to towns and enable older people to remain living independently at home as long as possible, reducing strain 
on WSCC adult services. The proposed closure of the Woodgate level crossing, for example, directly contravenes SPi 
by threatening the livelihood of one pub, a post office. 2 local foodstores, a garage and a restaurant, as well as other 
businesses which provide jobs, all of which make a direct contribution to the sustainability of Aldingbourne, and its 
integrity as a community where informal contact is made at such points. 

1931 Sustainable 
Development 

Sustainable Development The NPPF makes it clear that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to 
sustainable development. The UK Sustainable Development Strategy 'Securing the Future' sets out five 'guiding 
principles' of sustainable development : Living within the planets environmental limits; ensuring a strong, healthy and 
just society; achieving a sustainable economy; promoting good governance; and using sound science. The draft has a 
section on Sustainable Development but there is nothing in the draft which commits the Council to pursuing a clear 
strategy for ensuring development is in practice sustainable. and acknowledging it does not appear to commit itself to 
this process, The only clear commitment appears to be Para 7.4 which indicates that 'The sustainable growth of its 
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economic base will be reliant on ensuring the protection of these sectors .. namely agriculture, horticulture as well as 
tourism' . Unfortunately even this misses the point '” see the five principles above. There is also no assessment of 
Arun's current environmental footprint against which an approach to achieving sustainability can be effectively 
planned and measured. This position is further compounded by the Sustainability Appraisal which fails to provide any 
rigorous or effective test of the plans proposals. Consequently the Plan's overall approach to Sustainability is unsound. 
The implications of climate change does not appear to have been effectively addressed within the report. For 
example, there is no reference to a plan for reducing carbon emissions or encouraging carbon capture/storage, which 
may include planting more woodland and taking steps to protect grassland. The environmental implications of out 
commuting, of additional housing creating additional car journeys, for example, are not addressed. 

2476 Sustainable 
Development 

There is no evidence that current Arun can 'remain sustainable', let alone the Arun envisaged in the Plan. There is no 
measure of quality of life nor the individual elements that need to be 'sustained'. There is no assessment of the 
increased fossil fuel usage and emission levels caused by 'ease of movement'. There is no measurement of the 
absolute waste of increased journey lengths on an A29 Bypass as compared to engines shut off if queuing briefly at a 
crossing. Nor the worse fuel efficiency of increasing road speeds from 30 to 60 mph on said Road, in order to speed 
people to a queue on the A27. And building on the land that with high water levels that protects Bognor from 
catastrophic flooding and sewage release is lunacy. IT IS NOT SUSTAINABLE. SP1 Planning applications will not help to 
achieve the central aim of this Local Plan, which is to increase employment density. The Council do not have the 
means, ideas, funding or personnel to create the local enterprise and skills based culture that will create the next 
generation of localist entrepreneurs that are the only thing that will, and only if Arun remains in part and improves 
elsewhere the quality of life across the area without destroying the places and communities that people value and 
want to live in. 

2440 Sustainable 
Development 

7.7 I object to the propsed housing development and road plans at Eastergate/Westergate because they are in 
contradiction of your stated aim: 'to ensure that growth within Arun does not have a detrimental impact on the 
natural environment'¦'  Building over 2,000 houses and a major main road will certainly have a detrimental impact, in 
terms of pollution, potential for flooding, loss of farmland and wildlife. Houses recently built on farmland at Felpham 
stand empty. NO NEED FOR THESE HOUSES OR ROADS. Use the money you would spend on the road to subsidise 
train,bus fares for locals. Set up frequent shuttle bus services. Insentives to leave the car at home for commuters? 
Reduce council tax for non-car users? Etc etc 



Page | 261  
 

1248 Sustainable 
Development 

The word 'Sustainable' is the weak link, and how it is going to be measured when applications are received. It quotes 
the central aim of the Plan as being to '...increase employment density'. Why does it appear that it is all about housing 
then? 

94 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

Land East of Roundstone Lane cannot and should not be considered as part of the 'built up area'. It is beyond the 
existing residential area; no planning permission has as yet been granted; and it is 'not considered acceptable' for 
large scale housing. Using your own criteria, you must remove that area from the built up boundary. 

208 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

The current government supports the development of Brownfield sites, such as the disused airfield in Ford.  The areas 
suggested to be used in this plan appear to be greenfield sites.  We have lost so much greenery around Barnham. Why 
must it continue when there are viable options all over the arun district? 

219 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

Arun's Policy states that 'The countryside is an important resource and needs to be protected for its own 
sake'.  Therefore, how can it possibly justify the complete obliteration of the already dwindling areas of countryside by 
building over 2000 houses on it?  The fields between our villages are crucial corridors for wildlife and have an 
abundance and wide diversity of flora and fauna which should be valued and protected.  

683 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

I LIKE THIS : SHAME THE PLAN DOESN;T SUPPORT THE PRINCIPLE : The countryside is an important resource and needs 
to be protected for its own sake. To meet the aim of sustainability by locating development in areas with existing 
services, infrastructure and facilities. 

657 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

If development takes place in the areas in Angmering indicated, this policy is not being adhered to. 

354 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

Some of this land is high grade agricultural land so why is it not being protected and why is our greenfield land not 
being protected.  The countryside and our villages within it are a valuable resource and once they are gone you cannot 
ever get them back so how can all these houses even be considered for this area. 
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472 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

8 The Built-up Area Boundary.  Where is the Propsals Map refered to in 8.1?  This important document does not 
appear to be available to readers of this draft. 

847 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

It is imperative that building is kept within the built-up area boundary. 

495 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

Para 8.1 (4) - How will building an additional 2000 homes in the villages 'preserve the setting of existing settlements 
by protecting the surrounding countryside from unnecessary development.'  

839 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

I believe that a distinction should be made between camping/caravanning sites used for part of the year and static 
caravan/mobile home sites where caravans/mobile homes remain permanently.  The first category could be 
considered outside the built-up boundary but static caravan parks should be considered within the built-up area due 
to their permanent nature. The section also does not refer to the Green Infrastructure corridor (GC - B) shown on the 
plan.  It should clearly state that housing development may also be permitted in this corridor even if outside the built-
up area boundary. 

1200 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

Chapter 8 The Built-up Area Boundary 8.5 Should make provision for NDP's to review and revise the built up area 
boundary in their area 

1250 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

The statements contained in 8.1 the Parish Council agrees with, as its application means no Strategic sites. If you are 
putting masses of houses outside of a built-up area boundary, what is the point of the boundary? 

958 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

I feel most strongly that Bognor Regis and the surrounding villages should be protected each as a discrete 
entity.  Stragetic gaps are most important both culturally and environmentally.  Village life should be allowed to 
remain village life. When I first moved to the area North Bersted, South Bersted and Bognor Regis town were all 
distinctly identifiable.  These boundaries are now very much blurred and I seem to find myself living in the rather 
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anonymous district called "Bersted". I also find it disturbing that the strategic gap between Chichester and Bognor 
Regis has started to close.  We have a huge new development which was against many people's wishes.  This dumping 
of huge lumps of concrete in flood plain has clearly had an severely adverse effect on the water table.  The regular 
flooding around the Royal Oak and many local properties is a prime example of the damage caused.  It only requires a 
basic knowledge of physics (Archimedes Principle) to recognise that this can only exacerbate the flooding problem. 
The area really cannot cope with and does not want any more houses.   

1021 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

The divisions between existing villages should be respected, certainly in the most flood-prone areas such as Shripney 
which is mine.  There is the threat of a huge number of new houses being built to the north which is part of the 
Chichester DC area.  Drainage from this area and the proposed new road can only have a detrimental effect on 
Shripney itself.  It is, therefore, imperative that all remaining open areas, Salt Box, Rown Park and at least part of 
Oldlands Farm remain free from industrial development until the effect on the whole area is ascertained.  It is not 
good government to simply say that 'these issues are not within our area' whilst at the same time permitting further 
development within our own area.  Shripney already has a huge commercial/industrial area along the A29 and very 
close to Durban Road/Ash Grove industrial areas which are part of the Bersted area too.  The LEC airfield site should 
be developed and part of Oldlands Farm but no further sites should be designated at this time.  When approaching 
Bognor Regis/Bersted from the north or west at the joining points of the new relief road, the outlook is relatively open 
and inviting to visitors and potential residents/businesses and this should remain so if we are to develop the town as a 
whole as it needs to be the sort of town that people want to spend their time and money in. 

1395 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

8 The Built-Up Area Boundary Whilst we accept the fact that there is a need for limited small site development in the 
Yapton area we require assurance that future development proposals outside the Development boundary are not 
considered prior to the use of brownfield sites. Planning application Y/81/lO on Land North of Burndell Road was 
approved by the Planning Inspectorate in December 2012 despite the fact that brownfield sites are available for 
development in the Arun area. We must not be left in a position where we are not protected from any such future 
proposals. 

1421 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

Support GEN3 - Object. Where is the equivalent policy of old GEN3 - protection of the countryside for its own sake? It 
should run in conjunction with new SP2. Without it, 'white land'  appears to have no policy of its own, other than in 
relation to other policies which might exclude it or include it. 
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1449 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

DM?? Object to the lack of any policy on Replacement Dwellings outside the Built Up Area Boundary. The Local Plan 
needs to provide some kind of restriction on inappropriate major increases in size, height, mass, density etc of 
replacement dwellings and ancilliary buildings located within rural areas. 

1404 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

SP2 Supports - Including the identification of the strict development control boundary protecting the countryside. 

1383 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

Section 8: The Built-up Area • Should the Harbour Park area be included in the Built-up area? 

1263 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

Policy SP2 – Built up Area Boundary – Object 2.11 Policy SP2 immediately follows Policy SP1 that sets out the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development, which paragraph 14 of the NPPF describes as a golden thread 
running through both plan making and decision taking. 2.12 It is considered that the second paragraph of Policy SP2 is 
unsound as it is not consistent with the presumption in favour of sustainable development. As such it does not meet 
the soundness test of being consistent with national policy as set out in paragraph 182 of the NPPF. Furthermore, the 
second paragraph of Policy SP2 is also not considered to be positively prepared or the most appropriate strategy when 
considered against the reasonable alternatives. As such it is considered to fail the positively prepared and justified 
tests of soundness set out in paragraph 182 of the NPPF. 2.13 The second paragraph of Policy SP2 should reflect Policy 
SP1 given the paramount importance of the presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out in the NPPF. 
2.14 There is a clear distinction between open countryside and land immediately adjacent to the built up area 
boundary in sustainable locations. There may be opportunities to develop suitable sites on the edges of settlements 
and provide development in sustainable locations whilst respecting important matters such as the coalescence of 
settlements. 2.15 Therefore, it is considered that the second paragraph of Policy SP2 should be amended as follows to 
make this distinction and to reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable development in principle: 'Outside the 
Built-Up Area Boundary, the open countryside will be safeguarded against inappropriate development in line with the 
policies set out in the Local Plan. On land outside, but immediately adjoining, the existing Built-Up Area Boundary in 
sustainable settlements, development will be assessed against the policies set out in the Local Plan, including Policy SP 
1.'  2.16 The above provides limited flexibility to the policy at the edges of sustainable settlements within the District. 
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In doing so, Policy SP2 would accord in principle with Policies DM5: Economic Growth Outside the Built Up Area 
Boundary, DM7: Tourism Related Development, Policy DM10: Garden Centres and Policy SP10: Rural Housing and 
Exception Sites all of which allow a degree of flexibility in terms of assessing certain proposals outside of settlement 
boundaries. 2.17 It is considered that the suggested amendment to Policy SP2 would ensure that Policy SP2 meets the 
positively prepared, justified and consistent with national policy tests of paragraph 182 of the NPPF and would 
therefore be sound. 

1533 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 10. Paragraph 8.5 should make provision for NOR's to review and revise the built up area boundary in 
their area 

1325 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

ARUN LOCAL PLAN (2013 – 2028 and beyond) LAND TO THE REAR OF THE HOLLY TREE PUB, WALBERTON HANBURY 
PROPERTIES LTD I write with reference to the Council's emerging Draft Local Plan for the period 2013-2028, and in 
particular the identification of built up area boundaries on the Council's Proposals Map. Having obtained planning 
permission in January 2012 for the development of land to the rear of The Holly Tree Pub for 6 dwellings (WA/66/11), 
the above site should be included within the defined Settlement Policy Boundary for Walberton. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me should you have any queries or require any further information. 

1704 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

8.3 In the past Built-Up Area Boundaries have been established but, in the face of demand for houses, the boundaries 
have been disregarded. Those boundaries that still exist are fragile and should be preserved through the proper 
planning to keep the village identity intact. 

2204 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

8.2 / 8.3 Both of these paragraphs show how important it is to maintain existing boundaries between built up areas 
and the surrounding countryside. SP2 Outside the built up area boundary the countryside must be safeguarded 
against inappropriate development. To be sustainable, new development should be located in areas already 
developed. 8.1.4 The setting of existing settlements must be preserved by protecting the surrounding countryside 
from unnecessary development – and the word 'unnecessary'  must be strictly interpreted ! 

2091 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

Policy SP 2 – Built-up Area Boundary below reiterates the above policy. 'Development will be permitted within the 
area defined as the Built-Up Area Boundary on the Proposals Map, subject to all other policies in this Local Plan. 



Page | 266  
 

Outside the Built-Up Area Boundary, the countryside will be safeguarded against inappropriate development in line 
with the policies set out in the Local Plan.'  So why are you going against your own policies and objectives? What is 
the point of setting up built-up boundaries and creating a Green Infrastructure Corridor if you are going to ignore their 
existence? These have been created to preserve the integrity of this village by not building on it yet you are intending 
to build houses and industial units, according to your rather vague map, which in fact is wrong anyway! Your plan 
point 1.3 . also states 'It also protects our much valued landscape including the coastal plains, the setting of Arundel 
and the land between existing settlements. This is part of our new Green Infrastructure policy where we set out the 
functions of space between settlements.'  This statement also supports the objectives of ' The South Downs 
Management Plan ' , which says: 'Policies need to ensure the protection of the setting and character close to the 
National Park, as well as helping ensure the conservation and management aims of the National Park.'  The proposed 
development along the edge of the A280 for both houses and light industrial is totally going against point 1.3 and the 
above objective. Your Plan's objectives are to "continue to separate Angmering from the villages to the south in order 
to maintain its 'sense of place', and character as a village". So again, why are you intending not to follow any of your 
own objectives? Excessive development will destroy the character of this village and erode the countryside. The plan 
says: "The outstanding identifying feature of Angmering is its non-coalescence with other residential areas, which 
defines its identity and strong community spirit. As well as the softer landscape edge between the Conservation area 
that is defined by fields and hedgerows that abut the South Downs National Park in the north and west of the village. 
This needs to be conserved to preserve both Angmering's character as a 'village' , and gateway to the South Downs 
National Park." Why do you plan to ruin it? 

2121 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

8.5 Should make provision for NDP's to review and revise the built up area boundary in their area 

2477 The Built-up 
Area Boundary 

The Proposals Map does not adequately define a Built Up Area within the 6 Villages that allows people to take an 
informed view of the implications of the proposed housing growth, whilst the defined built up areas tie the hands of 
the Neighbourhood Plans that are still to be developed by the Villages. Localism is not respected. There is no defined 
built up area for many settlements, including Ford. If 'non-strategic' housing and jobs growth is to take place spread 
across the non-town areas in proportion to the current settlement density, there is a need for each neighbourhood 
plan to ensure that it fully defines the BUA and that places like Ford take their share. 
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1249 Built-up Area 
Boundary 

The Angmering boundary is defined on Map 4 exactly as the Neighbourhood Plan Groups envisaged. This policy and its 
description are completely at odds with the proposals for Angmering. All of the 1,185 'Strategic' houses are suggested 
to be put on sites outside the suggested boundary!! 

18 Conclusions There does not seem to me, that much has been taken into account the need for a proper consultation, as to where 
Arun District Council sees the future of the littlehampton Swimming & Sports Centre, and the other sports facilities 
that ADC at the moment they provide. What is the plan when the pressent contract with Inspire Leisire comes to an 
end. With the planned increase in the local population, it is very important for the general heath and well being of 
everyone living in the area, that we keep these facilities. 

156 Employment & 
Enterprise 

The A259 is already carrying horrendous amounts of traffic, especially at rush hours and school hours, and even 
dualling the current single carriageways will do little or nothing to help - it will only cause bottlenecking elsewhere. 
Getting out from Station Road and Roundstone Lane is already extremely difficult at rush hours and will get even 
worse within the next year with the development/re-development of ASDA, Morrisons, and Sainsburys.   Any 
significant building off Roundstone Lane will also increase traffic in the High Street, the village centre, and on Weavers 
Hill, the last being a winding and narrow road, and a difficult to navigate bus route. 

165 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Angmering - I was amazed to see on the map that a site had been selected for industrial development.To my 
experience and knowledge, that in the last thirty years,"the hundred years flood" which now occurs every ten years, 
makes the area a flood plain and completely unsuitable for any form of development. Your plan states that you wish 
to increase the opportunity for employment in the village, yet you intend to destroy the Dutch nurseries at the South 
end of Roundstone lane for more unwanted development, whilst it is one of the biggest employers in the area. 

185 Employment & 
Enterprise 

The ADC plan for an employment site to the North of Water Lane – not the south side as previous indicated – has 
many flaws not least of which is that the area is prone to flooding. If this area is concreted over this situation will only 
get worse. Your planning consultants said that this is the No.1 site in the whole of Arun and then contradict 
themselves with the comment that it is less clear that there is sufficient market demand in the location for 
employment development of this scale! The site is not accessible by train or by bus which means yet more traffic 
congestion within the village and the Angmering by-pass. The VHB West End nursery would be better kept as a light 
industrial site rather than converted into housing.  You are now seeking to use the findings of the Eco-Town select 
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committee as your justification against a new settlement on brownfield land and to justify development of large 
swathes of greenfield lane across the district. At the 'Information Event'  held in Angmering Village Hall on 4 th 
August a comment in the short video stated that Arun 'seek to retain green spaces working in partnership with other 
bodies' ! But this is not the case as you propose to swamp Angmering with large-scale housing developments and 
thus turn it from a village into a conurbation. Earlier this week the Prime Minister's office announced that green belt 
would be protected from development and is committed to safeguarding the green belt. This is a key factor 
determining the necessity for you to reverse the decision regarding Angmering as outlined in your recent draft plan. 

320 Employment & 
Enterprise 

1. Business opportunities/further employment. The "employment site" at Water Lane, Angmering is a suggestion that 
will not materialise and is a token gesture that is inpracticable, to provide a balance for the suggested additional 
housing.This is not a suitable site for business development, except in very small scale, mainly due to the lack of 
suitable infrastructure. The very poor A.27 road from the west of Arundel to the east of Worthing is not 
commensurate with new businesses viability. The very poor A.259 road through West Sussex is not commensurate 
with new business viability. Until these roads are substantially improved, first, there is no realistic opportunity of new 
business in this area. Business men/women will laugh at such a suggestion. Transport links are one of the most 
important aspects of new business ventures. 

311 Employment & 
Enterprise 

9.3.4. ' Employment development' . I understand the proposed employment development site has been wrongly 
marked on the map but anywhere in Angmering will be in the wrong place. There is no decent public transport so any 
employees will have to drive to work and the surrounding traffic problems will deter any potential customers. The 
Chandlers garage has proved that Angmering is the wrong place for large businesses. They cause parking and 
manouvreing difficulties for their customers and villagers alike. There are empty units available at Angmering station 
and the empty Focus building (these are just two I know of in the Angmering area) and there must be more empty 
existing sites that could be used in Arun generally. The village has a small range of shops but I don't believe any new 
large development will benefit them due to the outer village location of it and I really hope they will not be affected 
by the Supermarket expansions locally which will be more convenient for the proposed new builds. 9.5.1 and 9.5.4. ' 
Protecting existing employment sites' . There has been talk of the VHB site (approx. 90 employees) being used for 
housing as well as the Rugby Club which must have employees as well. Both seem to be viable businesses. 13.1.3. ' In 
locations with good access to employment, services and facilities' . Again, not Angmering as it stands. These things 
need to be in place before any building is agreed. 
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235 Employment & 
Enterprise 

9.07 The 22500 people who commute to Chichester and Worthing do not use the A29. The case for the retention of 
this route as a major route has not been made. Therefore why propose an upgrade? 

323 Employment & 
Enterprise 

5 When Green Issues proposed developing this land they stated that there would be created one job per house built 
which at that time was about 2500 jobs. 6 Currently Bersted Industrial Estate is half empty with a similar picture in 
Shrimpney. With this number if business properties empty in the area there is no possibility to attract new businesses. 

342 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Para 9.07.  If the majority of those who commute out of Arun go to Chichester and Worthing then it is difficult to 
understand the basis for a very expensive plan to by-pass one level crossing on the A29.  ADC's money would be much 
better spent on creating incentives to attract business to the area such as competitive rates and development grants. 

538 Employment & 
Enterprise 

The CWS Partnership welcomes the very positive comments in support of partnership working and the focus of 
employment and enterprise that is extended through the plan. WSCC have now adopted their economic strategy 
which acts as a framework for economic development across the county and suggest that it is referenced in the Plan 
Welcome the requirement to ensure that new developments, both residential and business, should ahve access to 
superfast broadband.  Although a target access of 90% access has been set nationally, could this be quantified and 
aligned to the WSCC download speeds of at least 24 Mgps 

340 Employment & 
Enterprise 

9.0.4 Transition Town Chichester have a re-skilling project. Why do we need to re-skill? "Those of us alive today have a 
strong claim to being the most useless generation to ever walk the planet. We have forgotten how to cook, sew, knit, 
repair stuff, grow food, build soils and live thriftily. Above all, we have lost the sense, that comes from having a wide 
range of skills, that we could turn our hand to anything. This is one of the key distinctions between resilient cultures 
and individuals, and non-resilient ones. In Transition Towns all over the world people are setting about re-learning 
some of these skills. Transition Chichester has set up its own project to learn forgotten skills either by finding people 
who still remember them, or by teaching ourselves." Link: http://transitionchichester.org/?q=node/308 Another Local 
Project, Reclaim Fun: http://clocktrust.com/reclaimfun/ "The concept is to teach science and nature (environment) as 
one, with the concept of sustainable design. Lets take a carpet, boring you might think, but worn out underfoot, what 
chemicals and materials are useful to whom? A carpet manufacturer! They can take back the carpet (in the empty van 
used for deliveries) and recycle it into another. But best of all, is when re-use is part of the fabric of design and to 



Page | 270  
 

optimise this. This is a simple case here, can be applied to all, sustainable re-use design, not make and destroy." The 
Great Transition - New Economics Foundation: http://www.neweconomics.org/projects/the-great-transition "The 
Great Transition is a new kind of campaign. It began with report called The Great Transition in 2009, but the 
campaign's time horizon runs until the middle of the century. By then we must re-engineer our economies to tackle 
debt fuelled over-consumption, accelerating climatic instability and volatile energy prices underpinned by the 
approaching peak in global oil production. It means re-thinking how we bank, generate energy, travel, and grow the 
food we depend on. It is a massive task that needs lots of organisations and people working together. A big part of the 
campaign is helping to make that happen. The Great Transition report set out why the transition to a new economy is 
not only necessary, but also possible and desirable. Keeping in mind the big picture, at different times the campaign 
will focus on particular issues. For example, without a financial system to support the necessary transition, little will 
happen. So, reforming the banks is an urgent priority." Other Links: The Peoples' Petition for a Million Climate Jobs 
http://www.campaigncc.org/greenjobs#pamphlet 

367 Employment & 
Enterprise 

There appears to be no sound evidence to support the economic arguments put forward regarding employment in or 
around the three villages. Who is going to buy these houses? Where are they going to work? Bognor and 
Littlehampton are designated as the local 'economic power houses'  and we cannot compete with Portsmouth, 
Brighton and Gatwick. It is to be hoped that there will be an increase in the business economy in the area but the 
likelihood of this being able to supply employment for such a large increase in housing will not happen for the reasons 
given above. If the houses are sold people will get in their cars and drive to work outside the area, further clogging up 
the already crowded roads and station car parks. What we can do is concentrate on what we do best locally, for 
example, tourism (the coastal towns) and horticulture, which requires land not covered in concrete. 

403 Employment & 
Enterprise 

I do not think that the area will attract the new businesses suggested in the document. 

866 Employment & 
Enterprise 

9. Employment & Enterprise The Commissioners support the overall approach of the Council towards growth that is 
geared towards supporting an improved local economy. The Arun Economic Strategy (2009) sets out six strategic 
objectives for the district's economy over the period to 2026 including to "maintain and improve transport networks 
across the district and wider area" [1]. Although the District has a large quantity of existing and allocated employment 
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land (over 80ha under draft policy SP3), one of the key barriers to the take-up of this land by employers is cited as the 
lack of adequate transport infrastructure, and particularly the highways network connecting the coastal towns to the 
wider south east and London, as identified by the Coastal West Sussex Partnership. One of the largest single 
concentrations of allocated employment land lies at Oldlands Farm, Bognor Regis, where 24ha of land is allocated for 
business and employment uses (B1 - B8), but has not been delivered despite a number of initiatives led by the Council 
and other partners involved in the regeneration of Bognor Regis. The A29 forms the road link between Oldlands Farm 
and the A27 to the north, and is characterised by its relatively narrow width and frequent speed restrictions due to 
the villages of Shripney, Westergate and Eastergate which it passes through. The key barrier to the movement of 
vehicles is however the level crossing of the railway line at Woodgate, which creates frequent queues of traffic. This 
crossing point and the delays that it causes, mean that many employers are put off from locating their businesses at 
Bognor Regis, preferring locations north of the railway line and in closer proximity to the strategic road network (A27), 
for example, Chichester. The Commissioners support the Council in its drive to stimulate the local economy and 
attract employers and occupiers to the allocated employment land, and are willing to work with the Council to 
examine how to remove the main barrier to the movement of traffic along the A29, including via a new alignment to 
the east of Westergate, so that the strategic employment allocations at Bognor Regis are more attractive to the 
market. [1] Para 9.0.4 Draft Arun Local Plan (2012)   

837 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Review of Arun District Draft Local Plan (DLP) 2013 - 2028   Section 9 Employment and Enterprise   The EELA from 
Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP) clearly identifies the dire state of the Arun District economy and jobs market 
(inc the fact that Arun is ranked at 357th of the 407 districts in the UK in terms of Job Density).   The DLP confirms that 
ADC's last attempts at improving the economy of the area (contained within the 2003 Local Plan) failed.   The policies, 
objective and key indicators identified within this section of the DLP focus more on the generalities of what the 
Council would like to achieve accompanied by exhortations to "do more", "be better", "improve outcomes" rather 
than on the specific actions required to address the weaknesses identified in the business environment within Arun 
District.   The EELA by NLP clearly identifies the following weaknesses in the Arun District Business Environment;   Arun 
District is perceived as an area of "Low Quality Tourism" rather than an area of "High Quality Business" Arun District 
competes poorly against neighbouring business areas. Arun District has no "Flagship Business Development" to entice 
inward investment.   Local businesses identified the following barriers to their future growth;   Lack of skilled labour 
Poor suitability and flexibility of premises Cost of premises Planning restrictions Congested roads   NLP identified the 
following requirements for "Business growth in Arun"   Strong positive marketing of the area throughout the target 
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business sector. Better quality business space. New, modern office space. A dedicated managed workspace to 
encourage new start-ups.   NLP also concluded its study by advising that, due to the poor position of the national and 
European economy and the economy's continuing trend to confound expert forecasts and predictions, the Council 
should be continuously monitoring at least 4 key economic factors and continuously adjusting the content of the Local 
Plan according to the developments in those factors.   UNFORTUNATELY, having paid handsomely for this advice (with 
local tax-payers money) the Council has ignored almost all of it!   I have tried to find details of specific actions to 
address the above, expert-identified, weaknesses in the Arun Business Environment and can find only HOPES and 
EXHORTATIONS to improve.     Not one of the "key indicators" identified within the policy on Employment and 
Enterprise, monitors the ever-changing key economic factors affecting the requirements for business success nor 
monitors the delivery of specific enablers that will encourage and support business improvement and growth.   The 
monitors proposed within the DLP will merely confirm that it has gone wrong, when it does go wrong - which, given 
the content of the plan, it surely will - as it has done before (Arun Local Plan 2003).   This glaring omission is made 
even more critical by the fact that most of the DLP has been created from expert advice generated using data that is 
between 4 and 6 years out of date!   (e.g. The Hearn Report is based on 2006 data and the NLP report is based on 
2008 data)   The Issue of SYNCHRONISED PROVISION OF JOBS AND EMPLOYMENT SUPPORT.   In my review of the 
Housing Delivery section of the DLP, I have identified the absolute need for the provision of jobs to precede the 
provision of housing - otherwise the housing will be taken by people who currently live and work outside the 
area.   Within the Employment and Enterprise section, if the creation of higher skilled jobs in Arun PRECEDES the 
increase in the skills of job-seeking residents of Arun - those jobs will be taken by better skilled residents of 
neighbouring districts.   Since the number objective of the DLP is to "increase the employment density in Arun" (by 
which the Council surely means "Job Density", since employment density is a measure of floor space per employee) 
any lack of synchronism or synergy in the provision of employment and employment support will certainly lead to a 
REDUCTION in JOB DENSITY in Arun.   The DLP makes no reference to the need to connect these factors for the benefit 
of the district.   The Need for EDUCATION, EDUCATION, EDUCATION   Nowhere in the DLP can I find any specific plans 
to plug the yawning gap in the provision of higher-level education and training within Arun District that such a district 
desperately needs if it is to compete in the market for inward investment and job creation. Without such provision 
Arun will remain a district of poorly educated part-time workers serving the declining tourism industry and a growing 
resource-hungry public sector.   The Need for Sustainable Development   The DCLG definition of sustainable 
development is;   "Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
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generations to meet their own needs."         One of the key elements of sustainable development is the co-location of 
employment space and housing, to minimise the carbon footprint of both types of development by minimising the 
need for population travel between home, workplace and services.   The Arun District Draft Local Plan currently 
proposes placing 88.6% of the business development in the 2 coastal towns whilst placing 80% of the new housing in 
the inland villages.   Furthermore, the NLP report identifies that Arun already has a larger stock of employment space 
than most of its neighbours, yet has a much worse economic performance than those neighbours AND now proposes 
that adding MORE employment land will solve the economic problems of the district. Sustainability principles demand 
plans for SMARTER & MORE EFFECTIVE USE of the existing land rather than concreting over more of the countryside in 
a desperate attempt to do something - anything that MIGHT WORK.   The NLP report also counsels against releasing 
current employment land for housing development, yet the DLP includes plans to utilise many existing and former 
employment sites for housing, in spite of that advice.   This plan defies logic and disregards sustainability principles 
and policy.   

791 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Employment is vital, but any use of the Lec airfield must have access from the new road not from Felpham where a 
new intrusive road and increased transport would not be consistent with sustainable development. 

830 Employment & 
Enterprise 

The figs used 9.0.7 are so out of date ! How can they possibly be used as a baseline. For instance since 2001 Lec have 
closed, and how people over the last 3years have lost jobs. Employment agencies have come and gone due to reduced 
work forces in all sectors. 

496 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Para 9.0.1 – You state that your 'Key issues of concern are reducing out-community and creating local jobs.'  How will 
building an additional 2000 homes in the villages be able to satisfy this. If as expected this is about all the new jobs to 
be created in Bognor (very optimistic in the extreme) then you will not be reducing out-community or creating local 
jobs. 

928 Employment & 
Enterprise 

One cannot but fail to support the laudable idea of increasing employment opportunities in the area especially those 
in higher quality jobs - not catering, retail or care homes which are low paid. The problem seems to be planning to 
achieve it. Bognor has suffered an economic downturn that seems to have lasted decades. The evidence is in the type 
of shops that remain open: charity shops, pound shops and coffee shops. This make the centre of the town very 
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unattractive and unappealing to those of us who live in the surrounding area. Now it has no industrial base or even 
sustantial office/admin jobs that command high salaries. Without these higher earners there is not the attraction for a 
better type of shops. It is unlikely to attract this sort of employment because of the roads and it can not compete with 
Portsmouth, Brighton or Crawley. A new road and acres of land for building factories/ warehouses is unlikely to make 
any difference as employers would not be attracted without substantial finacial incentives that enterprise zones can 
offer. Consequently alternative types of employment should be considered - the obvious ones include encouraging 
working from home (if the internet speeds can be improved - a cheaper option than a road) and small start up units. 
Historically Bognor had relied upon tourists and the retired but the former is seasonal and the latter must find Bognor 
less than appealling. There must be more means of providing employment  so I would have expected the professionals 
to have produced some realistic ideas and to provide targets, albeit aspirational, for increasing employment year by 
year.. 

585 Employment & 
Enterprise 

The solution to out-commuting is simple – don't build more houses - if you do, I will be 100% confident that out-
commuting will increase. Also, enterprise in this area is simply; yet another double-glazing showroom, supermarket or 
a car lot. So where has Lec gone? To a lesser educated EU country no doubt. Please just leave the Six villages as it is! 

700 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Employment Growth is only sustainable when the transport infrastructure has been improved sufficiently to make the 
total cost of running a business in the area competitive in all respects. Until a significantly upgraded transport 
infrastructure is in place, there are unlikely to be employers attracted to the area who will be offering the sort of pay 
packages to support the mortgages that are going to be required to buy anything other than 'affordable' housing.  

1088 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Employment Opportunities and business need to be encouraged to Bognor Regis 

1095 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Employment & Enterprise The draft Plan broadly aligns with the West Sussex Economic Strategy (2012-2020), which 
was recently published. Arun District Council was a key partner in developing the strategy and will also be critical to its 
delivery. It is therefore suggested that the draft Local Plan is reviewed to establish if there is better scope to align it 
further with the West Sussex Economic Strategy and that the strategy is referenced in future drafts of the Plan: 
www.westsussex.gov.uk/doing_business/economic_facts_and_figures/economic_research_and_reports.aspx Policy 
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SP3: Further transport modelling work will be required to assess the impact of a preferred development scenario to 
include this scale of strategic employment land allocations. Policy SP4: Please re-consider reference to the strategic 
road network. It may be more appropriate to refer to the 'highway network'. Reference to providing public transport 
within the plan period could be problematic unless there is commitment to deliver improvements. 9.5: Whilst the 
upgrade of existing employment areas could be beneficial in the overall provision of sites and premises and help 
attract businesses to those areas, some industrial estates (and particularly ex agricultural buildings) which are 
distinctly 'tired' nevertheless quite often have high occupancy rates because they offer low cost premises for 'one-
man' or smaller businesses and perhaps are suitable for more 'noisy activities users'– these types of premises are in 
short supply elsewhere. Whilst the importance of ensuring there is quality business accommodation is recognised, 
there is a need to provide a mix and range in terms of quality (and therefore price). It is suggested that there is 
recognition that there will be the provision of affordable commercial premises particularly for micro businesses. Policy 
DM2: Whilst WSCC is generally happy with the approach to safeguarding proposed in this policy, it is recommended 
that further discussion takes place with the relevant landowners to ensure that this policy is deliverable during the life 
of the Plan. 9.8.3: Please add 'and West Sussex County Council' after 'from the Government'. This superfast 
broadband is defined as 24 Megabytes per second (Mps) or faster. In the second sentence, please add 'or equipment 
to suit potential other technologies' after 'new cabinets'. Policy SP5: 'Superfast' should not be hyphenated. For the 
first bullet point under 'policy outcomes and key indicators', please amend to read 'the UK national average as defined 
by BDUK' – this is the Government department responsible for spending money committed by the Treasury. It is 
unclear as to why 'West Sussex Broadband Better Connected' has been included in the 'background studies and 
supporting evidence' section, when this is a programme title (not a document). Policy DM5: This recognises the 
importance of business retention and affords some benefit to existing businesses which are seeking to expand, but 
cannot find suitable land or accommodation within the built up areas. It does not support incoming businesses / 
inward investment. Whilst the ability to impose a 'restriction of occupancy to the firm concerned' may provide some 
protection against local businesses effectively 'selling' this benefit on to other businesses, it is important that any such 
policy does not restrict the ability of those businesses to expand further in the future (which may mean a further 
relocation). The restriction on occupancy may also mean that businesses would be concerned about the security / 
return on their investments and it may mean that they struggle to raise finance if lenders are equally concerned. 
Whilst the sentiment behind the policy is broadly supported, it is not clear at this stage whether this would work in 
practice for supporting local businesses and it is suggested that this is re-considered. On the conversion of rural 
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buildings for business purposes there should be an explicit reference to the importance of broadband access. It is 
understood that many past conversions of such buildings for business use have not been that successful in terms of 
their long term use because of the lack of decent internet access. It is therefore suggested that this be a requirement 
along with the reference to roads capacity, e.g. other issues related to connectivity need to be considered. 

994 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Supporting high quality regeneration sounds good in theory but the proposals currently on offer, for bognor regis, 
flats, a multiplex and a supermarket clearly do not fit that aspiration and will only serve to make the town more of a 
ghetto than it already is.  

789 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Employment for the 2000 households proposed for the Villages of Barnham Eastergate and Westergate is unlikely to 
be realised within the local catchment area which is reliant on Agrculture, Tourism and Light Commercial Enterprise. 
With major Cities and Towns to the West and East of the Arun District and being outside of any Enterprise Zone, large 
scale Industrial development will not be attracted to relocate to within the District to susustain the proposed 
population increase due to an additional 2000 new Homes.  

802 Employment & 
Enterprise 

ADC must be living in a dream world if they think that Bognor will attract business at the rate stated in the plan. Stick 
to doing what it could do, which is to be a centre for holidays and tourism. This might be tricky given the liklihood that 
the water quality will be further degraded by the additional development disgorging into the sea. Why would industry 
be attracted? There is no port facility, no airport and a dire A27, whatever is done with the other roads. No this will 
only happen around Portsmouth, Southampton, Gatwick/Crawley and the Thames Valley. I'm afraid Bognor is a lost 
cause. 

871 Employment & 
Enterprise 

It is clear from the level of employment growth that has been seen in the District during the last local plan that further 
support from the Council will be required in order to ensure that the land proposed in the plan can be brought 
forward.  

850 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Economic growth should form the backbone of the Plan, whereas obvious areas for employment growth have been 
mentioned, Bognor Regis, Littlehampton, Angmering, the plan should also cater for growth in the rural villages, such 
as Patching which has good access to the A27 and an obvious area exists adjoining the wood yard in the village for a 
small scale employment expansion. 
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964 Employment & 
Enterprise 

We support the objectives of this section, and as the main section supporting the primary aim of the Plan, this should 
be prioritisied over over many of the other Sections. For instance housing allocations should be supported only where 
there is idenitifiable local housing need and where accommodation is needed to support the emplotyment drive 
within this section. However with the identified pre-existing level of out-commuting, there needs to be siginifcant 
increase in employment opportunties before new housing is built We would like to see employment and training 
opprtunties linked to green infrastructure and ecobuild - can Arun and Bognor in particular move towards an area of 
expertise in these areas, particularly linked to the high levels of solar radiation in this area. We would like to see more 
flexibility in the boundaries between residential and employment zones to encourage the use of live/work spaces to 
enable small, creative  businesses to sprout up. We would also like to see greater innovation and creativitiy in new 
housing areas, and particalrly to see a 'green' community-led, mixed use, mixed tenure self-build? These desires partly 
arise from meeting and compiling various objectives in the Plan - compartmentalisation within the plan tends to lead 
to blinkered approaches and lack of cross-fertilsation of ideas and joined-up thinking - these ideas stem from joining 
up various objectives in different areas. Other ideas would possibly emerge from further joined up thinking. 
QUESTION: Can we identify an eco-enterprise zone for the outskirts of Bognor? How we can attract green businesses 
to a "Solar enteprise" zone? QUESTION: How can more flexible planning zones encourage mixed-use development to 
encourage residents to run small-scale non-polluting businesses in their immediate locality? QUESTION: How can 
planning prioritse job creation over new housebuild? QUESTION: Can an area be identified for communinty self-bulid 
project? QUESTIONS: How can ADC be leaders not laggards in planning terms? 

1201 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Chapter 9 Employment and Enterprise 9.0.2 Should acknowledge the 'Small Office Home Office' (SoHo) potential for 
employment location in places like this District and in places like Ferring that could be attractive to entrepreneurs (this 
is more than 'home working') SP4 Following on from the above, a new bullet point should identify this potential in 
communities where significant employment land allocations are neither suitable nor viable 

1147 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Section 9 Employment and Enterprise is a good start in creating job opportunities. However unless you provide 
international standard hotels, better road and rail links outside the district and with airports specifically, you will not 
attract international businesses. Without major international employers locating to the Arun area you will have 
minimal impact on job creation. 
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1224 Employment & 
Enterprise 

In paragraph 1.2 the number one priority of this Plan is stated as being to provide 'economic growth for job creation', 
but the only policy to do this appears to be the allocation of specific sites with a vague aspiration to 'allow' investors 
to take up the chance. Surely, a more direct policy saying what encouragements the District Council are going to offer 
such investment is necessary. By its own admission the previous Local Plan was not successful in attracting 
investment, so what is different with this one? Perhaps a policy that accepts housing development only on the basis 
that employment facilities are part of the deal would be more effective, but continuing with policies that offer nothing 
will achieve nothing. 

1112 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Employment It is difficult to establish the link or rational between the proposed housing levels and the overarching 
aim of the Plan to deliver economic growth. The relationship between the proposed high level of employment 
provision and the 'preferred' housing numbers should be clarified. It is suggested that the Plan would benefit from 
providing an understanding as to how Arun, through its Local Housing Assessment, aims to meets its future housing 
and economic needs taking account of its environmental and infrastructure capacity. 

1175 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Economic Development Although CPRE supports the principle of sustainable economic development, Arun's Economic 
Strategy 2009 - 2026 points to only low economic growth for the District over the plan period. The number of jobs 
grew only marginally between 2001 and 2007 (a total of 390 or 0.9%), whilst the 3,100 projection for the growth in 
jobs in the Economic Strategy appears optimistic given that recent research commissioned by West Sussex County 
Council indicates that in 2009 Arun District sustained job losses numbering 1,125 (a 2.6% contraction of the 
employment base). This finding suggests that overall Arun may only achieve employment growth in the region of 
2,000 jobs, or around 4.3% based on 2001 figures, over the plan period. We can therefore see no evidence that 
supports the need for a major expansion of new housing beyond the 6,000 units currently allocated (plus town and 
village allocations), nor is there credible evidence that the infrastructure improvements proposed for the roads, in 
particular the A29, will aid economic development. Indeed, Table 1 of the Employment and Infrastructure Strategy 
2012 indicates that no improvements are necessary to the A29 for the delivery of strategic employment sites, whilst a 
reference to the Westergate realignment of the A29 increasing the appeal of the Bognor area to investors appears 
unsubstantiated. We believe that given its location, Arun District needs to focus on maintaining a high quality 
environment which is likely to attract new businesses in the long term, as well as on ensuring that its resident work 
force are able to receive the training and skills development that will meet the needs of such employers. The District 
Council could also undertake joint working with parish councils to identify local employment opportunities, for 
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example providing low-cost start-up business units in sustainable locations. 

1033 Employment & 
Enterprise 

"The employment assessment ranks land at Water Lane, Angmering as the most suitable site for employment 
development in Arun" There is a material error in the Arun Draft Local Plan relating to the proposed Angmering 
Strategic Employment site (Site 7). This mistake means that the above comment in the Plan, and evidence provided in 
the background documentation has nothing to do with the land that is marked as Site 7 on the supporting maps. The 
land marked as Site 7 was firmly rejected for consideration for housing by the updated 2012 SHLAA because the 
landscape issues were assessed as " insurmountable ". There is no assessment / evidence provided in the EELA for this 
site, or anything in the Plan document that explains why this site is marked up for consultation The description of the 
piece of land assessed in the EELA, and that achieves the highest score in Arun in the Plan, is clearly located south of 
the Oval Race Track and north of Water Lane Although the site north of Water Lane scores highly against the selected 
set of criteria, the conclusion reached fron the evidence obtained was that it " is a high profile site, but it lies outside 
of the built up area and is not in close proximity of a sizeable workforce or services", and that . "it is less clear that 
there is sufficient market demand in this location for employment development of this scale". The assessment of this 
site ignores Plan Policies relating to development constraints, including but not limited to public transport, use of 
Greenfield and Grade 1 agricultural land.  It has he same potential landscape issues as the site that is incorectly 
marked as Site 7, and requires a landscape assesment, as it shares a boundary with the South Downs National Park 
and is in the forgeround of views across the Downs. Historically, Angmering has attracted small businesses. There are 
existing Brownfield sites in Angmering, which, if upgraded / redeveloped are potentially more viable, and more likely 
to be successful in achieving the stated objective of attracting new businesse, that will provide local jobs within the 
lifespan of the Draft Plan perod. ADC and APC are aware that Chandlers lan to move out of Angmering village in the 
near future, offering another potential brownfield site for employment use. Regardless, the priority must be to 
resolve the current road infrastructure issues in order to attract any new employer, and not continue with the 
"unsustainable" strategy of allowing large numbers of houses to be built, and assuming that WSCC will sort the roads 
and transport issues out at some point. 

959 Employment & 
Enterprise 

We live in an area with quite a high percentage of elderly folk.   A community simply cannot survive without the 
support of young, fit working people.  Who will serve the frail and elderly or sick with their prescriptions?  We need to 
make good provision for young people.  We need more facilities for young people.  All they seem to have is a small 
skateboard park.  I would like to see the Regis Centre site properly utilised to attract younger people to the town. To 
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do this we need to attract quality retail and other businesses to the area.  We have lost Mothercare, Sainsburys and 
Marks & Spencer from the town centre and now have 17 empty shops and several empty factories.  I understand the 
rents and business rates are too high and cannot be afforded.  This needs to be addressed as a matter of urgency. 

1058 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Although education is not the responsibility of the District, it would be useful to say more about the relationship with 
further and adult education training providers, both public and private, in order to create prosperous and 
susutainable businesses and employment 

1374 Employment & 
Enterprise 

The relationship of employment plans to the proposed housing Job creation and housing numbers Generally, there 
are low job opportunities in the area and certainly not to be found near the proposed development. The LP proposes 
to create 7500 jobs through the establishment of 110 businesses in the area of Shripney. There is no evidence of how 
those investors would be encouraged to move into the district and in the light of the lack of such evidence, that claim 
can only be regarded as speculation. If jobs cannot be assured there would be a lack of sustainability to support 
housing growth at the level proposed. The housing strategy would appear to be employment led and being so, lacks 
evidence based criteria. An A29 bypass will not assist local employment and the horticulture industry is not aided by 
reducing availability of agricultural land. ............................................ Travelling work force and employment centres 
Currently a large proportion of the work force commutes to Portsmouth, Brighton, Horsham, Worthing orGatwick. 
The analysis of the 2001 Census data showed that there was a outflow of 13,300 workers from the district to other 
work locations. There is evidence that higher wages are available outside of the district and workers will continue to 
travel out of the area in search of those jobs. It is not shown in the LP that comparable earning power will be created 
within the district. The LP also fails to explain how businesses will be encouraged to come into the area though the 
benefits to the local community should not be underestimated. It should be recognised that housing in this area will 
not necessarily be totally occupied by local people and transport infrastructure for workers leaving the area must be 
considered and integral to any development. Providing housing remote from the centres of employment will cause 
increased road congestion. The situation at the Chichester Bypass and Arundel is already critical and the [ makes no 
provision for road improvement integrated at county or regional level. 

1377 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Employment The response to the NP Questionnaire regarding more employment showed that the parish was only 
51% in favour of more employment opportunities and those who felt more jobs were needed, the type of work 
desired, varied to a large degree according to the respondent's circumstances. The response to this question to the 
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parish shows that job creation is not an overriding concern to all parishioners. However, development of the proposed 
enterprise zone at Shripney to stimulate employment and assist in the regeneration of Bognor Regis is supported. 

1384 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Section 9: Employment & Enterprise • Although perhaps an issue for the NDP, the need to identify employment 
opportunities for those previously identified as having lower educational achievement is essential. • Littlehampton 
Harbour: The need to move to a leisure port is strongly supported. Enabling Development on the West Bank should be 
exactly that and provide flood defence for the existing populus, re-invigorate river/marine- related employment and 
heritage facilities and in addition to supplement the offer of a leisure port. It should not be about housing unless these 
issues are addressed. • Should developers be made to make provision for the installation of broadband on new 
developments? For instance Littlehampton has no 'cable'  provision. Should this be provided by new development? 

1227 Employment & 
Enterprise 

I believe that the position of the proposed Angmering Employment SitePage 48 – 'Table 9.1 Locations of Employment 
Sites 2 - Site 7 Angmering – West 280'  – shown on the Plan documentation is incorrect. [See attachement] The 
proposed Angmering Employment Site (Site 7) is shown as the land north of the Spotted Cow (High Street) to the 
south of Water Lane – outlined in RED below. The ' Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners Employment and Economic Land 
Assessment, December 2010 Final Report'  places this site to the north of Water Lane – outlined in YELLOW. In the 
document http://www.arun.gov.uk/mediaFiles/downloads/25584286/12271_Arun_EELA_Final_Report_25_01_11.pdf 
the description of the site - Page 113, Section 8.20 - is as follows: Water Lane [PS16] (8.95 ha) is a large site located to 
the east of Angmering. This is a large regular shaped site located off the A280 less than 2 km from the A27, currently 
serviced by a narrow track which is shared with a motor racing circuit. As such it is a high profile site, but it lies outside 
of the built up area and is not in close proximity of a sizeable workforce or services, although some are available 
within Angmering. Whilst the site slopes from the north to the south, it may be possible to reduce the landscape 
impact through careful design. Overall, this is a large site that scores well due to its strategic road access and lack of 
obvious constraints other than a need to upgrade the local road access and potentially junction arrangements onto 
the A27 for increased traffic volumes. The site could potentially accommodate a range of employment uses, but it is 
less clear that there is sufficient market demand in this location for employment development of this scale. The 
detailed description on Page 230 further confirms the position of the site. Site Name – Water Lane Angmering 
Reference: PS16 Local accessibility (local road access and public transport ): Good junction access from Water Lane. 
Pedestrian and cycle track to front of site, and informal lane to west of site to serve go kart facility. Need to create 
access into site. Compatibility of adjoining uses : Motor racing track to north. Road to south. Agriculture to west and 
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wooded area to east. This is clearly the land south of the Angmering Raceway – outlined in YELLOW above - NOT the 
piece of land between Water Lane and the Spotted Cow currently shown in the Draft Plan reference documentation. 
Please can you confirm . . . . I have copied Angmering Parish Council for awareness. 

1170 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Employment & Enterprise By upgrading the Streetscape, development of shared space or pedestrian only areas, this 
opens up the possibility of regular street markets, artisans, painters, craftsmen similar to that seen in France with the 
regular year round "Brocante". Tarrant Street is an obvious street for this to be implemented, following a very 
successful Diamond Jubilee event with a road closure which successfully created a cosmopolitan relaxed atmosphere 
without traffic, where people got out of their cars and explored. A monthly program of street events is planned 
throughout the year for Tarrant Street by owners of The Eagle pub & myself at Sage Cafe & Restaurant. But for all of 
this to succeed we need to develop an all year round sustainable economy. In addition to street closures increasing 
pedestrian friendly areas increases the spend per capita than in normal high streets. Encouraging more repeat visitors 
by improving the overall look of the town. This can be done by:- Widening pavements Reduce Speed Limits New 
Lamp/Sign Posts & Benches designed by local craftsmen, encourages people to walk and explore Restore Heritage 
Features Provide an all year round sense of vibrancy Business Support Services These are vital to the residents, small 
and micro business in the area and enhances a sense of community & working together which is twelve months of the 
year. By working together within the community of Arundel, as a thriving market town, will in turn reduce the need to 
travel, reduction of food miles, the use of local artisan products whether food or drink, skills or crafts, keeping 
expenditure and capital within the area. Youth After Schools Club, Meeting Centre, training projects through public & 
private partnerships for 14 - 19 yr olds to learn skills & carry out environmental improvements. Teaching of Citizenship 
in year 1 of primary school, involving on a weekly basis town council staff, the police, other services which increases 
communication, increased respect and responsibilty. Also look at introducing work ethics, linking training with real 
jobs - apprenticeships. Employment As a restaurant I need staff. This past year I have not been able to employ staff on 
a permanent basis because the town suffers in the winter months, the footfall drops & there is not enough business 
to supportfull timesalaries. During the summer months when I employ casual labour I can only use locals to Arundel, 
and not labour from out of Arundel unless they have private transport because of the hours, and lack of good public 
transport for late evening & weekend travel. 
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1233 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Section 9 – Employment and Enterprise – comments: We support fully the general statements in this section. We 
would like to see a 'DM'  on Arundel town centre, specifically dealing with upgrading the streetscape and the 
development of shared space or pedestrian-only areas. It is an established fact, that in pedestrian areas spend per 
capita is higher than in normal high streets. In times when streets are closed in Arundel for events we have 
experienced both increased numbers of people and spend. The 'DM'  would include improvements to parking policies 
both for on-street and in car parks in line with the overall objectives for the town. This 'DM'  would encourage both 
more visitors and tourists to spend longer in the town centre and so spend more. As mentioned above, there are 
many office/home based businesses in Arundel (inc 'SOHO's). These need to be acknowledged in this section, and 
plans for their development included. SP4 could include an additional bullet point covering this. 

1534 Employment & 
Enterprise 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 11. Paragraph 9.0.2 '” should acknowledge the 'Small Office Home Office' (SoHo) potential for 
employment location in places like this District and in towns like Arundel that are attractive to entrepreneurs (this is 
more than 'home working') 

1568 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Employment • The employment area proposed at Shripney to regenerate Bognor Regis should be supported. 

1571 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Use of Brownfield sites for development APC supports the employment enterprise zone initiative using Brownfield 
sites at Shripney to create local employment and assist in the regeneration of Bognor Regis. It should be considered 
that large scale development on Greenfield sites is contrary to guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework 
which mandates that Brown field sites must be utilised before Green field sites. In accordance with the NPPF, APC 
recommends re-examination of the Ford Airfield Brownfield site for a sustainable development which would play a 
part in the supply of housing, but not to the scale of an eco-town 

1634 Employment & 
Enterprise 

CPRE supports the principle of sustainable development. However Arun's Economic Strategy 2009 '” 2026 points to 
low economic growth for the District.The number of jobs grew only marginally between 2001 and 2007, a total of 390 
or 0.9%). The 3,100 projection for the growth in jobs in the Economic Strategy appears optimistic given that recent 
work Commissioned by West Sussex County Council suggests that within the 2009 calendar year Arun is likely to see 
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job losses numbering 1,125, a 2.6% contraction of the employment base. If true, it suggests that overall Arun may only 
achieve growth in the region of 2,000 jobs or around 4.3% based on 2001 figures over the plan period. The overall 
picture of Arun's Employment and Enterprise makes for depressing, reading as does the Draft Development Plan. We 
can see no evidence here that supports the need for a major expansion of housing beyond the 6,000 (Housing 
currently allocated, plus Village allocations). Nor is there evidence that the infrastructure improvements proposed to 
the roads, in particular the A29, will aid economic development. Indeed, Table 1 on P7 of the Employment and 
Infrastructure Strategy 2012 is reported as showing that no improvements are necessary to the A29 for the delivery of 
strategic employment sites. A reference to realignment of the A29 increasing the appeal of the area to investors 
appears unsubstantiated. We think that given its location Arun needs to focus on the development of local talent and 
local business opportunity could be emphasised more, as could training/skill development along with the provision of 
low cost start up units. We believe that in accord with the NPPF the District Council should undertake more joint work 
with Parish councils could be undertaken to look at local employment opportunities. Our view is that the Plan is based 
on out-of-date economic data which does not take account of the dramatic changes that have occurred in the 
economic environment that the Country and Arun are currently in. Given that the forecasts show that there is unlikely 
to be significant growth in this Parliament period or even thereafter, then the Economic Development Plan is 
unrealistic in its approach and conclusions. 

1664 Employment & 
Enterprise 

1. I agree that the major part of the plan should focus on job creation, however, the draft contains no clear strategy as 
to how this can be achieved in Arun. The plan has no economic or financial details which, given the current climate 
and longer term predictions, is concerning. The IMF have recently stated "the Global Economy is in a dangerous new 
phase, confidence has fallen sharply and downside risks are growing". The IMF have also stated that they do no see 
any recovery from the current situation until, at least, 2020. H M Treasury have also downgraded all future forecasts 
for GDP growth. 

1614 Employment & 
Enterprise 

6.0 SECTION 9 – EMPLOYMENT & ENTERPRISE 6.1 The Employment and Economic Land Assessment (EELA) produced 
by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners in December 2010 is the key evidence base document that has been used to 
inform this section. 6.2 The introductory paragraphs of Section 9 of the Draft Local Plan draw on a number of other 
evidence base documents and take a broad strategic view of the employment market across the region as a whole, 
taking into account the Coast to Coast Capital Local Enterprise Partnership Map and, on a more localised scale, the 
Coastal West Sussex Partnership Map. 6.3 This broad strategic approach is supported as it considers an holistic view of 
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a wider area based on travel to work patterns, housing market areas, employment market areas and other such 
considerations rather than simply focussing on administrative boundaries which have little impact on how people live 
their everyday lives. 6.4 Notwithstanding some landscape concerns which will be addressed later in these 
representations, West End Property Development LLP generally supports the allocation of 8.95 ha of Strategic 
Employment Land at Water Lane, Angmering. Angmering is identified as a broad strategic location for growth and 
employment development is required. 6.5 Firstly in this Section however, our client requires some clarification 
regarding the policies contained in Section 9, and also Section 12 but they are also partly addressed here as they are 
interlinked. 6.6 As previously mentioned, these representations are made in relation to the Draft Local Plan, with a 
view to the redevelopment of West End Nursery in Angmering, which is a horticultural business. The site is not 
allocated for employment use i the adopted Local Plan, nor is it proposed to be allocated for employment use in the 
Draft Local Plan. 6.7 Section 9 and Policy DM1 address employment but it is not clear what types of employment. For 
example, the supporting text under 9.4 refers to B1 – B8 uses, and the ensuing Policy SP4, which also falls under 9.4, 
clearly then refers to B1 – B8 uses. 6.8 However, it is not clear what types of employment Policy DM1 is seeking to 
protect. If it is not allocated employment premises and sites then it follows that it must be applicable to any premises 
or site that generates any employment. If this is the case then it is fundamentally flawed for a number of reasons. 6.9 
Firstly, there is no evidence base to warrant such a restrictive policy on any employment generating site or premises, 
in particular in relation to the 'Protection of Existing Premises and Sites' element. To require such onerous conditions 
to be met to address this Policy is not the 'positive approach' or 'presumption in favour of sustainable development' 
that is contained within the NPPF and is advocated in the Draft Local Plan itself, and is an indication of WEDP's 
concerns that the policies themselves conflict with the Vision and NPPF. 6.10 Notwithstanding whether it refers to 
allocated employment sites or any employment sites, it is a highly negative starting point which is contrary to the 
general positive theme of the NPPF about alternative uses for employment land and, whilst not expressly set out, it 
conflicts with the whole theme of paragraph 22 of the NPPF, which states that: 'Planning policies should avoid the 
long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used 
for that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being 
used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on 
their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable local 
communities.'  6.11 Consequently, this element of the policy is not drafted in accordance with the positive approach 
of the NPPF or the presumption in favour of sustainable development. In addition, given that the policy is so negative 
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and restrictive, it does not promote flexible use of land, in accordance with paragraph 157 of the NPPF. It is therefore 
unsound. 6.12 The 'Relocation and Expansion of Existing Businesses' element is also overly restrictiv e and 
insufficiently flexible, with particular regard to having to relocate within the District. West End Nursery, which is 
currently occupied by VHB, is seeking to rationalise its existing operation by relocating to its Runcton site on Pagham 
Lane so that it is more efficient and competitive. This site is outside the administrative area of Arun District but is 
adjacent to it; indeed the adjacent nursery (Roundstone Nursery) lies within Arun District. 6.13 To impose a restriction 
on businesses having to relocate within the District only is fundamentally flawed for a number of reasons. It is 
acknowledged that the policy was not drafted with the specific example of VHB's possible relocation to Runcton in 
mind, but the principle of such circumstances need to be addressed. 6.14 Firstly, and with particular regard to the 
situation at West End Nursery, the proposals are to relocate to the existing VHB site at Runcton. Runcton is a more 
modern facility with higher quality, newer glass and is therefore more efficient, and ultimately more sustainable. It is a 
larger site, with the potential to expand, therefore enabling possible economies of scale to occur which would further 
improve the viability of the business, as identified in paragraph 5.57 of the EELA. 6.15 The site lies within the same 
Housing Market Area, Travel to Work Area, Employment Market Area, Coast to Coast LEP Area and Coastal West 
Sussex Partnership Area therefore both sites are essentially in the same locality. This is notwithstanding where the 
administrative boundary falls as they have little bearing on everyday life. Also, and as mentioned above, in any event 
the Runcton site is adjacent to Arun District 6.16 The new site still lies within the heart of the West Sussex horticulture 
industry, close r to the heart of Arun's horticulture industry at Barnham rather than Angmering, and closer to West 
Sussex College in Chichester, which offers a number of higher education horticulture courses. 6.17 Runcton is also 
closer to Angmering than other sites within Arun, most notably towards the south east of the District. Therefore with 
the policy as currently drafted, there could be a situation where the business could be relocated to the south east of 
the district and employees could be travelling further to get to work than if it relocated to Runcton. This is clearly not 
a sustainable solution. 6.18 To overly restrict the relocation of businesses, particularly to an adjacent district (and so 
close within the adjacent district), is also contrary to the Duty to Cooperate provision contained within the NPPF. 
Paragraph 178 states that: 'Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross administrative 
boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic priorities set out in paragraph 156. The Government 
expects joint working on areas of common interest to be diligently undertaken for the mutual benefit of neighbouring 
authorities.'  6.19 Horticulture is identified as a strategic priority in the Draft Local Plan. To overly restrict the ability 
of an horticultural business to a site in an adjacent authority, which is clearly still well within the wider West Sussex 
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horticulture area, and is indeed adjacent to Arun District Council, is in direct conflict with the Duty to Cooperate as 
advocate d in the NPPF. 6.20 Further, paragraph 182 states that the Duty to Cooperate is one of the tests of 
soundness. This element of Policy DM1 therefore clearly fails that test of soundness. Whether it is in relation to 
allocated or any employment sites, it has wide ranging, strategic ramifications for the delivery of the whole Plan, thus 
calling into question the soundness of the whole Plan. 6.21 Again the negative, restrictive text contradicts with the 
NPPF which as previously mentioned states that Local Plans should be positively prepared and flexible. 6.22 In terms 
of West End Nursery in particular, and with reference to both the 'Protection' and 'Relocation and Expansion' 
elements of DM1, it is noted in the EELA that the employment allocation that was secured in the 2003 Local Plan 
(unsaved policy for Site 4) has not come forward in Angmering; this is also contained within paragraph 9.3.4 of the 
Draft Local Plan. This is despite the fact that substantial housing has been under construction in Bramley Way and 
that, for the first half of the intervening period at least, the UK and global economy was extremely strong, and was on 
an upward curve. 6.23 The EELA assesses the existing and future employment sites within the District. In relation to 
Site 4 (referred to as Roundstone: PS15 in the EELA) it states in paragraph 8.19 that: 'Roundstone at Angmering was 
allocated in the previous Local Plan for mixed - use development for 600 dwellings and B1 use (Site 4). The housing 
element has been built out, the B1 allocation remains undelivered. Whilst the allocation has not been formally 'saved', 
the site is included as part of the available supply with the Council's Annual Monitoring Report and so the site has 
been assessed for its employment potential. The site comprises a former nurseries complex, and now has a range of 
activities including car sales, dog kennels, open storage and parking. There is no direct access to the site from the 
A259, but existing access is provided via Roundstone Lane/ Mayflower Way. Set back from the A259, the site is 
bounded by open land/ playing fields to the south and west, and immediately adjoins new residential development to 
the north. Overall, this is an average quality site and may be suitable for smaller workshops or units which do not 
adversely impact upon the amenity of the adjacent dwellings or nearby school. However, given that the site has been 
allocated for employment for seven years without attracting any interest, there is a question over deliverability.'  
6.24 The Council's own evidence base document therefore highlights the difficulty about delivering this allocated site 
for employment related development, through a period of significant growth in the economy in the first half of its 
allocation. Ultimately, the Council does not recommend taking it forward in either Angmering's Broad Location for 
Growth or as a Strategic Employment Site. 6.25 West End Nursery is opposite this site. Therefore, to 'protect' West 
End Nursery, or restrict its 'relocation or expansion' possibilities , is completely contradictory to the Council's own 
evidence base. This is again regardless of whether DM1 refers to allocated employment sites or any employment sites. 
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6.26 In addition, the Water Lane site, which has been provisionally allocated for 8.95 ha of Strategic Employment Land 
in the Draft Local Plan under Policy SP3, was also assessed in the EELA. Paragraph 8.20 states that: 'Water Lane is a 
large site located to the east of Angmering. This is a large regular shaped site located off the A280 less than 2km from 
the A27, currently serviced by a narrow track which is shared with a motor racing circuit. As such it is a high profile 
site, but it lies outside of the built area and is not in close proximity of a sizeable workforce or services, although some 
are available within Angmering. Whilst the site slopes from the north to the south, it may be possible to reduce the 
landscape impact through careful design. Overall, this is a large site that scores well due to its strategic road access 
and lack of obvious constraints other than a need to upgrade the local road access and potentially junction 
arrangements onto the A27 for increased traffic volumes. The site could potentially accommodate a range of 
employment uses, but it is less clear that there is a sufficient market demand in this location for employment 
development of this scale.'  6.27 Therefore it is evident that the Council's own evidence base questions the viability 
and deliverability of Water Lane given that it is 'not in close proximity of a s izeable workforce' and 'it is less clear that 
there is a sufficient market demand in this location for employment development of this scale'. However, in order to 
achieve the Council's spatial strategy of concentrating development towards Angmering, and other areas as identified 
in Policy SP8, such an allocation is required. 6.28 As previously stated, WEDP supports this broad strategic allocation, 
but the EELA highlights some concerns with the site, therefore it is wholly inappropriate to impose severe restrictions 
on other employment sites in the nearby vicinity as the deliverability, viability and indeed ongoing competitiveness of 
employment inÂ  Angmering is far from assured. 6.29 Added to the above is the fact that an Enterprise Zone has been 
designated in Bognor Regis, therefore should West End Nursery wish to vacate its site, and the planning system 
cannot prevent this, financial incentives and more relaxed planning restrictions will not be available on this site 
whereas they would be within the Enterp rise Zone, putting West End Nursery at a further competitive disadvantage 
in attracting new employment investment. 6.30 Linked to all of the above in relation to West End Nursery is Policy 
DM9, which specifically refers to Horticulture, although as mentioned above Horticulture is listed as one of the four 
key sectors that many of the policies in Section 9 appear to flow from, including Policy DM1. However, Policy DM9 
contradicts Policy DM1 in that the criteria for development of sites are different. WEDP therefore requires clarification 
as to what policy is most applicable to the potential redevelopment of an unallocated site that is currently used for 
horticulture. 6.31 Overly restricting the redevelopment or relocation of employment sites will stifle competition and 
result in unsuccessful sites becoming less and less sustainable through rising costs and declining facilities. This is 
contrary to the NPPF's positive approach and consequently will not achieve the Policy Outcome identified on Page 56, 
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which is to achieve a prosperous economy, which is also one of the main themes of the NPPF. 6.32 Further specifics in 
relation to Policy DM9 are addressed later in these representations. Recommendation 6.33 That the supporting text 
for Policy DM1 is revised to clarify whether it refers to allocated employment sites and premises or any sites or 
premises that generates employment. 6.34 Notwithstanding paragraph 6.33 above, that Policy DM1 is wholly 
redrafted, to reflect the following paragraphs of the NPPF: Paragraph 157 which states that Local Plans should allocate 
sites to promote development and flexible use of land; Paragraph 178 which states that public bodies have a duty to 
cooperate on planning issues that cross administrative boundaries Paragraph 182 which states that Local Plans be 
positively prepared; and Paragraph 182 which states that the duty to cooperate is one of the tests of soundness. 6.35 
That Policy DM1 is clarified to state whether Horticulture, and in particular the redevelopment of existing horticultural 
sites, falls under Policy DM1 or DM9. 

1600 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Policy DM9 - Horticulture 2.4. My client supports the positive emphasis to redevelopment of horticultural business. 
However, it is important to note that when considering the redevelopment of underused, redundant or derelict 
glasshouses, polytunnels or packhouses, that the NPPF does not directly link the reuse of such structures in the 
countryside with the diversification of horticulture or any agricultural activity. Accordingly, bullet point 2 of this part 
of the policy should be deleted to reflect the National Planning Policy Framework. 

1586 Employment & 
Enterprise 

With regard to the propose policy framework for Littlehampton, we support the vision set out in the draft Local plan, 
and welcome the identification of North Littlehampton as a location for strategic housing and employment allocations 
(Policies SP3 and SP8). This location is the most sustainable for a major urban extension and whilst the Council has 
resolved to grant planning for 1260 dwellings and associated employment development to the north of 
Littlehampton, it is appropriate that this area is identified in the Local Plan. 

6 Recommended 
Actions 

Do the people who have made the comments below actually live around here? 

1330 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Section 9 – Employment and Enterprise. 5. On behalf of Store Property we broadly agree with the wording of Policy 
DM1. In particular, we support the provisions within this policy for the enhancement of Employment Premises and 
Sites. We consider that the provisions in respect of 'relocation and expansion of existing businesses' requires further 



Page | 290  
 

explanation. It is also not clear why this policy is favourable to existing firms over and above new investment from 
firms that are not currently represented within the District. We do not agree that there is any policy basis upon which 
a Local Planning Authority should have a hierarchy of flexibility to employment generating development. 6. On behalf 
of our client we disagree with the provisions in relation to Policy DM3, the affect of which is to direct knowledge and 
cultural based employment including retail, leisure and office development to Economic Growth Areas of 
Littlehampton and Bognor Regis. We strongly disagree with this approach and we do consider that it conforms with 
the provisions of national planning policy contained within the NPPF. Paragraph 24 of the NPPF states that Local 
planning authorities should apply a sequential test to planning applications for main town centre uses that are not in 
an existing centre and are not in accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan, and that preference should be given to in 
centre sites as a first priority. Neither the NPPF nor the Practice Guidance to PPS4 allows for priority to be given to 
one centre over another. The policy as currently drafted could adversely affect development in the defined centre of 
Rustington. This policy needs to be more clearly defined to secure the objectives of the Economic Growth Areas. 7. 
Also within section 9, we disagree with the wording contained in Policy DM5. We do not consider that it is appropriate 
for this policy to relate to 'local firms,' and in addition the term 'local firms' is not defined. We do not consider that 
this policy is compliant with National Planning Policy in respect of economic development. This policy should apply to 
potential inward investment into the District as well as companies that are already represented. We consider that any 
firm wishing to locate in Arun is subject to the same criteria contained within Policy DM5 in order to encourage 
economic growth and job creation. We do not consider that it is appropriate for this policy, or any other within the 
DLP, to refer to the scope of legal agreements or planning conditions. Both planning conditions and obligations should 
be applied to application proposals on a case by case basis further to a thorough assessment of the assessed impacts 
of the proposals that need to be mitigated in order to make the development acceptable. 

1773 Employment & 
Enterprise 

This is fine aspirational waffle, but there are no real facts here. This has been true since the forming of ADC from 
BRUDC (which I remember), Since this time ADC has held by and large these or similar aspirations and have yet to 
deliver on them. There is no substance in this section to say how this will be achiveved. Personally, I have both run 
buisinesses in and worked in Bognor Regis for all of my life. Whenever I have worked in Bognor, wages are much 
lower than average and they can not sustain even the entry level house prices in the area.To earn a reasonable salary I 
have always had to work ouside the area in Portsmouth, Southampton, Brighton, Guildford, etc. There are simply not 
enough wealth creators in the ADC area and we are not attracting them to this area. The only plan that might have 
attracted some mid tier wealth creators would be the idea of a marina, as only people with above 100K salaries can 
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afford boats from 100K to 5M that would be moored there, but then we still have a lack of 500K to 5M homes to 
tempt them. Building houses never attracts business! I reject this part of the plan as it is not backed up by any 
evidence. 

1695 Employment & 
Enterprise 

9.0.7 Implies that we have 16000 people un-employed. That is not correct/ 

1731 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Description : These policies relate to land identified for Strategic Enterprise Zone Employment Sites and Strategic 
Employment Allocations. Potential Effect : Business growth within the district could provide more acquisitive crime 
opportunities. Suggested Considerations : Need to support the development of an active Business Crime Reduction 
Partnership (BCRP). Planning Policy Comments : Supporting text will be added to Policy DM1 of the Draft Local Plan to 
encourage BCRPs at new and existing employment sites. The policy could also require that sites are designed to 
comply with Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles. ............................. Description : 
Protecting and promoting the District's town centres as the focus for retail, office and leisure development. Potential 
Effect : The regeneration of the town centres can have either a positive or negative effect on crime and disorder 
dependant on the type and design of the developments introduced. Suggested Considerations : It is suggested 
consideration should be given to the following points: · Maintaining an active and vibrant town centre to reduce the 
number of empty premises. · Encouraging a more mixed night time economy to bring a wider spread of age groups 
into the town in the evenings. · A continual review and robust management is maintained with licensing regulations 
with careful consideration given to permitted opening hours based on community needs. · If town centres are 
successful in becoming social venues attracting more people from outside the district extra police resource will be 
required. · Adhering to Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles in the design and layout of 
any new or redesigned developments. Maintain the financial commitment for police monitored CCTV cameras for 
crime prevention and to support the conviction of offenders. Planning Policy Comments : Policy DM6 of the Draft 
Local Plan addresses reuse of redundant floorspace Policy SP6 of the Draft Local Plan is sufficiently flexible to allow a 
range of town centre uses to meet community needs. Environmental Health Department consult planning on licensing 
regulations. Opening hours are considered on a case by case basis. It is suggested that a new process is put in place 
whereby the Safer Arun Partnership (SAP) partners are consulted on all change of use applications in town centre 
locations. Planning policy can not provide the funding for extra police resources. It is proposed that Policy DM6 of the 
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Draft Local Plan is updated to require that development is designed to adhere to CPTED principles Policy DM6 could 
require that all major applications contribute to the provision of town centre CCTV cameras. .............................. 
Description : Additional employment sites will be supported following the completion and adoption of any sites as 
part of an updated Employment and Economic Land Assessment with sites meeting identified criteria. Potential Effect 
: Potential effect needs to be assessed on a case by case basis depending on location in relation to the proximity of 
residential areas and local crime levels. Suggested Considerations : Need to comply with CPTED principles Planning 
Policy Comments : It is proposed that Policy SP4 and DM1 of the Draft Local Plan are updated to require that new 
employment sites are designed to adhere to CPTED principles ........................................ Description : Existing 
employment sites and premises will be protected where there remains a good prospect of employment use. Change 
of use from Business class (B1-B8) or similar sui generis uses will not be permitted other than certain identified 
exceptions. Potential Effect : Before any change of use is considered, ADC will require that sites are marketed to 
explore the potential reuse of the current premises or redevelopment for alternative business uses. Suggested 
Considerations : Section 17 considerations should be given to any potential change of use through consultation with 
Safer Arun Partnership (SAP) partners. However, consideration should also be given to the effect on an area if it 
remains unused for a long time and becomes derelict, potentially attracting Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB). Planning 
Policy Comments : It is proposed that a new process is implemented whereby the Safer Arun Partnership is consulted 
on any change of use applications at employment sites. Policy DM1 of the Draft Local Plan states that change of uses 
will not be permitted unless: The existing location poses insurmountable environmental harm or amenity which 
cannot be satisfactorily resolved.' . This wording is considered to be sufficiently flexible to address the likely impact of 
derelict buildings. ............................. Description : The Council will work with partners and developers to enhance the 
knowledge and skills and local employment opportunities for local residents including the promotion of local labour 
and training agreements on major construction projects. Potential Effect : Lack of vocational skills and unemployment 
is an important driver for crime and this is seen as a key objective within the Economic Strategy. Suggested 
Considerations : SAP would encourage any initiative which would reduce the numbers of those Not in Employment 
Education or Training (NEET) in the District. Planning Policy Comments : Comment noted, Policy DM3 of the Draft 
Local Plan is supported       

1758 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Secondly the thinking behind the Plan is seriously flawed because it assumes that there would be sufficient 
employment opportunities in the immediate locality for between possibly 3000 and 4000 people. Without such 
employment who is going to be able to afford or want to buy the houses after they are built? 
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1766 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Regarding the proposed employment site in Water Lane, why is this needed when there are already empty business 
premises in Arun? Housing development on the VHB site would result in the loss of approximately 90 jobs. Both the 
housing and employment site proposals go against the policies stated in the Local Plan and by the government by 
using greenfield sites, therefore impacting on the countryside, changing village character apart from the sustainability 
issues. 

1822 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Job Opportunities Development of housing needs the availability of jobs either locally or within a reasonable 
commuting distance, unless it's for retired people. Arun D.C say in their local plan that they will provide business 
opportunities, but they can only provide the planning consent for business premises, they cannot make them move 
here. The geography of this area does not lend itself to business development. Most businesses need easy access to 
their customers and the ability to ship products to customers readily, this is being hindered in Arun by the poor 
transport infrastructure. Areas where business development is healthy are places such as Gatwick and the M4 corridor 
where the infrastructure is very good. With the Downs to the north and the sea to the South most transport links have 
to be squeezed within a narrow East/West corridor. Consequently businesses will not be attracted to the area, and in 
the meantime people will have to continue to travel to where the work is i.e. . . . . Brighton, Crawley, Gatwick. With 
the existence of the South Downs National Park it is unlikely that road improvements will take place to the North. To 
the East and West there are bottlenecks on the roads ( A259 at Angmering) which may take years to sort out. The 
railway also has its own bottleneck of only two tracks in places and an improvement of this would need a massive 
investment. This East/West corridor will continue to give a squeezing effect if development of housing continues with 
an increase in population. There will be more traffic and even less land to make improvements to the transport 
infrastructure. The current and future economic climate does not suggest that business has or will establish in the 
Angmering Parish or surrounding areas as vacant business units are already available in the surrounding district. 
Without the incentive for businesses to settle here, it seems pointless to allow large housing estates to be built if the 
jobs are not available. 

1858 Employment & 
Enterprise 

If you are serious about attracting more industry into the area then there are much more important thing to be 
considered before housing. The road network must be improved, this area is desperately short of school places now, 
we have the slowest broadband Internet connection in the south of England, all of which puts off industry from 
moving to this area. Primarily industry moves into an area because of good communications and a good road network 
and a skilled work force. Building houses on their own is not the answer, if these primary criteria are not met industry 
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will not move in to the area. In fact over recent years we have seen several large companies relocate out of our area, 
perhaps you should ask them why? 

2064 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Any measure to raise the educatiion stanards in the area are vital to growth and prosperity. However, the aim seems 
to be to encourage people to work locally. With the rise of educationalattainment, local employment would have to 
beof a good standard - national/international companies - or the better educated would simplymigrate or commute to 
where such companies are located - Southampton, Crawley etc. (Leatherhead in Surrey seems to have transformed 
itself into a loction for good companies.) There are no details in the Plan on how such companies would be attracted 
to anarea with lower than average educational attainment. 

1879 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Section 9 Employment and Enterprise The local plan states that allied to the development of circa 2000 additional 
homes new Strategic Employment Land Allocations would be created and reduce out out commuting. This is 
simplyfallacy, if you add 2000 houses and therefore a reasonable estimate 3000 working personnel I cannot see in the 
plan the allocation for this number of jobs. Out commuting isinevitable and placing the stress on the road networks as 
mentioned above again an unsustainable plan in its current draft. 

1808 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Economic The economic arguments also conveniently ignore the current economic climate affecting the country and 
no hard evidence is provided that links inward investment in the town to the so called structural improvements that, 
as proposed, will destroy a large part of the six villages and specifically Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate and 
Barnham. The draft plan even states the district failed to deliver on employment promises made in the 2003 plan 
within Angmering because the employment allocation was too 'narrow'  but there is no guarantee that by widening 
the allocation the district will be any more successful in attracting inward investment, cutting the number of 
commuters leaving the district to work, improving employment prospects, addressing areas of depravation of 
stimulating any economic growth. Ahead of publishing the plan for consultation the Council has already failed to 
obtain Enterprise Zone status for Bognor Regis so the plan is already damaged. The Employment and Economic Land 
Report links the possible success of the business development in Bognor Regis to proposed housing developments 
nearby without specifically stating which housing developments these are i.e. the developments being built from 
Bersted to Flansham alongside the northern relief road or the proposed developments in the five villages. In either 
case it seems the economic development in Bognor is not expected to address the socially deprived areas in the town. 
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Ignoring the Bersted and Flansham developments for the moment the plan allocates approx 81ha of land in Bognor 
Regis to economic development but the housing development proposed for the villages swallows somewhere in 
excess of 125ha. These numbers simply do not balance. That local development orders are to be prepared (9.3.6) for 
Enterprise@BognorRegis seems superfluous as the Enterprise Zone has not been granted by the Government. 
Preparing a similar order for Butlins could be to the detriment of the town as Butlins own priority is to make a profit 
for its owners though I understand the argument is to only allow limited development within the site. 

1904 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Arun district is set in a narrow corridor between the south coast and the South Downs to the North with no room to 
expand in a northerly direction. So everything is squeezed into this narrow corridor of land. Without a major overhaul 
of transport systems, particularly roads and rail to address this geographical constraint, ADC cannot begin to 
implement some of their ideas in attracting inward investment. I would suggest that this document as it stands is not 
going to encourage high level business to invest in the district, when there are already other districts bounding Arun 
that can offer better infrastructure than Arun. Hastings in East Sussex does not have these geographical constraints 
but can be used as a model typical of a location where infrastructure and in particular transport infrastructure (road 
and rail systems) issues have been either ignored or have been procrastinated over/put on the back burner for so long 
that no major projects that would make a difference to the towns' business fortunes, have been implemented. There 
has of course been some 'tinkering' of systems but these have returned little or no benefit. Industry, therefore has not 
flourished in Hastings for decades, and as of the beginning of this year it was reported there were 322 unfilled 
Jobcentre Plus vacancies in December 2011, with an average of 10.4 Job Seeker Allowance claimants per vacancy, 
which is almost double the national average of 5.6 claimants per vacancy. I fear the same for Arun if they do not deal 
with the basics first. 'Arun has determined that economic growth for job creation is its number one priority'  and I for 
one support that priority. However, it is fanciful to think that it will attract the high level business' it is looking to 
invest in the district that will reduce out commuting from the area and increase job density, unless it changes it's 
priority to a complete overhaul of the transport network in the district. Until that happens it will continue to fail to 
attract those business' which can not only reduce out-commuting but will attract more people to the area. Having said 
that, even with an improved infrastructure it is not certain that this will provide the inward investment it seeks to 
attract, since neither Chichester, Brighton nor Gatwick are going to be sitting back on their laurels waiting for Arun to 
play catch up. 
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1779 Employment & 
Enterprise 

I am also concerned about whythere isa proposed employment site in Angmering when there are already empty 
industrial units in the Arun district - eg. at Angmering Station and on the Lineside Industrial Estate, Littlehampton.I 
would also question whether any potential employers would consider Angmering when there is already so much 
traffic congestion and bottlenecks through the village and on the local major roads - A27 and A259. This potential site 
in Angmering is not within walking distance of the train station and there is only one bus an hour serving the village. 
VHB in Roundstone Lane are already currentemployers and it is rumoured that the want to sell up to housing 
developers!This would mean more people and less employment and this site should remain an employment site. Local 
people directly affected by this Draft Local Plan should be given a full chance to prepare and submittheircaseviathe 
AngmeringNeighbourhood Plan before this Arun Plan goes forward. The government is wanting to promote local 
democracy and I trust that Arun District Council will heed the very real concernsof the Angmering residents regarding 
our quality of life. 

1814 Employment & 
Enterprise 

1 Overall aspirations for Bognor and Littlehampton Most local residents, I imagine, would share share the general 
aspirations expressed in the plan for greater employment and economic well-being for the Bognor and Littlehampton 
areas. But questions arise about a) both the levels of employment, growth and development envisaged, and b) the 
confidence with which the future is seemingly foreseen. On a) I can find no persuasive evidence in the plan that 
warrants optimistic assumptions of rising employment and future growth. It doesn't seem to be there. Since the plan 
is not adequately evidence-based in this regard, a good deal more caution is appropriate for the plan's forecasts. They 
might not work out. On b) I find the tone implausibly optimistic, for instance in 3.1 of Visions and Objectives, where 
the future tense is used: about what may or may not happen–'By 2028 the district will be a safer, more inclusive, 
vibrant and attractive place to live, work and visit.' ( The sentence isn't grammatical incidentally. ) One realistically 
hopes, or aspires to, even expects a certain outcome, but you can't say a hoped-for thing 'will' happen. 

1869 Employment & 
Enterprise 

9. Employment and Enterprise I agree that there needs to be more local jobs. I commend your objectives set out in 
9.0.4 but there are already people with the necessary skills who are unable to find work in the Arun area. What will 
you be doing for them? 9.3 If any land in Angmering is developed for employment then how do you propose that 
people get there? Likely to mean an increase of traffic through Angmering Village, which is already heavily congested 
at times. Lose of habitat for wildlife. More CO2 emissions in the area. Increase risk of flooding. Are there not currently 
unused commercial site with Arun that could be redeveloped rather than taking new land? It has taken many years for 
the Wick Body Shop site to be re-developed. 9.3.7 Jobs have been lost in Arun with West Sussex County Council 
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reducing staff and closing their office in Littlehampton. Many of these people are now forced to travel out of the area 
to Worthing or Chichester to maintain a job. Also the Body Shop at Wick meant a lose of local jobs. Are you planning 
to provide new jobs to match the new homes built each year apart from the new jobs that need to be provided to 
reduce the unemployment in the area? Ensure that horticultural sites are maintained. The VHB site in Angmering has 
been approached by developers. On the 19 May 2012 in the Littlehampton Gazette Published on Saturday 19 May 
2012 07:00 JOBS in Angmering could be in the firing line after news emerged that the landowners of the VHB West 
End Nursery could be seeking to redevelop the site for housing. Workers at the nursery, which employs about 90 full-
time employees, this week expressed concerns that their jobs could be in jeopardy after landlords West End Property 
Developers LLP held private development talks with Arun District Council. The Gazette understands that the landlords 
have begun pre-application discussions with the council to assess the viability of building homes on the 16-acre 
agricultural site. Paul Cooper, managing director of VHB, responded to workers' and villagers' concerns by saying that 
no jobs were at risk in the immediate future. 'We have been aware of the possibility that the site may be developed at 
some point in the future for several years and have kept staff informed about developments as we have become 
aware of them. 'We are in regular discussion with the landlords and are aware that they are seeking a pre-application 
meeting with the council. 'However, while we will continue to evaluate all options for the future, our current rental 
agreement is to end in November, 2015. We will continue to liaise directly with all our employees as we become 
aware of any further developments.'  

2109 Employment & 
Enterprise 

EMPLOYMENT: Where are all the jobs going to come from? These houses are not linked to jobs, Jobs should come 
first, not the houses. I find it very hard to imagine Bognor Regis as an economic power-house and consequently there 
will be a lot of out commuting to places of employment like Portsmouth, Southampton, Gatwick, London and Brighton 
which is unsustainable. 

1934 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Economic Development The overall terms Arun's Employment and Enterprise makes for depressing reading. VAG 
understands and supports the principle of promoting economic development but believes that this must be based on 
a realistic achievable strategy. Open For Business '” An Economic Strategy for Arun 2009-2026 Section 5 indicates that: 
'Over the recent past, Arun's economy has performed steadily. It's growth has not been spectacular, but nor has it 
been disastrous. Although the number of jobs in Arun grew only marginally between 2001 and 2007 (by 39Ojobs or 
0.9%) rates of unemployment were very low over this period. Trend based forecasts published by Experian in 2006 
suggested that 6,500 net additional jobs would be created within the district between 2006 and 2020; a liner 
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extrapolation to 2026 would increase the figure to almost 9,000. However these trends pre-date the current 
recession. They also appear optimistic given the scale of recorded growth between 2001 and 2007 (+390 jobs). There 
are no other, more recent economic forecasts for Arun that are in the public domain. More recent forecasts exist for 
other areas and these obviously take some account of the impact of recession. Informed by these, speculative 
adjustments to Experian's 2006 forecasts would suggest something in the order of 5,000 net jobs in Arun over the 
period 2006-2026. However this may be too optimistic. Recent work commissioned by West Sussex County Council 
and completed by Local Futures suggests that within the 2009 calendar year, Arun is likely to see job losses numbering 
1,125 some 2.6% of the employment base. This would, if true, total three times as many jobs as were created 
between 201 and 2007. The economy of Arun, like that of most other local areas is affected by the current 
recession' . The net effect of this points to low economic growth for the District. The 3,100 projection for the growth 
(Ref Employment and Economic Land Assessment December 2010 ) in jobs now appear to start from a lower base, 
given the projected 2009 loss. This suggests that overall Arun may only achieve growth in the region of 2,000 jobs or 
around 4.3% based on 2001 figures over the plan period. There is no economic evidence that we can find within the 
Draft Local Plan or the supporting documentation that supports the need for a major expansion of housing beyond 
the 6,000 (Housing currently allocated, plus Village allocations) nor is there evidence that the infrastructure 
improvements proposed to the roads, in particular the A29, will aid economic development. Indeed, Table 1 on P7 of 
the Employment and Infrastructure Strategy 2012 is reported as showing that no improvements are necessary to the 
A29 for the delivery of strategic employment sites. A reference to realignment of the A29 increasing the appeal of the 
area to investors appears unsubstantiated. VAG believes that Arun need to rethink its approach. It is unrealistic to 
expect companies to be attracted from outside the area with a marginal reduction in travel times on the A29 given the 
'pull'  factors which create competition with Portsmouth and Southampton, which have good motorways links and 
ports. National companies are also less likely to remain at times of economic stress, when branches tend to be closed, 
than locally connected companies, so it makes more sense to provide the conditions in which small, local companies 
can thrive. The Plan should build vibrant long term vision around sustainability, maintaining and generating a quality 
environment both rural and urban which is attractive to local people and likely to attract in new business in the long 
term. Within this context it should be promoting the development of local talent, and local business opportunity could 
be emphasised. More could be done to promote education and training/skill development along with the provision of 
low cost start up units. VAG would also suggest that there should be more partnership working with Parish councils to 
look at local employment opportunities. With Arun Officers working directly with Parish Councils. The ongoing 
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refurbishment of Bognor and Littlehampton as attractive seaside towns to visit and where local people go to shop or 
for leisure, is welcomed as is the development of recreational activities which will assist the local tourist industry. 
These are felt to have more potential to enhance the economy than an A29 by pass. 

2059 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Also, with reference to the wholesale use of the word 'employment' throughout the Draft Local Plan document, 
please can you explain exactly what is meant by the generation of new employment? And can you clarify ''¦to provide 
local job opportunities by increasing, diversifying and improving the quality of employment within the district through 
the provision of appropriate employment sites,..' Who is going to invest in the area? Google? L'Oreal? Ecotricity? Not 
more supermarkets please. What caliber of new jobs is envisaged? What business support and partnerships does Arun 
have in mind? There is a reference that the ''¦district has some dynamic and growing employment sectors'¦' What are 
the specific key growth sectors? I am a huge supporter of communities with aspirations. But without any concrete 
commitments from large commercial organisations to actually invest in the area, I cannot see where or how credible 
long-term job creation can occur. 

1966 Employment & 
Enterprise 

3. ECONOMIC GROWTH As I have stated in my first paragraph this is an area of agriculture and job opportunities are 
limited to that. The area around the villages is not going to attract buyers as there are few jobs for potential buyers to 
obtain. 

2087 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Currently there is a lack of local jobs with sufficient wages to pay the mortgage (if you can get a mortgage). The only 
way to improve this situation proposed in your Plan is to build a light industrial estate on a highly inappropriate site. 
So to gain employment people would have to go outside of the area, which again puts more pressure on the 
congested road system.   

2245 Employment & 
Enterprise 

It is highly unlikely that I3ognor and Littlehampton can compete with other well connected areas for large employers, 
much more likely that with the right support local businesses can be nurtured and grown, which are also more likely 
to stay during times of economic downturn. Fostering high quality education and skills training is essential. The cafe 
home sector is likely to remain a major employer. There is a shortage of skilled, trained carers and, from personal 
experience, the management of care homes varics greatly. Some, like Nyton House in Aldingboume and several in 
Barnham, have 'hands on management'  and experienced nursing and care staff who provide good training for carers 
which results in a caring, friendly, homely atmosphere. Others run by larger companies have remote management and 
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this translates into a more sterile, less homely atmosphere, where I would not wish to find myself Putting effort into 
carers, nurse and management training for care homes in the area and raising the profile of this essential area of work 
could help this important part of the local economy and help avoid provision of care homes leading to strain on the 
NHS. I support the need to facilitate local employment opportunities. I lowever, movement of articulated lorries is 
becoming a maj or problem to residents in some rural areas, like Lake Lane, Barnham and along the B2233/A29 
in  Aldingbourne and Woodgate. These vehicles should he directed to use the Strategic Road Nctwork as far as 
possible, through appropriate signposting and Sat Nay instructions. 

2311 Employment & 
Enterprise 

9. Employment and Enterprise As noted below, both the 'Sussex by the Sea Visitor Strategy 2006 – 2011'  and the 
Arun Economic Strategy 2009 – 2026 recognise the degree of importance of Butlins to the local economy. The 
Economic Strategy for Arun specifically refers (as page 10) to Butlins being one of two important economic 
investments in recent years, and states: 'Butlins has been operating in Bognor Regis for many years but opened a 160-
room hotel in the last three years and a second 200 room £20m spa hotel in August 2009. Further and more 
significant hotels and leisure attraction is planned.'  Page 21 of the Economic Strategy also notes: 'Within Bognor 
Regis, there has been substantial investment in tourism in recent years, most notably linked to Butlins.'  Paragraph 
9.3.6 of the draft Local Plan states specifically that a Local Development Order will be prepared for Butlins. Bourne 
Leisure endorses this intention in principle, as it recognises the importance of Butlins to the local economy. The 
Company would emphasise that as a matter of principle, any proposals which might affect the future use and 
management of the operation should be formulated from the outset with Bourne Leisure, and as the key stakeholder 
our client should be involved from the outset in the preparation of an LDO. 

2372 Employment & 
Enterprise 

3. Plan state the main object is to provide economic growth and more jobs, however, at one major employer has 
guaranteed to set-up any new factories/offices/etc. 4. The plan does not identify where jobs will be provided. This is a 
basic requirement before building any new housing. 5. ADC has the lowest job density in West Sussex- this is not due 
to lack of new housing, but lack of new business. 6. 1 am appalled that ADC are wasting so much time and money , on 
a plan that is clearly flawed: • No evidence of research on type and location of new jobs. • What do business want and 
where? • What grants or incentive has been offered? • No evidence of comments from business groups, e.g. 
Federation of Small Businesses 10. SUBSTAINABLE GROWTH Most of the Identified land is currently used for food 
production. This provides a local sustainable supply of food and local jobs. 
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2122 Employment & 
Enterprise 

9.0.2 Should acknowledge the 'Small Office Home Office' (SoHo) potential for employment location in places like this 
District and in places like Ferring that could be attractive to entrepreneurs (this is more than 'Home working') SP4 
Following on from the above, a new bullet point should identify this potential in communities where significant 
employment land allocations are neither suitable nor viable 

2229 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Fundamental to the Draft Plan is the future development of employment opportunities within Arun district yet there 
is no clear statement as to how this will be achieved. Mention is made of the fact that Chichester, Worthing Brighton 
and Portsmouth all provide strong employment options and the Draft Plan provides figures that suggest that 
unemployment in Arun district is running at almost 20%. It is not surprising, therefore, that many residents of the 
district commute daily to these locations where employment opportunities remain higher. Presently, the principle 
industries within the area are tourism, horticulture and retirement including care homes) yet the Draft Plan talks 
about attracting other, more technically based, industries into the area. Just how the planners would expect to attract 
developers away from the existing, established areas is not spelt out. Logic would suggest that having improved lines 
of communication in place would be fundamental to any such plan. However, the improvements outlined in the Draft 
Plan (the A29 and A27) remain unagreed, unstudied and unfinanced, any funding being secondary to further house 
building. Surely we should be attempting to build on our existing strengths, tourism, horticulture and retirement, and 
encouraging our indigenous workers to seek employment within the district rather than having to rely on the influx of 
migrant workers. 

2535 Employment & 
Enterprise 

The idea of developing Bognor and Littlehampton needs to be considered very carefully. There is potential for Tourism 
in these places, but that opportunity will be lost if the area is over-developed. There are large developments at 
Portsmouth arid Brighton and ABC must co-ordinate their plans with those areas, otherwise we will end up with this 
lovely area becoming an urban sprawl, but without any long term economic benefits. 

2518 Employment & 
Enterprise 

The plan does diminish the character of the area by withdrawing valuable land from agricultural and horticultural use 
that would offer future employment opportunities both directly and through supporting businesses that could be set 
up locally to serve those companies. Looking at the wider infrastructure such as closing Lake Lane and Drayton rail 
level crossings would greatly enhance the attractiveness of businesses locating to the towns of Bognor and 
Littlehampton. This requires grasping the reality that they have to be replaced by bridges. I struggled to find any 
comment about attracting high technology business to the area. Yet there is an adequate small airfield at Goodwood 
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that has been ignored in your plans and Brighton City (Shoreham) Airport 20 miles or so distant capable of taking 
slightly larger aircraft that could prove to be highly beneficial in encouraging a more diverse employment base in the 
Littlehampton / Bognor Regis areas. 

2478 Employment & 
Enterprise 

9.02 There's no money to grow business and enterprise via subsidy or investment or innovation then? Oh, dear. That 
won't happen then. 9.04 Arun has not demonstrated its ability to improve any of the new tasks it has set itself, 
namely: Improve education, skills and employability of the local population; Increase business competitiveness and 
growth – focusing on existing businesses; Encourage the level and rate of new investment, particularly in high growth 
sectors – focusing on new enterprises and inward investment; Maintain and improve business infrastructure; 
Maintain and improve the area's infrastructure, facilities and physical environment; and Maintain and improve 
transport networks across the district and wider area The people of Arun as measured in its own Market Research, as 
reported on the Arun website, are dissatisfied with the Council's performance in the delivery of economic 
regeneration. (Wavelength 2012) 62% of respondents across the District and significantly more in the Western area 
are not satisfied. This is the lowest measure of any reported. This highlights a lack of credibility for the defined task 
with the general populace, let alone the more informed business and enterprise savvy residents who cast doubt on 
the goal in the absence of real evidence as to why regeneration should be feasible, let alone happen, without a major 
investment in revolutionary facilities such as marinas, sailing villages etc that have marked the regeneration of other 
coastal areas, generating wealth and enterprise, rather than waiting for people to spontaneously invest it. Build it and 
they will come (Kevin Costner in Field of Dreams). Let them build if they want to for no good reason and they won't. 
9.3.8 There is nothing in the Plan that defines how many jobs will be created anywhere by specifically in the 'strategic 
development' area that is the 6 Villages the Plan will have a negative impact on employment. Some current 
businesses, such as thriving Horticultural employers will relocate, possibly away from the area Businesses on the A29 
will lose passing trade and easy accessibility within the Villages due to unnecessary closure of Woodgate crossing. Our 
petrol station risks being isolated from traffic, as are convenience stores and pubs. The Barnham village centre road 
layout cannot take the volume of cars generated by the Plan, requiring revised parking arrangements that will reduce 
people's visits to the shops, jeopardising trade and employment. This would be further reduced if the vaunted rail 
Freight depot were to be located there, as life in the centre would become intolerable. There is no evidence of activity 
aimed at generating real fresh enterprise to fill the floor space being proposed. 



Page | 303  
 

2363 Employment & 
Enterprise 

The Local Plan seems to favour new routes for the A27 to the east of Westergate which Arun's own study by 
consultants do not recommend. None of the four suggested routes would improve vehicle access to Bognor, as they 
don't connect to the A27. Te suggested routes east of Westergate would cause huge congestion on the already 
overcrowded B2233. Arun should consult neighbouring authorities e.g. Chichester DC and WSCC to develop another 
solution for the A29 which connects the Bognor Relief Road to the A27. 

2559 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Further skilled employment growth is needed but how is employability going to be improved? Building new houses 
will only increase the 22,500 who commute out of Arun at the moment. 

2420 Employment & 
Enterprise 

2. Jobs Growth. I totally endorse what you say that there needs to be job growth To create jobs in this area you need 
to create a Strategic, sustaÃ¬nable, environmentaiplan based on sound evidence and research. Companies will not 
Invest In this area until the A27 is improved. You talk about job density: but surely one of the councils prime 
objectives is build sustainable jobs growth, not just jobs growth for the next few years. Arun with its unique light and 
climate make it one of the best areas for Food so why are you nOt working more closely with food companies. Food 
shortages will be one the largest global challenges and you plan to build houses on prime growing land! Once done we 
can never go backwards. Can you confirm where these jobs are? Surely that should be your start point, and then 
ensure you have the right transport and road infrastructure to support the jobs, then the right 
communityinfrastructure e.g. schools,doctors, shops etc., and then the homes. 

2454 Employment & 
Enterprise 

9.3.4  SP4 / SP8 / DM5 In Policy SP8, Angmering is identified as a 'broad location for growth' yet, for the most part this 
is contrary, if not inimical, to the tenor of the criteria set out in Policy SP4 and, in particular, Policy DM5. The 
'promotion of the sustainable growth of the District's economy' is to be welcomed but, with regards to Angmering, 
there appears to be no substantive evidence to support this statement as in the following exemplars: 1. 'Is capable of 
being well served by public transport '¦ other than by private car to a significant residential workface '¦' a) There is 
one bus an hour with the last bus running at 6.07pm, with no buses on Sundays and Bank Holidays. The distance from 
the train station to the centre of Angmering is just over a mile and alternative routes are considerably longer, with few 
if any pavements and or cycle paths; b) With regard to a 'significant residential workforce', and as noted earlier, it 
does not follow that building large housing developments will generate either additional employment or the 
necessary infrastructure and comments have already been made as to the affordability. 2. 'Working with partners and 
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supporting initiatives '¦ improving academic and vocational skills and training '¦ for local residents;' requires ready 
access to tertiary educational facilities which is not available. 3. 'Does not intensity uses at the site to the detriment of 
existing public access routes and highways' . All but the most modest of commercial developments will have a 
significant impact on access routes and highways but, on the plan, even the proposed cycle network is marked as 
aspirational only. To repeat the earlier comments as to the proposed road improvements; the roads through the 
village are already at crisis point and the A259 is congested, which latter is commented on throughout the Draft Local 
Plan and expert(s) have concluded that there did not appear to be a solution to Angmering's traffic problems. It is 
vital, therefore, that the provision of education, health and other services, together with an infrastructure that will 
meet the needs of all residents, whether new to Angmering or not, is resolved before any housing development plans 
are approved so that prospective businesses have the confidence essential for investment. 4. The Draft Local Plan 
states that 'Sites should not have an unacceptable adverse impact on local amenity or the natural or built 
environment ', but in relation to this: a) Angmering is an accessible route to the South Downs National Park; b) there is 
nothing in the Draft Local Plan to explain how the necessary local amenities are to be enhanced; and c) ecological 
issues do not appear to have been considered at all e.g. there are existing protected species. The Draft Local Plan 
confirms that employment development in Angmering has not been achieved under previous plans and so, in the light 
of this knowledge, and with significant countervailing evidence including: a) the proposed site(s) are outside the built 
up area; b) a report in 2010 concluded that it was not clear that there was sufficient market demand in the location 
for employment development of this scale; and that c) it is not close to either a sizeable workforce or services; it is 
difficult to understand how Angmering is identified as a 'broad location for growth ' either for housing or as an 
attractive option for business investment. 

2459 Employment & 
Enterprise 

The housing plans are very high. Where would these people work? A sustainable and sensitive approach is required so 
the boundaries of the 5 villages don't dissolve and ADC creates an urban sprawl ruining the village's identities. Have 
Tangmere and Ford been assessed as 'brown'  sites? 

2467 Employment & 
Enterprise 

2. Employment site The PSi 6 site marked out for employment I refer to is defined as north of Water Lane rather than 
the incorrectly identified site South of Water Lane extending from north of the Spotted Cow Public House. My points 
are as follows: - Is there need for a completely new employment site when there are many empty industrial and office 
units elsewhere in the district including Littlehampton and a large brownfield site at Ford which is still relatively under 
developed? - Where is the evidence that businesses would find the Angmering location attractive and suitable? Page 
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113, Section 8.20 in the draft Local Plan states ' but it is less clear that there is sufficient market demand in this 
location for employment development of this scale'  - The site is greerifield and will have an impact on the 
countryside which contradicts two of the plan's principles i.e. 4.53 and 13.1.4 as replicated above. - Moreover, its 
proximity to the National Park is such that despite any screening it would be visible to large parts of the park from the 
east as the land rises substantially from A280. The motor sport facility adjacent to this site is easily visible from the 
fields east of the A280 which is in the National Park and more so from the houses and public footpaths higher up. This 
contradicts the screening requirements for new developments adjacent to the National Park. - Current access to the 
site would only be possible either through the village, which cannot be acceptable except for local residents, and from 
the A280 from either direction. However, exiting the site can only be north on the A280 to the A27 or south through 
the village to the A259 via Water Lane/Station Road or Weavers Hill/High Street/Roundstone Lane which already have 
their traffic problems and some very narrow roads. Also, the A259 is often congested and this is before the new Asda 
is open just east of the village as previously mentioned. - The site is prone to flooding and together with the 
incorrectly identified site gathers the water which regularly floods Angmering. If the site is concreted over, the 
problem will get far worse when flooding occurs. The floods in Angmenng Village this year confirmed this as the main 
path of water flowing into the village. - There is no public transport to the site and too far to walk from the station or 
the Coastline bus stops. I think the bigger opportunity is for Aruns draft Local Plan to protect the integrity of 
Angmering Village by minimising the amount of new development and protecting the greenfleld sites on east side of 
the village along the A280 to maintain a green buffer zone adjacent to the National Park. That would be a move that 
would help '... preserve the individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, a voiding over-development 
..' as in 4.53 above. 

2526 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Employment Site: The employment site is on land that floods, this summers floods started in that area. If the land is 
concreted over, the flood problem would increase and the drought problem we have in the area would also increase 
as soak-away land would be covered up. The rail station is too far away from the site, and the hourly bus service stops 
at 6pm. Workers would come by car and that would increase fuel emissions, which is against the policies in the Plan. 
Site traffic would exit through the village rather than the one-way A280 and this would cause more village traffic 
congestion and fumes. The land is outside the village built up area and on Greenfield land. Both of these are against 
the policies in the Draft Plan. The site is very near the South Downs National Park and would spoil the views- again 
going against the Plan's policy. You can't MAKE businesses come to the area, however much you want to. The 
infrastructure and roads have to be appealing to businesses for them to come to Arun. Take one look at the A259 and 
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the A27 with their traffic problems, and you can see why businesses shy away from this area. The Plan even states 
'Many of Arun's roads are already congested and the pressure on the local road network is likely to increase with 
further population growth and new development.'  There are unfilled business units in the area, why do we need 
more? and why in Angmering? It would be better to keep the VHB West End nurseries for employment, rather than 
housing as this is nearer the station and the more frequent busses on the A259. 

2601 Employment & 
Enterprise 

I have been passed a copy of your consultation letter on the recently pubLished draft local plan and have taken the 
time to read the draft proposals and background information in some depth. Iricvitably, I have been drawn to 
proposals near where I live in Bognor Regis but also wish to make more general comments about the economic 
strategy and sustainable transport. Sustainable Development and Economic Strategy I was pleased to see that the 
local plan has a strong focus on the economy and follows a similar path to the National Planning Policy Framework, 
published in March last year, with a focus on sustainable development, following on from the Brundtland 
definition,(Brundtland Report presented at the UNCHE) which has evolved and been interpreted by the national policy 
to provide five guiding principles to a sustainable development strategy. I note that the government's view of 
sustainable development is a progressive strategy to guide the way the country develops to achieve a balanced way of 
life and while each stage of development may not achieve all the goals, each is a stepping stone towards 
sustainability. The economic strategy for the district is closely connected to the planning strategy, an association I 
welcome as this has the biggest effect on the welfare of the population and I have considered the objectives set out in 
section 9 of the local plan. The aims to up-skill the working population, follow a well trodden path of regeneration 
used in many parts of Europe, most notably in the Ruhr valley of Germany, with projects like the Emschcr Landscape 
Park and Ruhr 20 10, both projects I know well and have visited the area recently. The aims to connect higher 
education to existing businesses and foster new start-up companies bears a striking resemblance to the university 
technology parks seen in the late 1980's and with the right drive and focus have proven to be successful. My concern 
is that the focus for development is not to nan-ow as the draft local plan admits in paragraph 9.3.1, 'Arun's 2003 Local 
Plan was too narrow in its allocation of employment sites' . Arun has a range of existing employment sectors and the 
focus on up-skilling, with connections to higher education establishments can apply to some of these established 
sectors such as the four described in the local plan, Horticulture, Knowledge-based manufacturing, Tourism; and 
Health and social care as well as creative and performance areas. In so many cases, I have seen in the hopes of 
regeneration, a focus on new sectors for an area that has neglected the strengths and natural advantages an area 
already has which has undermined the regeneration process. 
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2794 Employment & 
Enterprise 

SP3 The Scale and variety of employment sites is essential to provide growth in the local economy 

2793 Employment & 
Enterprise 

We support the scale and variety of employment sites to encourage growth in the local economy, reduce out 
commuting, relieve road congestion and so improve the quality of life. 

2778 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Business Angmering To me it seems such a stupid idea to build an industrial estate on fields that always flood when 
we have a bout of excess rain. You say it will help with the unemployment in the area. Most industrial estates in the 
local area, Wick, Littlehampton, Rustington, Ford etc. are standing staff empty 

2780 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Business/Angmering To build an industrial estate on land that floods when we get heavy downpours of rain seems to 
me to be a bad idea. You say it will help solve the unemployment problem in the area. I think not, as most local 
industrial estates stand half empty. 

2782 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Business Angmering If land in Water Lane Angmering is used for employment and concreted over the drains and 
culvert will be unable to cope and the village will flood much quicker. Major flood alleviation work needs to be done 
before any more building. Only 1 month ago Water Lane flooded twice in 1 day. 

2784 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Business Angmering Employment Site Run off water from added tarmac and concreted areas on small businesses in 
Dappers Lane have contributed to the flooding of Water Lane Angmering and the village. The run off from Dappers 
Lane is like a river in the road making its way to the village, it has nowhere else to go. The underground pipe which 
runs through the village can barely cope with water from fields and Patching Pond. I strongly object to adding more 
run off water from future development upstream of Angmering village. 

2883 Employment & 
Enterprise 

Employment 
Arun’s main industries are traditionally horticulture/agriculture, tourism and retail. In essence the  
District is a low-paid and largely seasonal economy compared with other parts of West Sussex. 
According to Nomis the average gross weekly wage for those working in Arun in 2010 was £399 – the  
lowest of the seven councils in West Sussex. This compares to a West Sussex average of £479 (20 per  



Page | 308  
 

cent higher) and a South East average of £523 (31 per cent higher). The national average is £500 (25  
per cent higher). 
Low wage levels create an unacceptably high level of outbound commuting. Currently around 37 per  
cent of the working population leave the district each day to work. 
Arun ranks 63rd out of 67 local authorities in South East England when it comes to the ratio of jobs  
to population aged 16-64. 
The 2003 Local Plan has failed to attract employment interest for the Oldlands Farm site. In spite of  
this, the council remains committed to planning its employment provision in this area. 
Proposals for Airfield Park seem fanciful and the council does not appear to have a strategy to  
attract employers to Airfield Park. It seems that the council’s continuing interest in this location may  
have more to do with a desire to salvage the failed 2003 Local Plan rather than to consider any  
alternative options. A vanity project! 
In a choice between Tangmere and Airfield Park employers will choose the one that is nearest to the  
A27. A local company Respironics (now owned by Philips) moved from Bersted to Tangmere to be  
closer to the A27. The council appears to have learned no lessons from this. 
OBJECTION: The council has provided little credible evidence to support the viability of its  
employment proposals for Airfield Park. 

473 Coast to Capital 
LEP Map 

9.1 and 9.2.  What do these maps signify?  I cannot find any refernce to them in the text 

130 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Salt Box 2) I don't seem to recall from the various meetings so far (e.g. the Bersted Parish planning meetings) the 
proposal to use the field next to Bersted Brooks (called ?? Salt Farm??) as an industrial estate. This lies beyond the 
bypass, which we were assured would be the limit of industrial growth for Bognor. Such a remote site would attract 
few business folk, and would mean Bognorians would have to use Shripney Road still more for access. 

135 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

9.31 to9.38 Employment growth being central to the Plan sounds great, but is a complete pipe-dream. The areas in 
the south capable of genuinely sustainable jobs outside of agriculture, horticulture, healthcare tourism and local 
government, are those around Gatwick, Crawley and London, where real commerce exists. The thought that 'industry' 
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will be attracted to Bognor/Littlehampton area on the scale that your consultants suggest is completely unrealistic 
and dangerous in justifying a massive housing scheme and relief road and all the resulting environmental damage.   

263 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Policy SP3 – Strategic Employment Land Allocations The four sites identified as employment land allocations in the 
Bognor Regis Enterprise Zone lie within Flood Zone 3. The main flood risk is fluvial from the Lidsey Rife. It is likely that 
some areas may also be classified as the functional floodplain (FZ3b) as defined by your own Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment. Paragraph 100 of the NPPF requires that Local Plans should apply a sequential, risk-based approach to 
the location of development to avoid, where possible, flood risk to people and property by applying the Sequential 
Test; and if necessary applying the Exception Test. Paragraph 101 goes on to state that 'the aim of the Sequential Test 
is to steer new development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding. Development should not be allocated or 
permitted if there are reasonably available sites appropriate for the proposed development in areas with a lower 
probability of flooding' . Whilst we are aware that you have previously undertaken a Sequential and Exception Test 
for previous versions of your Local Plan this does not include the employment sites that are proposed in this 
consultation document. We would require that this is undertaken before your Local Plan is submitted for examination. 
Without this we would question the deliverability of these sites and the soundness of the plan. In 2008 a proposal for 
the development of the Oldlands Farm site did not receive planning permission due to the fact that the sequential test 
had not been met. We have also recently responded to proposals for development of the former LEC Airfield site 
whereby we have requested that in the first instance they need to demonstrate that the sequential test has been 
satisfied. Furthermore your Sustainability Appraisal has failed to assess the flood risk of these options nor has it 
considered suitable alternatives. A key stage of the SA process, incorporating the requirements of the SEA Directive, is 
to consider reasonable alternatives to your plans proposals. Whilst it is noted that in paragraph 3.8 of the 
Sustainability Appraisal you discuss that the options considered for employment provision were evaluated in 2009 this 
may not be appropriate to meet the requirements of the Directive. As a minimum we would recommend that you 
consider the do nothing scenario in the SA report. 

684 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

.. SO THE JOBS ARE IN LITTLEHAMPTON, BOGNOR & ANGMERING .. WHY ARE THE HOUSES NOT THERE TOO TO AVOID 
COMMUTES ? .. WHAT'S THE POINT OF THE A29 PLANS .. HOW DO THEY HELP CONNECT HOUSES TO JOBS ? 
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418 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

The Lec airfield site is an important site for wildlife. The hedgerow is important for birds for nesting,during the winter 
with the berries and during migration times as a stopover point. Birds such as Cetti's warbler and Grey Partridge use 
the site and in the Lidsey rife adjacent to it there are Water voles and Little Grebes. Any road that would be needed to 
run from the Bognor Regis relief road to the site, would result in the removal of several hedgerows, which are 
important for species such as Yellowhammer and Long-tailed Tits. The site also contains good populations of 
Butterflies,Dragonflies Insects and Wild Flowers. I believe it would be a mistake to develop this site for possible short-
term economicgain and to lose the wildlife that lives there. 

417 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Chichester DC supports this policy in principle and considers that it has potential to contribute to the regeneration of 
Bognor Regis itself and also provide employment opportunities for the wider Coastal West Sussex sub-
region.   However, the scale of land allocations in Arun District very substantial (over 80ha of land of which nearly 
70ha is at Bognor Regis). It is not clear where the market demand or potentially the workforce for this scale of 
development will be drawn from? It is also unclear what mechanisms are proposed to bring employment 
development forward (given that Oldlands Farm which was allocated for employment in the 2003 Local Plan has 
remained undeveloped largely for reasons of commercial viability). We would also be concerned about the potential 
impact employment development on this scale could have in terms of traffic generation in the wider area stretching 
to the A27. Have the potential traffic impacts of the proposed sites been considered? Traffic impacts will need to be 
tested alongside proposed development sites in Chichester District to assess the cumulative impacts, and to identify 
and secure appropriate mitigation packages.   A further concern is that there appears to be no relationship between 
the proposed high level of employment provision and the potentially low level of housing provided for in the Plan. 
This mismatch is likely to have significant implications for Chichester District in increased housing pressures, 
commuting and traffic generation.   Chichester DC considers that further evidence is needed to justify strategic 
allocations of this scale in terms of their deliverability and their potential wider impacts on the Chichester/Bognor 
Regis area. Such evidence would need to consider potential market demand, development viability, impacts on the 
local labour market and commuting patterns, and traffic and transport implications. 

466 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

In 9.3.5 it is stated that Littlehampton has secured planning consent for the development of housing, employment and 
other land at Courtwick and North Littlehampton.  Development on this land has been under discussion with Arun 
since 1999 to my personal knowledge, and possibly even longer.  Something needs to be said about the 
unconscionable delays which seem inherent in the planning process and what will be done to improve the 
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situation.    The policy SP3 on strategic land allocation is unduly weighted towards providing industrial sites in Bognor 
with only 15% of the land allocation elsewhere in Arun.  Further strategic land for industrial use is required in 
Littlehampton and elsewhere in the Eastern part of the borough (some of it could be brownfield sites).    

640 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

The proposal to designate land along Water Lane in Angmering gives rise to conerns on flooding due to building over 
land which is upstream from the village. During june 2012 the village was flooded. The additional hardstanding and 
roof surfaces associatesd with this proposal will only add to the risk. The increase in traffic through the village will 
place strains on the already congested infrastruture. This, together with the proposal to develop 490 additional 
houses at Angmering will completely overlaod the infrastuture. The proposal also does not seem to comply with the 
aim of the plan to reduce traffic flows and emissions by siting this proposal in a village environment away from any 
existing industrial activity. This does not seem to be a sustainable development proposal given the existing conditions 
on site. 

743 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

The village of Angmering flooed in June 2012. The development of an industrial area on land adjacent to Water Lane 
will cover land which provides natural soak away. The hardstanding and roof areas will increase water un off down 
through the village stream and culverts. The proposal to place a site for commercial and industry activity away from 
the current centres of emplyment will increase traffic flow on already congested roads. This appears contary to the 
aim of the plan to provde an environment where people want to live and where traffic flow and congestion is 
reduced. Taken in conjunction with the plan to place an additional 490 houses in the village will only place greater 
strains on the infrastrucutre and totally destroy the village environment creating an urban sprall. 

611 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

The earmarking of potential areas for employment development is heavily weighted to the east of the District. The 
Plan should attempt to identify more such areas in the west, having recognised the failure to develop potential in 
Angmering (9.3.4), and it should actively promote business/employment opportunities over housing development. 

1007 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Policy SP3: Strategic Employment Land Allocations Chichester DC supports this policy in principle and considers that it 
has potential to contribute to the regeneration of Bognor Regis itself and also provide employment opportunities for 
the wider Coastal West Sussex sub-region. However, the scale of land allocations in Arun District very substantial (over 
80ha of land of which nearly 70ha is at Bognor Regis). It is not clear where the market demand or potentially the 
workforce for this scale of development will be drawn from? It is also unclear what mechanisms are proposed to bring 
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employment development forward (given that Oldlands Farm which was allocated for employment in the 2003 Local 
Plan has remained undeveloped largely for reasons of commercial viability). We would also be concerned about the 
potential impact employment development on this scale could have in terms of traffic generation in the wider area 
stretching to the A27. Have the potential traffic impacts of the proposed sites been considered? Traffic impacts will 
need to be tested alongside proposed development sites in Chichester District to assess the cumulative impacts, and 
to identify and secure appropriate mitigation packages. A further concern is that there appears to be no relationship 
between the proposed high level of employment provision and the potentially low level of housing provided for in the 
Plan. This mismatch is likely to have significant implications for Chichester District in increased housing pressures, 
commuting and traffic generation. Chichester DC considers that further evidence is needed to justify strategic 
allocations of this scale in terms of their deliverability and their potential wider impacts on the Chichester/Bognor 
Regis area. Such evidence would need to consider potential market demand, development viability, impacts on the 
local labour market and commuting patterns, and traffic and transport implications. 

777 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Without the government support as an Enterprise zone and in the current economic climate there is  unlikely to be 
sufficent attraction to potential industrial developement within the Local Plan and therefore less requirement for 
additona housing within the Five villages. 

881 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Whereas the identification of the land west of the A280 at Water Lane, Angmering is supported as a suitable and 
sustainable location for development, it is considered that this area of land would be better served as a housing 
allocation rather than an employment allocation as it adjoins the existing settlement of Angmering and is more 
related to housing use than employment use. The land on the east of Water Lane adjoining the motor speedway 
circuit is also contained within the same ownership as the current preferred employment option and this considered 
to be a superior location for employment growth. As the delivery of employment sites has been an issue in the past, 
the allocation of both of these parcels of land would guarantee delivery of meeting and ensuring the delivery of both 
the housing and employment requirements for Angmering 

890 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 
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1422 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Question deliverability of this policy. See attached Navigus Planning Report from Barnham, Eastergate, Walberton and 
Aldingbourne Parish Councils. 

1336 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Arun Local Plan. Bersted PC is in overall agreement and in particular 
in the following way: · the growth of employment subject to rigorous flooding defence and prevention 

1405 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

SP3/SP4 Supports 

1219 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Policy SP3: Strategic Employment Land Allocation (Former LEC Airfield and adjoining land) SDLL recognises that the 
redevelopment of the former LEC Airfield site offers significant opportunities to help facilitate regeneration and 
economic growth at Bognor Regis as part of the delivery of the proposed Strategic Allocation in a manner which 
respects the site's landscape and environmental assets. It remains committed to the preparation of deliverable 
proposals for the site. Policy SP3 states that the Council will support employment land brought forward at each of the 
Strategic Employment Sites at the scales identified in Table 9, but provides no further detail on each of the sites. We 
note that the 'Development Management Policy' for the Enterprise Zone will form part of the next consultation on the 
Local Plan and will provide additional criteria to determine planning applications. However, the supporting text to 
Policy SP3 should include paragraphs on each of the Strategic Sites setting out a broad overview of the key issues and 
the type of uses that could be accommodated, from which the Development Management Policy should flow. SDLL 
would urge ADC to work with the landowners and promoters of each of the Strategic Sites to inform this policy and 
provide greater detail on the form of development that is appropriate for each site. Policy SP3 should also be 
consistent with Policy DM15: Green Infrastructure, which refers to the former LEC Airfield site and adjoining land as 
being allocated for employment and education uses. Again, an overview paragraph on the key issues and types of uses 
that could be accommodated at the site would assist in setting the framework within which the more detailed 
Development Management Policy would operate. The supporting text of Policy SP3 states that Local Development 
Orders (LDO's) will be prepared for Enterprise@BognorRegis, but there is little detail on how and when the LDO's will 
be implemented and their intended purpose. SDLL support the principle of bringing forward a LDO for 
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Enterprise@BognorRegis but it is important that it is prepared early in the process of delivery of the Strategic Sites if it 
is to maximise its impact as an incentive to development. The eastern extent of the Strategic Employment Allocation 
at the former Airfield site follows the proposed road alignment for the 'Bognor Regis Relief Road and Butlins Link'. 
However, as set out below (under Policy SP20), the exact road alignment will depend upon a wide range of factors and 
cannot be fixed at this stage. Therefore, the current seemingly prescriptive road alignment should be replaced with a 
more indicative annotation, or an 'area of search for link road alignment'  annotation. The Strategic Employment 
Allocation should be extended to the east up to the edge of the Lidsey Rife which represents a more logical boundary 
and allows for the inevitable variation to the exact alignment of the proposed relief road. The Employment Allocation 
would still overlap with the Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity Opportunity Area designations and redevelopment 
of the site would still therefore have to have regard to the environmental objectives of theses policies. 

1220 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL DRAFT LOCAL PLAN (2013 – 2028) CONSULTATION DOCUMENT – FORMER LEC AIRFIELD 
SITE, BOGNOR REGIS This submission is made on behalf of Sime Darby London Limited (hereafter SDLL), the owners of 
the former LEC Airfield Site, Bognor Regis. SDLL supports the Strategic Objectives of the Draft Local Plan, particularly 
the first Objective which is to strengthen Arun's economic base and provide local job opportunities. This is consistent 
with the aims of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which, through a focus on sustainable development, 
seek to contribute to the creation of a strong, responsive and competitive economy. SDLL recognises and supports the 
considerable amount of work that has been undertaken which underpins the proposed Strategic Allocation at the 
former LEC Airfield and adjoining land site, including that involved with the preparation of the 
Enterprise@BognorRegis Enterprise Zone bid and the more recent Growing Places Fund (GPF) bid to the Coast to 
Capital LEP. The bids were strongly supported by key stakeholders. SDLL note the proposed designations at the former 
LEC Airfield site as identified on the Key Diagram and on the Bognor Regis and Surrounding Area Map and would offer 
the following comments: [See ID 1219] 

1590 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

9.3.8: The University liesjust outside the Economic Growth Area. Given the role that the University can and does play 
in skills enhancement and improving economic capacity and performance, the University requests that the possibility 
that the Economic Growth Area being enlarged to include the University campus is considered. 
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1716 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

I would like to raise my concern about your plans within the Bognor local plan 2013 – 2028 to develop the Oldlands 
Farm site for industrial units and create a road link up to the roundabout along the A259 by the Arun Leisure Centre. 
My objections are as follows and in no particular order. · The fields concerned and around this site are a natural 
biodiversity area know for its wildlife and it is currently being monitored by the river authority. · It would mean 
building a road on a flood plain · The proximity of the road to school playing fields is a concern · School children would 
need to cross the road in order to get to Felpham Community College and the Leisure Centre. This in my opinion is of 
enormous risk to life and the encouragement we all give to our children to be healthy by cycling or walking to school 
would not be the way forward in this case. · Why do you need additional industrial units when half of the Durban 
Industrial site is empty as is the Old Wiley set up along the A29? · Encouraging business into the area is indeed 
important but not to risk life of our young in order to achieve this. i.e by adding to traffic outside a school. 

1717 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

I wish to comment on draft Arun Local Plan. I understood comments were accepted up to the end of 10th September 
2012. I trust therefore you will accept my comments as part of the consultation. My main concern is the proposal to 
build 2,300 homes in the Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate area. It appears to methat rather than approach the 
development of Arun with an open mindas to whether additional houses were needed the council hadalready decided 
where it wanted to buildhouses then drafted a report to justifyits decision. The document is full of contradictions and 
lengthy rhetoric. You quote the land between Yapton & Arundel as a strategic gap and yet the land between Barnham 
and Eastergate as undesignated land. There appears to be little difference between except for the label the council 
chooses to put on it. You express concerns about water quality issues and the need to protect rivers and aquifers and 
thereis already a fine balanceyet at the same time advocate 3,000 extra houses as ifit will no affect on water supply. 
You state that Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate have facilities and a range of shops and refer to the train service 
from Barnham. Barnham does not have a range of shops, it has a small number of shops,and has appalling access to 
the train station with no room for development. It is already clogged up with traffic on regular basis. The train service 
is poor with old uncomfortable crowded rolling stock which rarely run on time. You say that the A29, A259 and A27 
are already heavily congested and yet you wantto add at leastanother 4,000 car journeys per day tothe districtand the 
only solution put forward is a bridge over the train line. That will solve nothing, instead of queuing at the crossing cars 
will queueat the junctions before and after the bridge instead. You state that movement through the district is key 
but4,000 extra car journey's will surely preventsuch movement.Extra schools and medical facilities will be needed 
which willadd to congestion on the roads. In the council's objections to the Eco town at Ford the council made the 
following comment: the Council should express its opposition to the Ford Eco- Town Proposals, and urge the 
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Government not to take the proposal forward to the next stage of development. The Select Committee's main 
concerns are: A27 By-Pass – without a by-pass for Arundel, major development in this location would cause significant 
congestion on the strategic and local highway network, and the Council does not accept that car reduction measures 
would be sufficient to mitigate this impact acceptably; Does the council now think that a by pass at Arundel will not be 
needed for the 3,000 it is now proposing? Surely you cannot seriously believe that all these new residents will not use 
the A27. Thesituation regarding the A27 needs to be resolved before any such major development should be 
considered let alone given the go ahead. The road is a mess round Arundel and Chichester. The A259/A27roundabout 
is appalling now, the proposed development will make this roundabout impossible There are positive points in the 
report in that Bognor does need regeneration and Arun does need to attract quality employment opportunities but 
the building of 2,300 homesnear Barnham and abridge over the railway line is not going to achieve this. The area will 
be clogged up beyond belief. It will remove attractive green space, it will not revive run down and derelict areas. My 
final comment is that the over development you are proposing will defeat the objective you are trying to achieve and 
ruin Adur District for ever. I can no longer find the link to the draft local plan on the website, has it been removed? If 
so please can you re-instate it or send me a paper copy. 

1840 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

9.3.4 SAV disagree that the supporting assessment data, although it scores the site highly, provides any evidence that 
this location is right for commercial development '” no need has been demonstrated? This Policy should also consider 
the ecological situation, and many of the sites identified within Angmering have existing protected species in situ, or 
using the sites as traversing routes. It also ignores all other Policies relating to development constraints, including but 
not limited to use of Greenfield, and visibility from the South Downs National Park. 

1786 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

9.3.4 I note with interest that the 2003 Draft Local Plan did not achieve the desired employment development in 
Angmering despite the proximity of new housing developments. ADC must learn from this mistake and ensure that 
any new housing developments are as a result of need generated by new employment opportunities rather than 
purely aspirational as must have been the case with the Angmering developments. 

2093 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Choice of Industrial Site Identified for Growth Point 9.3.4 says: "Angmering is identified as a broad location for growth 
in Policy SP8. Employment development has not been achieved in Angmering under the 2003 Local Plan's unsaved 
policy for Site 4. That site is now bounded by residential development and playing fields. The 2010 Employment and 
Economic Land Assessment questions the viability of this site for commercial enterprise whilst the 2012 Strategic 
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Housing Land Availability Assessment considers the site to be suitable for housing. The employment assessment ranks 
land at Water Lane, Angmering as the most suitable site for employment development in Arun. This site forms part of 
SP3 and, subject to other policies in this plan, should be taken forward. As part of the sustainability assessment no 
evidence exists of the viability of locating such a large Employment site in Angmering. The findings of the ' 
Employment Economic Land Assessment – December 201 0'  report supports this view. It says the land assessed to 
the north of Water Lane: 'is a high profile site, but it lies outside of the built up area and is not in close proximity of a 
sizeable workforce or services' . It also says that: ' it is less clear that there is sufficient market demand in this location 
for employment development of this scale." So it appears to be no proof that we need to have light industrial units 
specifically in Angmering. What is wrong with the already industrial brownfield site at Ford which has the added 
advantage of being close to a railway station. Also there appears to be no plan for further development of the airfield 
at Ford in the plan, surely this is a site ripe for development. The Employment Site identified on your plan is in the 
wrong place. Alternatively if the VHB site is liable to come up for some form of development when its lease runs out, 
surely this brownfield site is the place to put some light industrial units rather than hack away at the countryside and 
build on a flood plain outside the development area. This policy should also consider the ecological situation. Many of 
the sites identified within Angmering have existing protected species in situ, or using the sites as traversing routes. It 
also ignores all other Policies relating to development constraints, developing brownfield before greenfield sites and 
visibility from the South Downs National Park. To demonstrate further why Angmering is not a suitable site for a light 
industrial site your Policy DM5 says about Economic Growth Outside the Built Up Area Boundary: 'Planning permission 
will be granted to local firms, currently located within the district, proposing development on sites outside the built-
up area, provided that the proposal demonstrates:- ï‚· No acceptable alternative can be identified within existing 
permitted or allocated floorspace or within or through redevelopment of existing commercial premises; ï‚· Does not 
intensify uses at the site to the detriment of existing public access routes and highways; ï‚· Exhibits a high standard of 
design and layout; ï‚· Is capable of being well served by public transport or otherwise is readily accessible by means 
other than by private car to a significant residential workforce if employment intensive uses are proposed; ï‚· Provides 
access arrangements.'  Angmering does not fit any of these criteria nor can Arun force businesses to move here. 
Firstly they should consider filling the numerous industrial units in the area which currently aren't occupied before 
embarking on the building of new industrial estate. Arun can only provide the planning consent for business premises, 
they cannot make businesses move here, and would probably have difficulty in attracting them here, especially with 
the poor transport infrastructure that has been identified in the Plan. Policy DM 25 says, "Type B Green Infrastructure 
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Corridors'  is to be commended in protecting existing local jobs at sites in Angmering (e.g. VHB) from housing 
development." And Policy DM 1 recommends – "Enhancement of Employment Premises and Sites and Protection of 
Existing Premises and Sites'  Also note should be taken of SP 21 "Green Infrastructure and Development" "This is new 
and important because there is a Type B Green Infrastructue Corridor(GIC) allocated to Angmering (see Map 4). Policy 
DM 25 says the following: ' Within the Angmering Green Infrastructure Corridor , community and road infrastructure 
growth (not housing) will be permitted. The enhancement of Worthing Rugby Club and the creation of a community 
woodland, will besupported alongside improvements to the A259 as defined by policy SP 20" This contradicts the 
strategic housing area identified on the VHB site. You cannot have housing excluded and then say it is strategically 
important. Also why does the GIC not include the land covered by the Barratt site and the fields up to Water Lane – it 
is greenfield not brownfield, it is outside of the built-up boundary, it is agricultural land. Both the Rugby Club and 
Manor Nurseries should be protected from housebuilders as they provide local jobs. They should be encouraged to 
improve their facilities by buying neighbouring land at sensible prices rather than the inflated prices the developers 
are prepared to pay for their land so they can build more houses. If this land was only available as light industrial if 
would push out the housebuilders and allow the local businesses to flourish and avoid the temptation to sell their 
sites to developers themselves. Your plan should enable this to happen and protect the village and the countryside 
respecting the " Angmering Green Infrastructure Corridor " as per the above policies. So why are you even considering 
building on greenfield sites when there are plenty of brownfield sites around the district e.g. Ford? Point 17.0.7 says, 
"The aim of Green Infrastructure policy is to maintain and enhance the existing: Network of Green Infrastructure 
assets, and protect and manage the strategic green infrastructure corridors which have been identified for their 
environmental value to the district. The policy will also aim to ensure that these assets provide multiple functions and 
benefits and help to protect and enhance the distinctive character of the district Rifes, rivers and the coastline." All of 
this covers much of the area identified in the plan for Angmering – therefore it's another conflict within the draft plan 
of itself. 

2335 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

I am appalled by the reference in paragraph 9.3.4 on page 47 of the Plan to the area to the north of Angmering High 
Street and between the A280 (Angrnering Bypass) and Water Lane as 'the most suitable site for employment 
development in Arun' . This appears to be completely at variance to previous assessments for this area and in 
particular to :- The Local Development Framework, Arun DC Core Strategy 'Options for Growth'  (LDF), and The 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment final report, dated July 2009 (SHLAA) The LDF identified this as a 
location to be included in the area of search for possible development in the Angmering area. However, in the 
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resulting report prepared by Baker Associates for SHLAA it was rejected as unsuitable for development as follows :- 
'Outside but adjoining the settlement boundary. Development on this site would contravene policy and therefore the 
site would not be suitable. The landscape appraisal for this report suggests that the impact on the landscape is 
insurmountable and therefore the site is unsuitable for future development' . Also, the present fields have been 
classified by DEFRA as Grade 1 farmland (i.e. 'the best and most versatile' ) and are separated on the eastern 
bounthry from the South Downs National Park by only the width of the A280. The South Downs National Park 
planning team raised concerns about the possible visual impairment from within the National Park boundary (ie.the 
western slopes of Highdown), the possible impact on the setting of heritage assets, including the Highdown hilifort, 
the adjacent windmill and Ecclesdon Manor. They also had concerns on the possible impact on water resources within 
the National Park arising from the additional abstraction from the chalk acquifers. Arun District Council have 
previously rejected building applications on part of this area on the grounds that :- 1.) It lies in a rural area and 
building would conflict with various policies of the West Sussex Structure Plan and the Arun District Local Plan. 2.) The 
proposals were unacceptable as the site was outside the built up area. 3.) Having regard to relationship to existing 
residential properties building there would give rise to an unneighhourly form of development which would be 
prejudicial to the amenities and environment of the locality. In April, 2009 The Angmering Society's commenting on 
the LDF wrote:- 'THE SPACE ROUND ANGMERING IS THAT WHICH GIVES IT'S CHARACTER AND SHOULD NOT BE 
REGARDED AS AN EASY OPPORTUNITY FOR EXPANSiON. THE CONCEPT THAT THERE IS SPACE, THEREFORE ROOM FOR 
EXPANSION IS TOO SiMPLE AS WELL AS AN UNPROFESSIONAL APPROACH TO PLANNING. EXPANSION OF 
SETTLEMENTS DEMANDS CAREFUL AND FULL CONSIDERATION OF THE IMPACT ON THE EXISTING SETTLEMENT. 
UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES THE PROPOSED EXPANSION WOULD BE DETRIMENTAL AND IN FACT CONTRAI? Y TO THE 
PRJNC1PLES EXPRESSED IN THIS STA TEMENT OF STRATEGY' . Since then nothing has happened to change these views 
and I ask you to respond in detail to the specific points raised and to give an assurance that the current proposal will 
not be included in the final Local Plan. 

2265 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Paragraph 9.3.7 It may be helpful for Arun to consider the inclusion of food production as an additional (fifth) sector 
that can offer good opportunities for economic development and job creation. This is because there is a considerable 
number of food and food related businesses in the district and just beyond, employing a fair number of people 
already and offering great potential for expansion. The Council will have the data and names of these firms. The food 
processing and related industries are less liable to suffer during economic downturns than some other sectors. The 
food industry generally is diverse, is technically innovative and would certainly be a useful separate category, to sit 
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alongside horticulture and knowledge based manufacturing. Food processing and related industries offer a 
complementary skillset to existing manufacturing, horticultural and other businesses within the Arun District Council 
area and crucially are long term businesses, with export potential. In general whilst para 9.3.7 lists some growth 
sectors, this is not yet adequately reflected in the wording of policies SP3, SP4 and DM1. The Council's Employment 
and Economic Land Assessment may be relevant to this. 

2241 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Policy SP3: In general we would support Policy SP3 as a way to catalyse regeneration and create worthwhile long term 
employment opportunities. However, there are possibly some contradicting Draft Policies in the DLP which we refer 
to later. 

2389 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

[This Representation identifies Oldlands Farm as an area for future employment growth.] [Please see attached 
document] 

2306 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

9.3.7 The four key sectors identified are renowned for providing low levels of employment, much of it seasonal. Given 
the number of houses proposed these areas will provide nothing like the number of jobs required to service any new 
housing. 

2605 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Policy SP 3 and the former LEC Airfield site As stated above, inevitable proposals for new development near where 
people live will draw focus in consultations and I make no secret of the fact that I live close to this site. However, that 
does not mean that what I have to say is marred by NIMBYism or in fact that I automatically object to proposals for 
development on the LEC Airfield site. However, the LEC Airfield site suffers from several considerable obstacles to 
development, which is possibly why it has not been developed before. The site is currently only accessed through the 
old LEC site (now being developed by Sainsbury's) across the railway. I note that part of the Bognor Regis Relief road 
originally included a spur road to the Felpham School roundabout and assume that the thinking is, this site could be 
accessed from this spur. The site and area around is within a flood zone (Environment Agency's flood zone 3) and has 
been subject to frcqucnt flooding from the Elmbridge and Aldingboume Rifes. The site was also designated a 
biodiversity area in the previous plan and forms part of the strategic gap between Felpham and Bognor Rcgis. I note 
that the site shares the same boundary as the EnterpriseBognorRegis bid and as stated earlier in this letter, I am 
familiar with regeneration projects and understand the economic strategy, outlined in the draft local plan. I do not 
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oppose development of the former LEC airfield site in principle but do give a few words of caution. Any development 
of the site would need to; a. Carefully consider and address the effects on storm water drainage and flooding, 
including the reduction in storm water storage caused by development, with attenuation and storage methods that 
make the flooding situation no worse and preferably better as a result of development. b. Access to the development, 
including spur roads, would need to be designed in such a way so as to not adversely affect flooding or unacceptably 
affect the residential amenity of neighbouring houses c. The visual effects of any development would also need 
careful consideration as the site forms a significant part of the strategic gap and development on this site could have 
an effect on the landscape and visual coalescence of adjacent settlements. d. The design of development would also 
need to consider the effects on neighbouring residential amenity and biodiversity of the site and proposals should 
seek to protect and improve these. I wait to see the development management policy for the enterprise zone in the 
next part of the consultation. While the obstacles may be overcome, I suspect that this will have an effect on the 
density of development that can be achieved, especially with regard to the impact on flooding and wildlife. I hope the 
above consultation is of assistance to the council in the plan-making process and look forward to receiving further 
information about the council's emerging policies. 

114 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Business Development in Angmering. Land that is proposed [is] subject to flooding. Also existing business sites are 
being proposed for housing development!! 

1251 Strategic 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Again, apparently to fulfil the need to show the housing economic sustainability, a site in Angmering has been 
identified within the EELA south of the Oval Race Track, but transferred to the map in a completely different place. In 
addition, this is once again outside the built-up area boundary and will not even be attached to it if the Dappers Lane 
strategic housing site is not built first. 

1226  Locations of 
Employment 
Sites 

The inclusion of Strategic Employment Site 7 is shown as being on the land between the Spotted Cow and Water Lane 
rather than as is described in the supporting evidence on land between the Oval Race Track and Water Lane. Arun 
indicate that Site 7 is indeed the piece of land being considered for employment and business, but, for many reasons, 
that is totally unacceptable to the Parish Council. 
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150 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

While we do not necessarily suggest that land for glasshouse development should be mentioned specifically in Policy 
SP4, we are keen that the plight of commercial horticulture businesses should be taken into account. If this expanding 
industry sector is to flourish it will need a supply of suitable land. This is even more important in the light of the loss of 
some rented glasshouse land to housing development.  

136 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

There is no recognition in any of this section that we are in the depths of a major recession, with catastrophic declines 
in business and the job market. The housing market is static with many local houses unsold and the only real demand 
being in the rented sector. Who will buy the 2250 houses proposed for the Westergate area? Not local people or 
people sustained by the employment growth suggested in the Plan. Look wider, there is a phenomenen of London 
residents unable to afford housing costs in the capital, looking for commutable locations, where property prices are 
affordable when compared to London. Quite the opposite to reversing the 'out-commuting' desired by the Plan, these 
houses will be bought by people working outside of the area, adding more cars to the roads and longer commutes 
than we see today. 

264 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Policy SP4 – Other Employment Land Provision We support the criteria included here that brownfield sites will be 
given priority for new employment sites over greenfield sites. This policy could deliver opportunities for remediating 
contaminated land. 

937 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Again, there needs to be explicit reference to the local plan promoting sustainable growth of the district's economy by 
supporting provision of flexible supply of land in that part of the district outside the national park. 

614 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

The term "a more self contained labour market" gives a parochial impression; retrograde, and in conflict with 
9.0.10.  While shorter commutes are indeed desireable, to have this as the main policy outcome is uninspired. 

779 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Employment Land allocation with the classification B1 to B8  is unlikely to support the employment needs of the 
2,000 residences within the proposed Plan  and will result in addition loading on local roads and transport for those 
having to travel outside the area. 
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851 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

I would like to ensure that the plan makes adequate provision for employment allocation to provide economic growth 
in the villages such as Patching, which would provide for a specific type of employment need due to its excellent 
accessibility to the A27, a need that could only really be met at Angmering, and a need that is important to the growth 
and economic future of the district. 

1148 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

There is confusion between Policies SP4 and DM6 regarding the provision of office space in town centres. One implies 
it's acceptable, the other says it's not. 

1155 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

3. Objection: Policy SP4 Other Employment Land Provision. The emphasis of this policy is to promote sustainable 
growth in the district's economy, and amongst a number of proposals it promotes 'the provision of land to 
accommodate both employment and employer generated needs'. However, unlike the housing policy SP8 this policy 
does not assess land allocations required beyond strategic employment land allocations contained in policy SP3. We 
suggest that proposals for smaller employment land allocations should be included in the plan for Pagham, as a larger 
settlement, which will provide guidance to the preparation of Neighbourhood Development Plans and for the 
promotion of employment and/or mixed use development schemes. 

923 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Employment sites will be protected for the plan period; subject to review within an update of the Council's 
Employment and Economic Land Assessment. New employment sites will meet the following criteria: Be in broad 
conformity with the development strategy; Brown field sites within the existing settlements will be given priority, 
rather than green field sites; Existing Angmering brownfield sites are not developed or occupied to their full capacity 
Sites will be in sustainable and accessible locations, where regular public transport exists (or will be provided within 
the plan period), and be well located in relation to the strategic road network; and Access to site 7 cannot be 
considered as good since it will involve the use of cars, cycles or pedestrian access where there is no pedestrian 
footway.  Employment in Arun  is an issue and the zoning of an employment site here will inevitably bring commuters 
in from other towns.  There is no right turn access on leaving the village via Water Lane and the A280; therefore it is 
inevtable that commuters from the west of Angmering will choose to leave via the village (Water Lane and Station 
Road) to the A259 causing ever more congestion at the junctions. Sites should not have an unacceptable adverse 
impact on local amenity or the natural or built environment.   The Angmering site abuts the National park and can 
only affect views  
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1423 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Question deliverability of this policy. See attached Navigus Planning Report from Barnham, Eastergate, Walberton and 
Aldingbourne Parish Councils. DM1 - Object. Wording of the "Relocation & Expansion of Existing Businesses" section 
should be tightened to prevent businesses selling off existing employment sites mainly to release their potential 
residential land values. Housing should only be considered an option when no alternative business use can be found 
for such sites as otherwise it goes against the rest of policies DM 1 & SP 4, which seek to retain and expand 
employment sites. The policy also does not make clear that housing would only be considered an option for sites 
within the Built Up Area Boundary. 

1406 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

SP3/SP4 Supports 

1535 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 12. Policy SP4 '”following on from the above, a new bullet point should identify this potential in 
communities where significant employment land allocations are neither suitable nor viable 

1344 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

5.2 Draft POLICY SP4 5.2.1 Policy SP4 of the Local Plan recognises that 'other sectors have good growth potential for 
employment creation in specific locations'  [1] and that 'Also significant is the commercial horticulture industry, which 
is a major employer in the Barnham and Angmering areas.'  [2] Eastergate, Walberton, Littlehampton and Lagness 
may also be added to this list. 5.2.2 The EELA recognises there will be a need for land '¦ 'the decline in jobs [in 
agriculture] does not necessarily mean that there will not be land requirements as a result of the sector's 
development'  [3] and continues to note the recent expansion of the Horticultural Industry '¦ 'the larger, more 
efficient glasshouses that are being erected to achieve economies of scale could potentially require significant areas of 
land.'  [4] 5.2.3 The NPPF encourages local authorities to 'plan proactively to meet the development needs of 
business and support an economy fit for the 21 st century'  [5] 5.2.4 It is not clear whether the interpretation of the 
recent developments in the EELA recognises the increase in production that these economies of scale represent or the 
expansion in the workforce that is seen in the growth of the businesses as a result. 5.2.5 The EELA recognises that 
horticultural sites generate employment and the draft Local Plan also includes a policy SP4 for 'other economic land 
provision' 'to provide a flexible supply of land to meet the varying needs of different economic sectors.'  [6] 5.2.6 The 
NPPF requires Local Plans to 'support the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of businesses and enterprise 
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in rural areas.'  [7] 5.2.7 It is not clear whether other economic land provision in draft policy SP4 includes glasshouse 
employment sites. [1] Draft local plan paragraph 9.3.8 [2] Draft local plan paragraph 4.30 [3] EELA 2010 paragraph 
5.57 [4] EELA 2010 5.57 [5] NPPF paragraph 20 [6] Draft local plan policy SP4 page 51 [7] NPPF paragraph 28 

2262 Other 
Employment 
Land Allocations 

Policy SP4: Horticulture is identified as offering good opportunities for economic development and job creation in the 
future, which is certainly the case. However some policies later referred to in the document appear to specifically 
contradict the LPA's ability to offer planning policy support for some parts of horticulture, for example glasshouses, 
and the policy is undermined by the proposed Green Infrastructure Corridor (zones) in any event. It is important to 
recognise that horticulture covers a range of activities, referred to later in the DLP, and we refer to this in more detail 
below. 

1252 Other 
Employment 
Land Provision 

Throws the crumbs to the Neighbourhood Plan Teams of finding the alternative sites. The Plan however is quite 
prepared to lose current employment at Dappers Lane and in VHB because these are 'Strategic Housing Sites'. There is 
no mention of the potential loss of Chandlers as an employment site or in the housing analysis. Both the Parish 
Council and Arun District Council are aware that Chandlers will move within a year or two. 

999 Enhancement of 
Employment 
Premises and 
Sites 

"Policy DM 1 - Enhancement of Employment Premises and Sites and Protection of Existing Premises and Sites". The 
wording of this policy needs to be crystal clear. On face value, this policys objective is to protect existing viable 
businesses e.g. VHB, and local jobs, from predatory approaches by housing developers " for the Plan Period". 
However, the current wording could be interpreted as, if a business can demonstrate a reason to move from the site, 
or, a Landlord claims that he is unable to sell the land as an employment site, its use could potentially be changed to 
housing. The policy states that "The Council will require evidence that the site has not been made deliberately 
unviable". How does this apply where a lease is up for renewal, but the landlord makes it known to the current Lessee 
that he is not prepared to renew it because he has had an approach from a housing developer If this policy is intended 
to  prevent this land from eng used for housing, then this needs to be made claer for the avoidance of any doubt. Both 
ADC and APC are aware of the keen interest of housing developers in Manor Nurseries, Worthing Rugby Club and the 
VHB site - all viable businesses providing much needed local jobs, which were identified as potential housing sites in 
the 2009 SHLAA. It is also common knowledge hat both Councils were approached well before the publication of the 
Draft Local Plan by these developers. There is already ambiguity in the Plan in respect of the VHB site.  It appears as a 
strategic housing site in the SHLAA and yet is protected from house building under the GIC from housing 
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development. The loss of these employment sites  to housing, would result in the loss of around 140 local jobs, as well 
as having a knock on effect on the local economy.     

912 Enhancement of 
Employment 
Premises and 
Sites 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy - particularly with respect to the tests regarding 
change of use/appropriate land use. Policies such as this should be used both to manage housing development and 
proposed inappropriate commercial developments. 

1407 Enhancement of 
Employment 
Premises and 
Sites 

DM1 Supports - particularly with respect to the tests regarding the change of use / appropitae land use. Policies such 
as this should be used both to manage housing development and travesties such as the inappropriate commercial 
development in Lake Lane which has caused a nightmare for local residents with a significant increase in HGV 
movements on a totally unsuitable road infrastructure. 

1345 Enhancement of 
Employment 
Premises and 
Sites 

5.3 Draft POLICY DM1 5.3.1 Policy DM1 makes provision for the protection of existing employment sites '¦ 'Existing 
employment sites and premises will be protected where there remains a good prospect of employment use'  [1]. Any 
redevelopment of an employment to a non-employment use must be demonstrate that: 'the site is no longer required 
and is unlikely to be reused or redeveloped for industrial/commercial uses'  and 'The Council will require evidence 
that the site has not been made deliberately unviable.'  [2] 5.3.2 Policy DM1 also makes provision for 'The Council will 
positively encourage the relocation (within Arun) of existing firms wishing to expand.'  [3] 5.3.3 However, it is not 
clear whether these policies will apply to horticultural employment sites as a number of the same problems affecting 
the loss of industrial and commercial employment spaces are equally relevant to horticultural employment sites. [1] 
Draft Local Plan policy DM1 (extract) page 55 [2] Draft local plan policy DM1 [3] Draft local plan policy DM1 

2267 Enhancement of 
Employment 
Premises and 
Sites 

Paragraph 9.5.3. The Council seeks to include measures to promote improvement and upgrading employment sites 
by, for example, addressing issues 'such as the length of leases' . It is diffic9.5.3ult to see at this stage how a local 
authority could influence the market in this way so we will be interested to know what sort of mechanisms the local 
authority can bring to bear to achieve this worthwhile objective. Longer leases provide a great incentive for property 
owners and developers to bring sites forward for development and are part of the picture in creating the right 
conditions for bank financing. It needs to be clear whether the intent of the policy applies to circumstances where 
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planning approval is being sought or more generally. In order to invest effectively the local authority could certainly 
consider incentives where the likely length of lease is a barrier to investment. 

1254 Enhancement of 
Employment 
Premises and 
Sites 

Enhancement of Employment Premises and Sites Relocation : • This says that they will seek to protect and enhance 
existing businesses. This is quite plainly not going to happen with VHB or Dappers Lane. Protection of Existing 
Premises and Sites • Not strong enough – this basically says that the areas are not being designated for business and, 
if businesses can show that they cannot sell the land for their type of business, they can put houses on instead. This is 
open to abuse and needs strengthening. Expansion of Existing Businesses etc • No mention of relocation of businesses 
in the areas that ADC want to put houses on in the Plan (eg Dappers Lane). Once labelled Strategic for housing 
purposes, developers will ignore this requirement and there is a danger that planners will encourage them to do so, as 
meeting housing numbers seems to be the driving force. 

25 Littlehampton 
Harbour 

Really pleased to see the inclusion of the L'ton - Arundel cycle path. Apart from that, there is much to lament 
regarding thoughts on the West Bank. This side of the river must remain open countryside. The salt march and 
shallows are very important for fish fry and ought to be extended. This will a So alleviate flooding in the town. The 
whole golf course should ideally be allowed to become salt marsh as is would be by nature. This would also allow the 
natural progression of the sand dunes; a priority habitat on the protected West Beach Nature Reserve. The riverside 
could potentially home tidal power generation without compromising the hugely important habitats on the west side 
of the Arun 

265 Littlehampton 
Harbour 

Policy DM2 – Littlehampton Harbour We are pleased to see the references in the policy that any development on the 
West Bank would need to satisfy the sequential test and also overcome the constraints of the area classified as Flood 
Zone 3b, the functional floodplain. In addition we support the requirements for any development that may come 
forward to protect and improve the surrounding environment and habitats and to reduce flood risk to the existing 
communities. 

204 Littlehampton 
Harbour 

Policy DM2. One of the attractive characteristics of Littlehampton is the contrast between the built up waterfront on 
the East Bank and the open character of the West Bank between the built up area of Rope Walk and the seafront. I 
would suggest that this characteristic is so important that it should be specifically included in the criteria for new 
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development on the lines of " protection of the open character of the West Bank between the built up area of Rope 
Walk and the seafront" 

397 Littlehampton 
Harbour 

1. POLICY DM2 – Littlehampton Harbour I wish to support this Policy for the benefits will bring to the whole of the 
Arun District as well as both the Town of Littlehampton and the Village of Climping, through; habitat creation, flood 
defence provision, Tourist attraction, job creation, protection of our marine heritage, improved countryside access 
and many other benefits. 

1424 Littlehampton 
Harbour 

Support but what is the justification for the affordable housing requirement of any enabling development in 
Littlehampton Harbour only to be reduced? 

1696 Littlehampton 
Harbour 

9.6.4 last sentence does not make sense. 

716 Economic 
Improvement 
and Skills 

These sectors will not come close to generating the jobs that under-pin this plan. I applaud ambition but plan making 
has to be realistic. As a reference in Advanced Manufacturing Rolls Royce Chichester employ circa 800 to 900. Arun 
Economic Strategy is shooting for 3,600 jobs under Option 1 and 5,000 jobs under Option 2. The additional housing 
will accommodate the following numbers of additional economically active people: Option 1 - 400 dpa = 5,100 
economically active persons Option 2 - 565 dpa = 7,200 economically active persons 3,600 jobs is optimistic, as Arun's 
own evidence base confirms. I support Option 1 but this section needs a more credible action plan. The LDF Sub '  
Committee - endorsed by the Full Council '  voted for the lower housing numbers in Option 1 and made it clear that 
the way to achieve the economic strategy was through education actions, not through higher housing numbers. Why 
is Option 2 in the draft plan, just to fund a road (A29) in the wrong place! 

894 Economic 
Improvement 
and Skills 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 
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1425 Economic 
Improvement 
and Skills 

Question deliverability of this policy. See attached Navigus Planning Report from Barnham, Eastergate, Walberton and 
Aldingbourne Parish Councils. 

1410 Economic 
Improvement 
and Skills 

DM3 Supports 

1494 Economic 
Improvement 
and Skills 

DM3 SUPPORTS 

1787 Economic 
Improvement 
and Skills 

9.7.1 I cannot understand why Butlins is included within the Bognor Regis EGA. It is my understanding that most of the 
staff employed at Butlins come from outside the local area and live on site in staff accommodation; also the ethos of 
Butlins as a holiday destination is to keep the visitors within its own boundaries so that their money is rarely, if ever, 
spent in the outside locality. Does Butlins create any local employment or generate any local income? I doubt it. 

1255 Knowledge and 
Cultural Based 
Economic 
Growth 

The principle here is that these will be directed to Littlehampton and Bognor, presumably at the expense of places like 
Angmering! 

146 Telecommunicat
ions 

Paragraph 9.8 and Policy SP5: We welcome support for good broadband cover across the district. Agricultural 
businesses and no doubt other rural enterprises are increasingly dependent on this for running their commercial 
operations. In the case of farming, compliance with Government regulation and reporting can sometimes only be 
achieved using online services (for example, PAYE and NI returns; HSE accident reporting). Farms diversifying into 
rented business units in converted, redundant agricultural buildings cannot find tenants unless fast and reliable 
broadband is available. 
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306 Telecommunicat
ions 

DM4 We welcome the inclusion of DM4 in the Local Plan to facilitate telecommunications development and suport its 
provisions which we find to be in accordance with the guidance within the recently published NPPF relating to both 
development planning and to support for communications infrastruture. 

324 Telecommunicat
ions 

7. There is also no High speed internet service in the Arun District Council area therefore there is no inducement to 
attract high tech businesses. 

430 Telecommunicat
ions 

Telecommunucations As with peak oil, a combination of political, economic, and physical constraints put a crimp on 
peak mineral supplies. Two links on conflict/peak minerals: 
http://www.enterpriseefficiency.com/author.asp?section_id=1485&doc_id=240243 The human cost of conflict 
minerals - The Enough Project http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U6L7hAx7NaM NB The US Enough Project - there is 
some controversy as to whether the Enough Project is using Human Rights as an excuse for US military intervention 
and resource grab.     

404 Telecommunicat
ions 

I do not believe that high speed broadband wil be developed in the villages in the immediate future and this would be 
essential if business are to be encouraged to invest here. 

569 Telecommunicat
ions 

Policy DM4 - English Heritage welcomes and supports the reference to heritage assets in criterion 4, although ideally it 
should say "...or heritage assets or their setting". 

996 Telecommunicat
ions 

High-speed communications is a must, and you should bring every amount of pressure you possibly can to make this 
happen long before 2015. We need it now !!! 

893 Telecommunicat
ions 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy along with the safeguards of DM4 
(Telecommunications). 
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1426 Telecommunicat
ions 

SP5 Support 

1427 Telecommunicat
ions 

DM4 Support 

1408 Telecommunicat
ions 

SP5 Supports - Vital for village development - but with the safgaurds of DM4 (Telecommunications) 

1256 Strategic 
Delivery of 
Telecommunicat
ions 
Infrastructure 

The strategy says that 'New development should come complete with up-todate infrastructure.' This almost goes 
without saying, but why is it strategic? I would have said that a strategic policy would be the replacement of the basic 
system with new equipment rather than what is fitted in new houses. 

1257 Telecommunicat
ions 

This is confusing, since this is all about mobile masts and kit rather than the telephones mentioned above. Maybe it 
needs a different heading. 

147 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Policy DM5: New agricultural buildings are of a size to accommodate larger, modern agricultural vehicles and 
machinery. In addition, the scale of agricultural and horticultural development is increasingly driven by the food 
supply chain structure (mainly the contractual requirements of supermarkets) and by the economics of downward 
pressure on prices paid to farmers at the same time as input costs rise. In horticulture particularly, this means higher 
volume of production to cope with very thin profit margins and to remain competitive in a world market, and 
consequently the potential need for larger infrastructure developments. We are concerned that the policy's criteria on 
scale and landscape impact may rule out otherwise sustainable development that is essential for food production 
and to allow the sector to fulfil its economic potential. We welcome the support for farm shops, which underpin the 
finances of some farming businesses and promote the consumption of locally produced foods.   
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431 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

General comments on Agriculture and Food A balance needed: land for houses, jobs, retail, green spaces (well-being), 
agriculture, food security, leisure and biodiversity. The Government's Policy is pro growth but we live on a planet of 
finite resources. Land Grab - less land available for food in the UK and our system puts pressure for land grabs 
elsewhere: http://www.grain.org/bulletin_board/entries/4534-land-grabbing-by-pension-funds-and-other-financial-
institutions-must-be-stopped "We need to acknowledge that food security is not just a third world problem. Food 
prices rose by 4.6% between March 2011 and March 2012. However, as most of us are able to afford to eat well, this 
fuels a perception that food security is not a problem in the UK. The key issue actually lies in how food security is 
interconnected with other serious issues." http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/dr-julia-wright/how-agroecology-can-
suppo_b_1520229.html Mapping Local Food Webs: http://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/farming-and-food/local-
foods/item/1913-mapping-local-food-webs Community Supported Agriculture projects 
http://www.makinglocalfoodwork.co.uk/practical_guides_toolkits.cfm     

419 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Proposals for new farm shops could have significant traffic impacts over a wider area (which could extend across the 
district boundary). Accessibility and transport/ traffic implications should be included as a policy criterion in assessing 
such proposals and reference should be made to the need for travel plans (as required for garden centres in Policy 
DM10). 

867 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Policy DM5 Economic Growth Outside the Built Up Area Boundary - Object We recognise and support the inclusion of 
policy DM5, 'Economic Growth Outside the Built Up Area Boundary' which clearly sets out the Council's policy on the 
'Conversion of Rural Buildings Outside of the Built Up Area for Industrial or Business Use.' However, we are unable to 
find any reference in the draft plan setting out the Council's approach towards the conversion of Rural Buildings 
Outside of the Built Up Area for Residential Use. The NPPF (para 55) supports the residential conversion of redundant 
or dis-used buildings in the countryside where this would lead to an enhancement of their immediate setting, and this 
should be reflected in the Local Plan. As it currently stands, the Local Plan is likely to be found unsound by an 
Inspector because it does not comply with national planning guidance in its entirety. We recommend that a policy is 
included in Section 13 ('Housing Delivery') of the Local Plan, clearly setting out when the residential re-use of rural 
buildings would be appropriate.'       
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570 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Policy DM5 - English Heritage welcomes and supports the reference to heritage assets in criterion 6. 

1008 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Policy DM5: Economic Growth Outside the Built Up Area Boundary Proposals for new farm shops could have 
significant traffic impacts over a wider area (which could extend across the district boundary). Accessibility and 
transport/ traffic implications should be included as a policy criterion in assessing such proposals and reference should 
be made to the need for travel plans (as required for garden centres in Policy DM10). 

852 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

This policy needs to be further expanded upon to include the ability for those settlements such as Patching which 
currently lie within the National Park to have the opportunity for those existing employment areas to expand and 
extend if required and justified. 

892 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

921 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Given that land identified in earlier policies and plans has yet to be used to create large scale employment within the 
boundaries of Angmering, why is it considered that devoting greenfield sites where the only access will be by car, 
cycle or walking will encourage business to move in?  Is it not in fact the case that the interest of developers has 
influenced the choice of Angmering for high numbers of houses and that the employment zone is simply another 
justification for allowing yet another quantum increase in the population? 
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1132 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Policy DM5 Economic Growth Outside the Built Up Area Boundary Second Bullet Point - support is given to this point, 
although mention should also be made of the detriment significant amounts of additional traffic (especially HGVs) can 
do to the PRoW network, if the roads used as links in the network are subject to an increase in speed and volume of 
traffic.   Conversion of Rural Buildings outside of the Built Up Area for Industrial or Business Use Second Bullet Point - 
the comments above also apply to this point. 

1035 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Before additional sites which are currently outside of the built up area are even designated 'commercial/industrial', all 
existing land should be fully utilized.  It is not logical to allow disseminate development into areas where ongoing 
sustainable access cannot be proved.  I am thinking particularly of the land near to our property, Salt Box, Rowan Park 
and part of Oldlands Farm, all of which could and should in my opinion (and of many of my fellow villagers) be better 
used to alleviate the flooding in our area.  Our own staff are unable to get to our office for several days at a time and 
often several times a year.  In addition, we are unable to receive deliveries or send out our own goods.  This is totally 
unacceptable and approving these 3 sites for development will only exacerbate the situation for existing 
residents/businesses and the new ones who will occupy the land.  There needs to be an embargo on use of these 
greenfield sites until the regularity of flooding and closure of the A29 and other local roads can be reduced.  The use 
of the former LEC airfield site would seem a better prospect and, until this land has been exhausted, all other options 
should not be permitted. 

1428 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

DM6 Object. Wording of the "Economic Growth Outside the Built Up Area Boundary" section, and specifically the 'No 
acceptable alternative ...'  clause, is too loose. A robust methodology for proving a lack of alternative premises should 
be devised and included in the Plan Appendices. In its absence, firms will often be drawn to cheaper rural land values, 
to the detriment of other goals within the Local Plan. 

1160 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Policy DM 5 Economic Growth Outside the Built Up Area Boundary Bullet Point 2 - This is supported. Many minor 
roads are used as links in the prow network, any increase in the volume and speed of vehicles using these roads 
makes them unsafe for vulnerable users (walkers, cyclists, equestrians), and fragments the prow network. In such 
circumstances, new off-road routes should be created, or existing prow upgraded to provide safe traffic-free routes 
for all users. Conversion of Rural Buildings outside of the Built Up Area for Industrial or Business Use Bullet Point 2 - 
This is supported for the same reasons as above. 
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1192 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Policy DM5 Economic Grotwth Outside the Built Up Area Boundary Network Rail suggests that new development 
should be tested as to whether traffic generated by the new use can be safely accommodated by level crossings, in 
particular Yapton Automatic Half Barrier crossing upon Yapton Lane has also been identified by Network Rail as 
causing delay to road users and rail services. 

1264 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Policy DM5: Growth Outside the Built Up Area Boundary - Support 2.18 The flexibility of Policy DM5 to allow economic 
growth outside the built up area boundary in certain circumstances is supported in principle. 2.19 It is considered to 
reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable development, the key aim of the NPPF. It demonstrates that whilst 
built up area boundaries are an important consideration, they are not the only consideration when assessing 
development outside of existing settlements. 2.20 The above approach to built up area boundaries in principle should 
also apply to market housing in sustainable locations in line with the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development and not just uses such as economic growth, tourism, garden centres and affordable housing on rural 
exception sites that have their own specific policies in the Local Plan. 

1495 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

DM5 SUPPORTS 

1846 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Policy DM5 None of the land identified for employment development, either correctly or incorrectly, in Angmering 
meets these criteria '” access will be only by car, walking or cycling. The Plan provides no evidence that allocating 
Employment land in Angmering  will provide the number of jobs demanded by the size of the proposed housing 
developments, or guarantee to 'provide a wider range of better quality jobs'  that will meet the employment needs of 
new or existing residents, or pay the sort of salaries required to obtain a mortgage for what is unlikely to be 
'affordable housing'  based on current bank lending criteria. ADC can only provide the planning consent for business 
premises, they cannot make businesses move here, especially with the poor transport infrastructure that has been 
identified in the Plan. As part of the sustainability assessment no evidence exists of the viability of locating such a 
large Employment site in Angmering. The findings of the 'Employment Economic Land Assessment '” December 2010'  
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report support this view. It says the land assessed to the north Water Lane 'is a high profile site, but it lies outside of 
the built up area and is not in close proximity of a sizeable workforce or services '. However, it also says that: 'it is less 
clear that there is sufficient market demand in this location for employment development of this scale'  If the 
proposed Plan strategy is followed, building the proposed 590+ houses before a suitable employer has been identified 
will create additional out-commuting and further exacerbate travel issues and road congestion. Good road and rail 
infrastructure is the reason why Gatwick and the M4 corridor are such good areas for work, and attract the sort of 
businesses that provide the quality of employment ADC aspire to. The priority of ADC should be to resolve the current 
road infrastructure issues and funding with WSCC, before continuing with the 'unsustainable'  strategy of allowing 
large numbers of houses to be built and assuming that WSCC will sort the roads out at some point. 

2268 Economic 
Development 
Outside the Built 
Up Area 
Boundary 

Policy DM5: New Agricultural Buildings We would support this draft policy, however, the policy does not appear to 
take account of the realities of scale. Whilst scale and siting are mentioned it should be noted that most modern 
agricultural buildings are of a larger scale than those which historically dot the landscape such as small barns and 
stores. These small units are, in most circumstances, unviable in the long term and creating something 'essential to 
the agricultural activity being undertaken'  inevitably results in having to provide larger facilities which may aggregate 
various farm holdings together. These farm holdings may not be contiguous but do rely upon a central collection point 
for produce (for instance a grain store or packing shed). Requiring the agricultural buildings to be 'not situated in a 
prominent location'  is contra to the desirable policy of having larger buildings which generate traffic, being close to 
major traffic routes. By definition, a building located in a position where it can use existing infrastructure is likely to be 
prominent. It should be borne in mind there is a direct correlation between large scale agriculture, innovative 
horticulture, the technical skills required and the numbers of jobs likely to be created and, critically, the likely above-
average salaries of those positions and skill levels. 

1259 Economic 
Growth Outside 
the Built Up 
Area Boundary 

Angmering already has such a site, VHB, and they want to build houses on it. 
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1705 Economic 
Growth Outside 
the Built Up 
Area Boundary 

The Society's comments to the 'Options for Growth - 2009' document showed that the impact of development on land 
between Roundstone Lane and the A280 would certainly be detrimental to Angmering. 

65 Retail As an Arundel Resident having had the opportunity to review the Arun Retail Study Update (2010) I notice that 
Arundel is not considered in your Retail Study. Looking at Arundel as a Large Service Centre (Policy SP 6) it is unclear to 
me how ADC intend to through the Local Plan ensure that Arundel fulfils its specialist role as a tourist and visitor 
destination? The thinking behind this question is the perceived ease of conversion of properties in Arundel, not in the 
National Park, to A3 usage, It was quoted somewhere that 30% of the trading premises in Arundel where A3, that as I 
understand it is materially higher than national averages. I do note the paragraph in DM6 re A3 users needing to 
provide details etc. You say quite reasonably that "The loss of commercial uses at ground level will not be permitted, 
unless it can be demonstrated that the commercial use is no longer viable, using a methodology agreed by the 
Council.  Is there any chance that the methodology in broad terms could be shared?  I recall some in the past 
regarding the conversion of pubs to private residences. A further sub question regarding the Euclidean zoning if that is 
appropriate form of words, how does the development of A3 retail outlets interact with the Transport/Parking 
agenda, I am meaning by this how many parking spaces are required per A3 outlet, as it could well be construed that 
going to eat at a restaurant should take more time than a shopping trip to a destination shop. The further sub 
question is how are these A3 premises to be supplied, the number of chilled/frozen food supplying vehicles is getting 
quite high. The document does not address the forthcoming issue for Arundel when the site that the Co Op, the fish 
shop and betting shop is sold possibly in 2013 as far as I know, these being the last parts of the old Swallow 
Brewery.  The loss of a supermarket in the town will be a major loss, with I would have thought at least a year's 
elapsed time from the closure of the Co Op to anything new opening.  How this impacts on the Arun Retail Study as 
Updated is unclear and un discussed, the effect on the town of this loss of amenety is also unclear and un discussed. 

848 Retail 10.0.1 - "vibrant and successful town and village centres" - I don't think so and neither do you judging from your own 
comments in 10.0.5 - "Recent retail studies have highlighted weaknesses in the retail offer etc................................" 



Page | 338  
 

659 Retail I repeat my comment about supermarkets. 

539 Retail The focus of the policy appears to be on new retail developments.  Is there more that could be done through planning 
policy and development control to encourage landlords to improve exisiting stock of retail units to encourage a better 
quality retail experience 

352 Retail Bognor Regis I would like to see improved involvement and communication between ADC and local traders, local 
groups (such as Bognor in Bloom) and the Bognor Regis Town Council. 

868 Retail 10. Retail The Commissioners note that the evidence base behind the District's retail position and strategy is in the 
process of being updated. Our intial studies of the potential to establish a sustainable new community south of the 
Three Villages identifies the significant benefits to the new and existing communities of Barnham, Eastergate and 
Westergate of locating a new foodstore of at least 5,000 sq.m. floorspace, within the new community. We will 
continue to examine the optimum size and location for a foodstore, particularly with regard to its connections to the 
existing centre at Barnham (and its railway station), as well as to the new alignment of the A29, and look forward to 
working with officers at the Council and the local communities on this key element of the new community. It will be 
very important that the updated evidence base reflects this potential and supports its delivery as the Local Plan is 
taken forward to submission in due course.   Policy SP6 Hierarchy of Centres - Object The Commissioners object to 
policy SP6 which does not reflect the proposed new community south of the Three Villages . This policy must be 
reviewed and updated prior to the publication of the Preferred Option, to positively refer to the place of the planned 
new community south of the Three Villages within the District's retail hierarchy (probably as a District Centre), and to 
the quantum of retail floorspace that is eventually proposed for inclusion within it.       

527 Retail 10.7 The Draft Local Plan mistakenly suggests that Barnham has a health centre. Our medical centre in Barnham 
closed some 10 years ago and health provision is now catered for by GP surgeries in Yapton and Eastergate which are 
notoriously difficult to get an appointment at, inadequately resourced and difficult to park at. 
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1096 Retail Retail Policy DM6: In the section on reuse of redundant floorspace, it is unclear as to why a reduction in car parking 
standards is considered to be acceptable for this specific use. 

1051 Retail Please discourage too many downmarket chains, Bognor and LittleH. are already clone towns. There are no large 
department stores in Arun, but a plethora of supermarkets. Surely Bognor Regis is the natual home for a better 
shopping area, the only thing that Butlins doesnt have inside it alread, so a sure fire way to lure some of the 
holidaymakers out to spend in the town. They already have just about everything else you can think of within the 
compound.....so forget the bars, leisure and resturants. Locals all go elsewhere to shop but we already have a much 
loved and welll used cinema, so why replace that?  Build a high quality a shopping mall there instead with some larger 
units?   

891 Retail Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

1202 Retail Chapter 10 Retail 10.7 Add Ferring to the list of village centres SP6 Should allow NDP's to define primary and 
secondary retail frontages DM6 Should allow NDP's to define the village centre on its proposals map and to set out 
the retail/non-retail mix that applies, based on local evidence 

1203 Retail Chapter 11 Tourism 11.7 Poorly worded – should make it clearer how the NDP's will consider land use related tourism 
matters 

1140 Retail Section 10 The emphasis on maintaining district town centres large service centres like Rustington and village and 
suburban shopping centres is very welcome. But it will not be enough to say in para10.9 that 'no specific provision is 
proposed for out-of-centre retail development'. Some of the large garden centres have already become large general 
retail centres, selling a wide range of goods, from furniture to clothing. These extended uses defy the Council's policy 
and can easily be manipulated by developers to establish large retail centres – as the case of ASDA developing out of 
the Country Fayre garden centre. The constraints set out in policy DM10 are not rigorous enough to prevent this 
happening again. 
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974 Retail As per my previous comments in Employment & Enterprise, we need to attract more shoppers to the area.  This plan 
should including provision for at least one hour free parking near town shops. This could be financed in part by 
incoming retail companies.  Currently there are 17 empty shop premises and rents & rates need to be affordable. I 
acknowledge that the country is in a state of recession but this does not mean surely that we can keep the town 
tidy.  Empty shops could have murals painted on them eg. pictures of old Bognor Regis (Rex Ballroom, Mods & 
Rockers, the Pier as it was and perhaps even some 'cheeky postcard' kind of illustrations. 

1429 Retail SP6 Support 

1409 Retail Supports - Creating vibrant towns and villages 

1385 Retail Sections 10 and 11: Retail and Tourism • Although broadly supported, these will be key areas of the NDP. 

1234 Retail Section 10 – Retail – comments/objections: We agree and fully support the Strategic Objective in 10.3 However, we 
object to the simple statement for Arundel in 10.6, we suggest the following as a separate paragraph from that 
dealing with Rustington: 'Arundel has a multiple role as a historic market town, tourist and visitor destination and 
cultural centre. The balance of these needs to be carefully managed.' Policy SP 6, Hierarchy of Centres, needs further 
explanation stating exactly how this balance is to be achieved. We suggest that as with other similar towns' Local 
Plans (e.g. Chichester), retail frontage in Primary Shopping Areas should not be less that 80% to retain the vibrancy 
and viability of such centres. 

1537 Retail COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 14. Policy SP6 '” should allow NDP's to define primary and secondary retail frontages 
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1314 Retail (i) Policy SP6: Hierarchy of Centres Policy SP6: Hierarchy of Centres, states that 'The hierarchy of centres in Arun will 
be maintained by supporting and promoting measures which reinforce their role in meeting community needs and 
providing a focus for a range of activities including: retail, leisure, commercial, office, tourism, cultural, community 
and residential development. This range of activities will promote economic resilience for the vitality of our centres' . 
Whilst this policy objective is supported, it is unclear why the Council has sought to include it within a Chapter dealing 
with retail and consider that it would be more appropriate for the Local Plan to contain an additional chapter 
dedicated to settlement hierarchy. As such it would provide a key tool in developing a sustainable approach to future 
growth in the District. Furthermore, Policy SP6 should be reflective of the Spatial Portrait of the District, contained 
within Chapter 4 of the Local Plan, and as currently drafted fails in this regard. The Spatial Portrait of the District, 
particularly paragraphs 4.4 to 4.11, correctly identifies that after the two main coastal towns of Bognor Regis and 
Littlehampton, the largest inland settlements comprise Arundel, the 'Six Villages' of Aldingbourne, Barnham, 
Eastergate, Westergate, Walberton and Yapton, and finally Angmering, with the rest of the District made up of smaller 
villages and hamlets. However, this is not translated into Policy SP6 and represents an inconsistency within the Local 
Plan that should be addressed. In particular, paragraphs 10.5 to 10.7 identifies Bognor Regis and Littlehampton as the 
largest centres, Rustington and Arundel as medium sized centres, and West Meads, East Preston and Barnham as 
smaller suburban and village centres. The absence of Westergate, Eastergate, Walberton and Angmering is a serious 
failing of the Local Plan. The Local Plan should be amended by: · the inclusion of a reference to those settlements 
identified above within the supporting text; and · the inclusion of a list of settlements by way of a settlement 
hierarchy within Policy SP6, as follows: Large Service Centres: After Rustington and Arundel add Angmering and the 
'Six Villages' of Aldingbourne, Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate, Walberton and Yapton. 

1318 Retail (ii) Policy SP6: Hierarchy of Centres Policy SP6: Hierarchy of Centres, states that 'The hierarchy of centres in Arun will 
be maintained by supporting and promoting measures which reinforce their role in meeting community needs and 
providing a focus for a range of activities including: retail, leisure, commercial, office, tourism, cultural, community 
and residential development. This range of activities will promote economic resilience for the vitality of our centres' . 
Whilst this policy objective is supported, it is unclear why the Council has sought to include it within a Chapter dealing 
with retail and consider that it would be more appropriate for the Local Plan to contain an additional chapter 
dedicated to settlement hierarchy. As such it would provide a key tool in developing a sustainable approach to future 
growth in the District. Furthermore, Policy SP6 should be reflective of the Spatial Portrait of the District, contained 
within Chapter 4 of the Local Plan, and as currently drafted fails in this regard. The Spatial Portrait of the District, 
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particularly paragraphs 4.4 to 4.11, correctly identifies that after the two main coastal towns of Bognor Regis and 
Littlehampton, the largest inland settlements comprise Arundel, the 'Six Villages' of Aldingbourne, Barnham, 
Eastergate, Westergate, Walberton and Yapton, and finally Angmering, with the rest of the District made up of smaller 
villages and hamlets. However, this is not translated into Policy SP6 and represents an inconsistency within the Local 
Plan that should be addressed. In particular, paragraphs 10.5 to 10.7 identifies Bognor Regis and Littlehampton as the 
largest centres, Rustington and Arundel as medium sized centres, and West Meads, East Preston and Barnham as 
smaller suburban and village centres. The absence of Westergate, Eastergate, Walberton and Angmering is a serious 
failing of the Local Plan. The Local Plan should be amended by: · the inclusion of a reference to those settlements 
identified above within the supporting text; and · the inclusion of a list of settlements by way of a settlement 
hierarchy within Policy SP6, as follows: Large Service Centres: After Rustington and Arundel add Angmering and the 
'Six Villages' of Aldingbourne, Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate, Walberton and Yapton. 

1322 Retail (ii) Policy SP6: Hierarchy of Centres Policy SP6: Hierarchy of Centres, states that 'The hierarchy of centres in Arun will 
be maintained by supporting and promoting measures which reinforce their role in meeting community needs and 
providing a focus for a range of activities including: retail, leisure, commercial, office, tourism, cultural, community 
and residential development. This range of activities will promote economic resilience for the vitality of our centres' . 
Whilst this policy objective is supported, it is unclear why the Council has sought to include it within a Chapter dealing 
with retail and consider that it would be more appropriate for the Local Plan to contain an additional chapter 
dedicated to settlement hierarchy. As such it would provide a key tool in developing a sustainable approach to future 
growth in the District. Furthermore, Policy SP6 should be reflective of the Spatial Portrait of the District, contained 
within Chapter 4 of the Local Plan, and as currently drafted fails in this regard. The Spatial Portrait of the District, 
particularly paragraphs 4.4 to 4.11, correctly identifies that after the two main coastal towns of Bognor Regis and 
Littlehampton, the largest inland settlements comprise Arundel, the 'Six Villages' of Aldingbourne, Barnham, 
Eastergate, Westergate, Walberton and Yapton, and finally Angmering, with the rest of the District made up of smaller 
villages and hamlets. However, this is not translated into Policy SP6 and represents an inconsistency within the Local 
Plan that should be addressed. In particular, paragraphs 10.5 to 10.7 identifies Bognor Regis and Littlehampton as the 
largest centres, Rustington and Arundel as medium sized centres, and West Meads, East Preston and Barnham as 
smaller suburban and village centres. The absence of Westergate, Eastergate, Walberton and Angmering is a serious 
failing of the Local Plan. The Local Plan should be amended by: · the inclusion of a reference to those settlements 
identified above within the supporting text; and · the inclusion of a list of settlements by way of a settlement 
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hierarchy within Policy SP6, as follows: Large Service Centres: After Rustington and Arundel add Angmering and the 
'Six Villages' of Aldingbourne, Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate, Walberton and Yapton. 

1331 Retail Section 10 – Retail 8. On behalf of Store Property we strongly agree with the strategic objective for town and villages 
centres. We also support the assertion in paragraph 10.2 that the traditional role of town and village centres as the 
main focus for retail activity has been challenged in recent years, and that this has created a very competitive 
environment where Arun's centres need to diversify to retain or regain market share and attract new trade. Whilst we 
support this vision, we do not consider that the Local Plan goes far enough, either to provide pro-active policies to 
enhance town centres, or to provide protective policies. The policies that have been put forward are flawed, both in 
the sense that they ignore Rustington, and in the sense that the proposals are not compliant with National Planning 
Policy. Paragraph 23 of the NPPF requires that local planning authorities should 'recognise town centres as the heart 
of their communities and pursue policies to support their viability and vitality' . This has certainly not been 
undertaken for Rustington in the plan as currently drafted. 9. As highlighted in relation to other sections of the DLP we 
do not consider that this section adequately considers the importance of the continued vitality and viability of 
Rustington Town Centre. Although a short description of Rustington's existing function is contained in paragraph 10.6, 
there are no policies that seek to retain or improve Rustington's role in future. We consider that Policy SP6 should be 
amended in line with the technical evidence that is due to be commissioned in respect of the retail hierarchy within 
Arun. We consider that the technical work should review whether Rustington should strategically be defined as a 
Town Centre or District Centre, rather than a 'Large Service Centre.' We consider that it is appropriate to designate 
Rustington as a town centre and that it should be afforded identical protection to Littlehampton (albeit reflecting the 
specific nature of the centre) in terms of town centre management, improvements and infrastructure provision. 10. 
We consider that if the technical evidence commissioned to inform the second draft of the Local Plan confirms that a 
threshold of 1,500 sq m is appropriate for an impact assessment as outlined within paragraph 10.8, that this should be 
contained within its own policy. 11. On behalf of our client we are concerned that the Local Plan does not contain 
provisions for retail developments within the town centres and does not state the level of growth required for retail 
and leisure over the plan period. The Plan is therefore not compliant with paragraph 17 of the NPPF, which requires 
that planning should proactively drive and support sustainable economic development and that plans should set out a 
clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for development in their area. The retail section of the 
Local Plan also fails to comply with paragraph 23 of the NPPF which requires that 'Planning policies should be positive, 
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promote competitive town centre environments and set out policies for the management and growth of centres over 
the plan period.'  Furthermore paragraph 23 requires that local planning authorities should: 'allocate a range of 
suitable sites to meet the scale and type of retail, leisure, commercial, office, tourism, cultural, community and 
residential development needed in town centres. It is important that need for retail, leisure office and other main 
town centre uses are met in full and are not compromised by limited site availability. Local planning authorities should 
therefore undertake an assessment of the need to expand town centres to ensure a sufficient supply of suitable 
sites' . Paragraph 156 of the NPPF requires that Local planning authorities should set out the strategic priorities for 
the area including strategic policies for the provision of retail, leisure and other commercial development, we consider 
the DLP fails to achieve this objective. 12. In several respects Policy DM6 is not compliant with the NPPF including the 
provisions for the sequential approach where the reference should be to centres (plural) as the practice guidance 
relates to the sequential approach applying beyond the town centre closest to the development. 13. The reference to 
a needs test should be removed as this is inconsistent with the provisions of national policy, and was removed as a 
consequence of the Kate Barker Review of Planning which demonstrated the harmful effects of applying such a policy 
requirement. As outlined elsewhere within our representations, we disagree that the policies within the DLP should 
reference the need for planning conditions and legal agreements, which should be decided on a case by case basis in 
accordance with the assessed impacts of the development. In some circumstances for example it may be necessary to 
restrict the unit sizes to a size below 1,000 sq m depending on the type of use proposed. In any event the appropriate 
size of a unit in out of centre locations should be controlled through the sequential approach to development as 
contained within NPPF. 14. We disagree with the provisions that prevent the changes of use from retail outside the 
defined Town and District Centre. There is no provision or justification for doing so, and we do not consider that it is 
appropriate that retail units should have to stand vacant for long periods in order to change use. If this policy relates 
to paragraph 28 of the NPPF then it should be made clear that it relates to provision in villages and rural service 
centres. 

1810 Retail What the plan fails to concede is that the shopping facilities in the town centres in particular have been decimated as 
a result of planning decisions made over many years by the District Council to allow development (in the case of 
Bognor Regis on the A29) of out of town shopping facilities. These developments continue, for example in the case of 
Bognor Regis with the building of a new Sainsbury supermarket opposite an existing Tesco site. Having got Sainsbury 
to sink a major investment into Bognor Regis to pay for the clan up of the former Lec refrigeration site, I have to ask if 
the housing proposal for the villages is more about increasing the catchment for this new store rather than improving 
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the economy of the town. There is also an argument that the main tourist attraction in the town (Butlins); which 
probably attracts the majority of the holiday makers to the town, does little to boost the town's economy. According 
to information from the roadshow in Littlehampton, at peak season Butlins employs 1,100 people but there is no 
evidence available of what proportion of these come from the town or even live off site as Butlins provide staff 
accommodation. Visitors to Butlins are also discouraged from leaving the site; nothing in the Town or the District is 
promoted to visitors to Butlins. Putting these facts together means Butlins add little or nothing to the local economy 
of the town yet the plan proposes they be granted a spur road from the relief road to their gate and special planning 
status. (4.50). 

1870 Retail 10 Retail Improve and develop the town centres. Littlehampton has had empty shops for years and I only shopped 
there when I worked at the WSCC offices in the High Street. It does not have the range of shops to encourage people 
to come shopping. Rustington is loosing it's appeal as the individual shops are having to sell to large stores with many 
branches and soon the shops will be the same as in neighbouring towns. This will reduce the need for people to travel 
but shops that are different encourages people to come from out of the area. We do not need any more 
supermarkets. We need a good quality DIY store like Focus. 

2123 Retail 10.7 Retail Add Ferring to the list of village centres SP6 Should allow NDP's to define primary and secondary retail 
frontages DM6 Should allow NDP's to define the village centre on its proposals map and to set out the retail/non-
retail mix that applies, based on local evidence 

2479 Retail There are no background studies or evidence that supports this approach. 10.7 Point of order Barnham does not have 
a Health Centre. It was developed into a block of flats. 

1260 Hierarchy of 
Centres 

Angmering presumably comes under the 'Village and Suburban Centres' heading. The condition under which more 
shops would be allowed requires it to '...add to the range and accessibility of goods and services'. So, presumably, the 
concept of healthy competition is not encouraged. If opposition to the Coop came along wanting to open a shop in the 
village it would be turned down on this basis, presumably. • The danger for Angmering is that it is not one thing or the 
other, and should have a policy of its own. The big question is what is going to be insisted on rather than just wished 
for? 
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16 Retail 
Development 

For Bognor Regis to continue as a busy shopping area there will need to be a significant increase in car parking spaces 

621 Retail 
Development 

Cycle access needs to be complemented by secure cycle parking in town centres e.g. lockers or inside suitable shops  

464 Retail 
Development 

The retail development policy set out in DM6 aims to avoid creating a concentration of non-retail uses to the 
detriment of the vitality of the town centre.  This policy is reminiscent of the failed "picking winners" approach used 
by previous governments in their industrial policy.  Local plans should not turn away employment and enterprise 
opportunities for town centres.  The risk is to lose the opportunity and anyway fail to protect the retail 
environment.  This policy should be removed. 

1430 Retail 
Development 

DM6 Object. There is a major confusion in the policy about what are true Retail A1 uses and what are other Non-Retail 
A uses. The policy should re-worded so that Retail Development is extended to include shops (A1), financial and 
professional services (A2), cafes and restaurants (A3, public houses (A4) and takeaways (A5). The situation of retail in 
the villages is very different to that of suburban areas on the outskirts of Bognor and Littlehampton, but they are 
treated as being within the same hierarchy. The policy for village centres should seek to resist any change of use from 
A Class uses to non-A Class uses in order to protect employment within the villages and to retain services for village 
residents who cannot easily travel elsewhere. 

1362 Retail 
Development 

Objection -  para 10.6 and Policy SP 6 Whilst, the inclusion of Arundel here is good, the final sentence is unclear. How 
is the 'balance ... to be carefully managed'  and by whom? Indeed, just what does the word 'balance'  mean in this 
context? Is it well balanced at present? The paragraph needs to be clarified. Thus, Arundel Town Council objects to 
the far too simple statement about Arundel in the Plan's para 10.6. Instead, we suggest the following as a paragraph 
separate from that dealing with Rustington: 'Arundel has a multiple role as a historic market town, a tourist and visitor 
destination and a cultural centre. The balance of these needs to be carefully managed.'  Additionally, Policy SP 6, 
Hierarchy of Centres, needs improving to explain exactly how this balance is to be achieved. This can be either - as 
with other similar towns' Local Plans, the ADC Plan requiring that the retail frontage in Primary Shopping Areas should 
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not be less than 80% or allowing Arundel's Neighbourhood Plan to determine how its unique (in Arun) retail 
challenges should be addressed by allowing the Neighbourhood Plan to define primary and secondary retail frontages 
and draft policies that are aimed to ensure that vitality and viability of the centre of the town is safeguarded. 

1536 Retail 
Development 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 13. Paragraph 10.6 '” separate para for Arundel and reference to the NDP determining how its unique (in 
Arun) retail challenges should be addressed 

1538 Retail 
Development 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 15. Policy DM6 should allow NDP's to define the retail/non-retail mix that applies in primary and 
secondary frontages, based on local evidence 

1287 Retail 
Development 

In setting out the strategic approach for Bognor Town Centre Policy DM 6 should build on policy SP 6, and provide a 
positive basis for development of the Hothamton car park and adjoining land for retail and residential, and the Town 
Hall car park and adjoining land for leisure and residential development. The third section of Policy DM 6 on page 82, 
which relates to Retail Development outside District and Town Centres, should also be redrafted to be compliant with 
the NPPF. The policy should not be worded so permissively, but should follow paragraphs 24/27 of the NPPF, i.e. 
sequential approach first, then looking at impact as per paragraph 26 of the NPPF. The threshold for impact 
assessments should be set at 1,000 sq m, given the modest scale of existing retail in the District, and the potential 
adverse effects which new retail development over this size in out of centre locations might result in. Finally, the 
reference to demonstrating need should be omitted, as this is no longer a requirement of the NPPF. 

5 Tourism As a hotel/guest house owner, I can't subscribe to the notion of increased visitor numbers indica\ted in your first 
sentence. . We use the Visit Britain statistics, which show declines between 2007/2009 and 2008/2010 for the Arun 
area of about 10% in all areas: average annual trips, average annual nights, and average annual spend. At best, 
numbers are level compared with the 2006/2007 numbers.  Unless there has been a major turn around, all retailers 
and accommodation providers are seeing an ongoing downturn.  Can you provide detailed sources showing an 
increase in numbers post 2010? 
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18 Tourism The lack of seafront shelters in both Bognor Regis and Littlehampton discourages visitors,( and is not very freindly to 
residents either! ) many people enjoy sitting by the sea even in poor weather, they may then also go on visit shops, 
cafes and theatres 

351 Tourism The leisure/sporting facilities at Swansea Gardens Bognor Regis should be promoted to visitors and residents. Vital 
signage needed urgently. Arun District Council/Inspire Leisure should liase with local groups and Bognor Regis Town 
Council regarding this tourist attraction and vital green space for local and visiting residents. Possible inclusion in 
Town HeritageTrail. The facilities are near to the Bognor Regis Museum, Bognor Regis Yacht Club and near to the 
Aldwick shops. Links: Tennis For Free UK http://www.tennisforfree.com/ Bowling greens to be given special 
protections under new planning rules http://www.communities.gov.uk/news/communities/1974306 Pitches must be 
preserved for the enjoyment of future generations.       

485 Tourism A very disappointing vision for tourism, there could be a highlighting of our cultural links there could be a vision to see 
William Blakes poetry around the town or the worlds to Jerusalem for example. The tourism strategy should be trying 
to inspire visitors and tourists alike.  Try and maximise the value of our heritage links not ignore them. 

571 Tourism Paragraph 11.0.5 - English Heritage welcomes and supports the reference to the heritage attractions of Arundel. 
Policy SP7 - English Heritage welcomes and supports the reference to the built environment in the fourth bullet point. 

773 Tourism Local Bognor Regis residents, businesses and Bognor Town Council would be better placed to help with tourism and 
creative thinking than ADC in some respects. For example the Sussex by the Sea website briefly mentions Tennis in 
Bognor Regis but does not say where it is i.e. Swansea Gardens! I believe there is nothing on the website about 
Swansea Gardens bowling and tranquil green space tourist attraction! http://www.sussexbythesea.com/bognor-regis 
Maybe Bognor Regis does not need a multiplex just improved and extended landscaping and seafront park/garden 
area. The French and Italians seem to have more idea on how to make their coastal resorts look attractive - there is 
very very strong opposition to the multiplex idea in Bognor Regis. Bognor in Bloom are doing excellent work.   

1000 Tourism 11.0 .5 Bognor Regis - Seaside tourism with an established, pub/bar and club-based leisure economy. There has been 
substantial investment in tourism in recent years and much proposed; notably activities linked to Butlins. Butlins gets 
on with it - everyone else just talks about it and have done so for years and years. 
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613 Tourism It is noticeable that some larger houses are being redeveloped as "party houses" [not always a fair description as 
these houses can accommodate extended families for short-term holiday lets] which concentrate in particular 
areas.  An awareness of this phenomenon, acknowledging its value to the local economy, but signalling a wish to 
retain a good housing mix, could perhaps be built into the planning process. 

701 Tourism Section 11.0.5 No mention is made of Angmering's strategic position with respect to access to the South Downs 
National Park. This is an opportunity to implement a tourist access point. 

991 Tourism The plans objective to build on each town unique chatracter should be strengthened by making mention of avoiding 
chain retiao outlets and eateries to encourage private independent businesses to flourish. Whilst you state you are 
keen to encourage compeition,  the lone businessman without a brand will instantly lose, and the towns of Arun will 
become mroe and more like every other town in the country. If we wish to attract tourists we need to be different (for 
example Bexhill whihc has successfully avoided having all the big names, and Chichester who do not have any fast 
food outlets in the town centre thus meaning indpendents and street traders can thrive. Could the Plan recognise 
this? I am unsure who researched this but I would seriously question the comment that Bognor Regis has an 
established pub/bar and club based evening economy. It mercifully does not, there are at present two night clubs in 
the town, and a handful of town centre pubs, several of which are currently on the market. It is a very quiet location 
at night, so this is misleading. Perhaps this could be looked at in the context of other similar sized towns? Perhaps 
Arun should be aiming to keep it a quiet seaside resort and not encourage further bars and clubs, in order to 
encourage families.  

815 Tourism Bognor will fail as a seaside resort if the water quality isn't sorted out. Tourism should be the thing to concentrate on. 
I can't see any serious businesses wanting to set up in Bognor. The town centre has seen all the good shops leave. 
Why should any others come there? 

1041 Tourism No mention is made in the Plan of developing Angmering as a tourist access point to the South Downs National Park 
(as proposed in the Local Neighbourhood Plan), even though Angmering has a direct footpath link adjacent to the 
conservation area, with parking, exceptional long views from the footbridge and bridleway across farmland towards 
Arundel and the Downs to the north and west, and south towards the coast.  Plua a good selection of hotels, camp 
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sites, pubs and restaurants located within walkng distance of the village centre and National Park. 

970 Tourism There is no mention of the significant, rich heritage and natural beauty of Bognor Regis, with a biased emphasis on 
bars and clubs, and Butlins. The Plan needs to recognise the contribution that heritage and the natural enviroment 
can make to tourism in Bognor Regis, at least in their interpretation. An intentional policy to make these connections 
should be included, with well-publicised and accessible trails highlighting the history and natural environment of the 
area. Links to art, architecture, poetry, music and literature should be visible and attractively presented. The Plan 
should recognise and maximise the economic benefits of heritage and eco- tourism in Bognor Regis in attracting year 
round visitors. Enhancing use of green spaces and their connections, should be emphasised in promoting the cultural 
heritage and the natural environment of Bognor Regis.   

977 Tourism As a part of the tourism programme I believe that we should trade on the traditional seaside image.  With more 
families staying in this country we need to sieze the opportunity to rejuvinate our lovely seaside town. We need a 
combination of traditional seaside activities as well as more up to date activities.  There is much nostalgia in the town 
and many people brought up here are now in a position to share the seaside with their grandchildren.  How wonderful 
it would be to see grandparents taking the little ones to the Hothampton Boating Lake as they enjoyed in their own 
childhood. We also need to include faciities for the older children.  The existing skateboard park should temporarily be 
removed to the Regis Centre site and a new generation Esplanade Theatre should be build on the current skateboard 
site.  A new skateboard bigger park should be put on the existing Regis Centre site, obviously sound protected.  There 
should also be a play area there for the smaller children. We need to attract visitors to the seafront.  It would also be 
good to extend the Arcade down through Place St Maur to the seafront. 

1431 Tourism SP7 Support 

1161 Tourism 11 Tourism (11.1 to 11.7) Members felt this section concentrates on urban development, with only a brief mention of 
promoting walking and cycling. More encouragement should be given to this and equestrian use, so that suitable 
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development can maximise the potential of the benefits of the so-called 'green pound', thereby helping the rural 
economy and improving recreational use. There should be reference to the value to the local economy of green 
tourism and recognition of the wider countryside as an asset. There should also be a reference to informal recreation 
(walking, cycling, horseriding) which are popular tourist activities. Proximity to the Downs suggest improved off-road 
links from the communities. A linking network of multi-use prows and other off-road access routes (green corridors) 
will bring benefits for tourism 

1235 Tourism Section 11 – Tourism - Comments We agree and fully support the Strategic Objective in 11.2 We support and would 
like to continue to contribute to the further development of 'Sussex by the Sea'  in raising the overall profile and 
image of the area. 11.5 Needs to include WWT Arundel, a major attraction in the town, used by tourists, visitors and 
residents (with an active membership scheme), and the new Museum & Heritage centre. Cultural attractions/events, 
including Arundel Jailhouse are increasingly important. These should also be mentioned in this section. 11.7 The 
Neighbourhood Plan for Arundel are expected to support many of the objectives in the Local Plan, and also our 
suggested changes including the importance of the balance of the multiple roles Arundel now has.   an DM7 – need to 
define 'visitors'  in the context of this statement. 

1539 Tourism COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 16. Paragraph 11.7 poorly worded '” should make it clearer how the NDP's will consider land use related 
tourism matters 

1732 Tourism Description : All tourism development proposals will be expected to demonstrate they are in accessible locations with 
realistic travel plans. Large scale developments will generally be directed toward the Bognor Regis and Littlehampton 
regeneration areas. Potential Effect :Tourism development has the potential to generate more crime with in increases 
in visitor numbers both as victims and perpetrators. Tourism is an area that can attract migrant workers into jobs such 
as catering, waiting tables, cleaners etc. Suggested Considerations :The expansion of tourism related development 
must be designed to reduce crime and anti-social behaviour and the Safer Arun Partnership partners should be 
consulted on significant applications Planning Policy Comments :It is proposed that Policy DM7 of the Draft Local Plan 
should require that Safer Arun Partnership partners are consulted on applications for new tourism related 
development and should require that new tourism related development adhere to Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) principles. 
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1847 Tourism No mention is made of the capability for Angmering to develop as a tourist access point to the South Downs National 
Park (as proposed in the Local Neighbourhood Plan), even though Angmering has a direct footpath link adjacent to the 
conservation area, with parking, and exceptional long views across farmland towards Arundel and the Downs (set 
within the National Park) to the north and west, and south towards the coast, a range of hotels, camp sites and pub 
restaurants. 

2110 Tourism BOGNORS REGENERATION: I think Bognor's regeneration could come through tourism, to make Bognor a place where 
people want to come to. Whatever happened to the Marina idea and a decent pier would help. Destroying the lovely 
countryside in the name of Bognor's regeneration just north of Bognor isn't going to help. 

2312 Tourism 11. Tourism Bourne Leisure supports the recognition once again at paragraph 11.1 of the draft Local Plan that tourism 
is ''¦ an important part of Arun's economy'  ; and it is noted that the Arun Economic Strategy 2009 – 2026 identifies 
tourism is a key employment sector. Bourne Leisure notes too the reference at paragraph 11.3 in the consultation 
document to the strategic priorities identified by the 'Sussex by the Sea Visitor Strategy 2006 – 2011'  , which include 
the diversification of the coastal tourism product and notably, ''¦ improving the quality of the visitor experience' . 
Bourne Leisure considers that draft Local Plan policies should explicitly respond to this aim. The Company then 
strongly supports the statement at paragraph 11.6 of the Draft Local Plan, that to promote growth in the visitor 
economy, ''¦ the Council will support work for and by the industry to seek continuous improvement and adaption in 
the visitor experience' . The anticipated outcome is one that is endorsed too, that of, ''¦ increased value to the local 
economy, especially if longer visitor stays and spending retention can be maximised by such improvement '¦' . The 
Sussex by the Sea Visitor Strategy identifies Arun as the second largest visitor economy in West Sussex, with over 5 
million visitor days and £179 million being spent annually. Paragraph 2 on page 23 of the Strategy specifically notes 
the invaluable contribution of Butlins to the local (and wider) economy, in stating that the decline in the longer 
summer family holiday market, 'has not been as dramatic as in some other resorts due to the presence of the Butlin's 
Family Entertainment Resort and a large number of holiday caravan parks'¦' . Section 4.2.1 of the Strategy (on the 
subject of 'domestic tourism – long stay') identifies then that: ''¦ Much of the demand from the long stay market is for 
low cost accommodation in the form of self catering and this is concentrated at Butlins and at camp and caravan 
sites'¦' . In this overall context of catering for a full range of visitors and providing a full range of different types of 
accommodation, Bourne Leisure considers that the importance of Butlins, and holiday parks in general, to the local 
(and wider) economy should be fully reflected in the local plan – strong policy support in the Tourism section of the 
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emerging local plan should be given to the retention and enhancement of such existing facilities. This development 
plan policy approach would then reflect and accord with Strategic Priority 3 of the Strategy, which focuses on 
improving the quality of the visitor experience, including encouraging existing businesses to upgrade and invest. 

2124 Tourism 11.7 Poorly worded should make it clearer how the NDP's will consider land use related tourism matters 

2480 Tourism 11.2 The Sea seems to be missing here. Surely it is absolutely key to the Tourism offering and should define something 
of the environment next to and close to it, including clean water. 

2456 Tourism On a point of information, no mention is made in the Draft Local Plan of Angmering's potential as an access for 
tourists given that: a) Angmering has a direct footpath link, with parking, to the South Downs National Park with 
resplendent views to the north, west and south; and b) a range and variety of hotels, camp sites, 'pubs' and 
restaurants. 

486 Tourism Related 
Development 

No mention of heritage for Bognor Regis just bars and clubs and Butlins. Needs to recognise the contribution that 
heritage can make to Tourism in Bognor Regis. Have well publicised and accessible trails highlighting the history of the 
area. Links to poetry and literature visible and attractively presented.  Recognise and maximise the economic benefits 
of heritage tourism in Bognor Regis promote year round visitor economy. Enhance use of green spaces for purposes of 
promoting cultural heritage. 

660 Tourism Related 
Development 

Planning permission was given for a hotel in High Street, Angmering. The owners maintained that there would be no 
adverse effect from parking. The road is now extremely dangerous as there is parking on both sides, not all from the 
hotel, but a considerable proportion is. Why not listen to the people who live in an area who are not just obstructive, 
but who are aware of the potential problems and work with them for solutions? 

398 Tourism Related 
Development 

1. POLICY DM7 - Tourism Whilst it is a mutual point of agreement between myself and the Council that Tourism is an 
important part of Arun's economy and I support the Council in its objective to 'create vibrant, attractive, safe and 
accessible Villages that build upon their unique characters to provide a wide range of uses which are a focus for 
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leisure and tourism'; I am concerned by the wording of the proposed Tourism Related Development Policy; I therefore 
OBJECT to the wording of Policy DM7. 1.1 The policy wording should recognise that a barrier to delivery of some 
important rural diversification schemes is scale and viability. Some proposals require a critical level of scale in order to 
ensure the viability and hence deliverability of the application. Funding rules for government grant aid for farm 
diversification enterprises require that stringent tests be met in terms of viability, deliverability and best value to tax 
payers; this needs to be reflected in the wording of Policy DM7. 1.2 The policy wording is unclear in what is meant by 
'quiet, informal recreation;' for example does this include new touring caravan and camping sites? It would be clearer 
if the Policy included guidance on what uses the Council did and did not consider to be quiet, informal recreation. 1.3 
The policy states; 'In all cases, development in the countryside will need to demonstrate that it is required'¦' This 
needs based approach was specifically excluded from the Local Plan in 2003 following a challenge to its inclusion. 1.4 
Here follows an extract from the Inspector's 2002 Report: [Please see p3 of: \\Centaur\Depts\Planning\PLANNING 
MATTERS\PLANNING AND HOUSING POLICY\LOCAL PLAN PREPARATION\2012 09 - Sep work on reps and comments 
to Local Plan\Maps and diagrams related to reps received - 2012.09.04._678037] 1.5 The 'need criterion' was 
therefore explicitly removed from the criteria for Policy DEV39 as it was considered; (i) unreasonable, (ii) unclear as to 
what evidence would be required and (iii) the Inspector had difficulty envisaging what reliable data could be obtained. 
I believe that nothing has changed in that regard and these would remain valid considerations today. 1.6 Policy TSR5 
(Tourist accommodation) of the 2009 RSS, 'The South East Plan' (withdrawn) placed the onus upon Local Authorities 
to liaise with Tourism South East to assess the level of tourism supply and demand for all forms of tourist 
accommodation in the area. The requirement to prove need no longer rests with the applicant. 1.7 For the reasons 
stated above, there is no sound evidence put forward by the Council to reintroduce a need criterion nor does the 
policy state what evidence would be required. Rather, it should be sufficient to accept the statement at Paragraph 
11.6 of this draft local Plan which states; 1.8 11.6 'To promote growth in the visitor economy, the Council will support 
work for and by the industry to seek continuous improvement and adaption in the visitor experience. This could 
include the achievement of higher quality products and services, attraction diversity and increased competition. The 
outcome would add increased value to the local economy, especially if longer visitor stays and spending retention can 
be maximised by such improvement.' 

1054 Tourism Related 
Development 

clean well kept accessible toilets throughout the district- a must to promote tourism. Explore the possibility of 
removing the shingle from the beach and revealing the sand again. More accessible beach, decking, picnic tables, and 
much better lighting around the town centre areas at night. Simple things which would encourage people to come to 
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Arun rather than go to the Witterings for example for a day at the beach.  

896 Tourism Related 
Development 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

1432 Tourism Related 
Development 

DM7 Support 

1265 Tourism Related 
Development 

Policy DM7: Tourism Related Development - Support 2.21 The flexibility of Policy DM7 to allow tourism related 
development outside the built up area boundary in certain circumstances is supported in principle. 2.22 It is 
considered to reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable development, the key aim of the NPPF. It demonstrates 
that whilst built up area boundaries are an important consideration, they are not the only consideration when 
assessing development outside of existing settlements. 2.23 The above approach to built up area boundaries in 
principle should also apply to market housing in sustainable locations in line with the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development and not just uses such as economic growth, tourism, garden centres and affordable housing 
on rural exception sites that have their own specific policies in the Local Plan. 

1496 Tourism Related 
Development 

DM7 SUPPORTS 

2314 Tourism Related 
Development 

Policy DM 7: Tourism Related Development Bourne Leisure notes the importance afforded within Policy DM7 to 
tourism and leisure development being located in accessible locations and within the Economic Growth Areas of 
Littlehampton and Bognor Regis. The Company considers too that the provision of good quality tourism 
accommodation should be supported in principle elsewhere in the District, as a clear means of improving the general 
tourism profile and thereby strengthening the local economy even more. The Company otherwise and in principle 
accepts the approach to policy in Policy DM 7, although for the sake of clarity, suggests that the Council considers 
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giving specific policy support to the retention, enhancement and expansion of existing tourism accommodation, 
including at resorts such as at Bognor Regis that provide leisure facilities as well, and at holiday parks too. Any such 
new policy should be subject to criteria relating to any necessary environmental or other development management 
measures, and refer to circumstances where proposals would result in an improvement to the range and quality of 
accommodation and facilities, and the enhancement of the setting and landscaping of the accommodation and 
associated leisure facilities. The Company would therefore suggest the inclusion of suitably worded policies within the 
Local Plan possibly along the following lines: 'The retention and extension of existing holiday resorts, and camping and 
caravan sites The retention and extension in area of existing holiday resorts, and camping and caravan sites and the 
change of use of land within existing resorts and sites will be encouraged, provided the proposal: i would not, either 
on its own or cumulatively in combination with other established or proposed sites in the vicinity, harm the landscape 
character or rural amenity of the countryside and the resident population; ii is conveniently and well-located in 
relation to an adequate road system which can accommodate the traffic generated; iii where possible has convenient 
access to frequent public transport services; and iv would not significantly reduce the range and choice of available 
accommodation as a result of a loss of tent and/or touring caravan pitches. New site facilities, internal reorganisation 
and intensification of existing resorts and sites Proposals for the intensification (within the existing permitted area), 
the reorganisation of uses/layout (within the existing site) and the enhancement of site facilities/provision of new 
facilities in connection with existing sites in use as holiday resorts, parks, etc., will be permitted provided they: 
proposal: i would not, either on its own or cumulatively with the remainder of the site or in combination with other 
established or proposed sites in the vicinity, harm the landscape character or rural amenity of the countryside and 
resident population; ii is conveniently and well-located in relation to an adequate road system which can 
accommodate the traffic generated; iii where possible has convenient access to frequent public transport services; 
and iv includes landscape improvements relevant to the development and a scheme for their maintenance.'  

1097 Soil, 
Horticultural & 
Equine 
Developments 

Soil, Horticultural & Equine Developments 12.2: This acknowledges that Horticulture is one of four key sectors offering 
good opportunities for economic development and job creation. It is suggested that a further key point is added along 
the following lines: '12.11 Planning considerations for glasshouse development in open countryside have proved to be 
contentious. The protection of land within Horticultural Development Areas (HDAs) for the purpose of commercial 
horticultural development will be a major consideration when determining planning applications for other uses within 
the HDAs'. Policy DM9: This sets out the Council's policies on new glasshouse, polytunnel and packhouse 
development. West Sussex Growers' Association (WSGA) is currently researching the feasibility of combined 
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horticultural and energy hubs. An interim report has been published and a final report is due in September / October. 
Arun DC may wish to review Policy DM9 to ensure it reflects any relevant issues identified as a result of the WSGA 
research project. For point 7, reference to the strategic road network should be removed because the focus of this 
point is the roads near the access to proposals for horticulture development. The phrase 'without detriment' in 
relation to residential amenity could be difficult to achieve given guidance within the NPPF. It is suggested that this is 
amended to reflect guidance within paragraph 32 of the NPPF that development should only be refused if the 
'residual cumulative impacts' are 'severe'. This comment also applies to point 5 of policy DM10. In the background 
studies & supporting evidence section for this policy and DM10, there is a reference to a 'West Sussex Rural Transport 
Strategy'. 'A Rural Transport Plan for West Sussex', 2000 was related to a previous Local Transport Plan. However, 
please refer to the 'West Sussex Transport Plan 2011-2026' for the current rural strategy. 

1621 Soil, 
Horticultural & 
Equine 
Developments 

7.0 SECTION 12 – SOIL, HORTICULTURE & EQUINE DEVELOPMENTS 7.1 Policy DM9 addresses horticulture. Paragraph 
12.7 states that 'The evidence base notes that the horticultural sector has significant growth potential and that 
provision should be made for larger scale horticultural operation expansion within an overall rationalisation of the 
sector (in response to the economics of production linked especially to the costs of energy and water resources'. This 
is not entirely the case, and the start of the above statement is particularly misleading. 7.2 Paragraph 3.38 of the 
EELA, which is an evidence base document for the Draft Local Plan, states that: 'Arun has a strong history of 
horticulture but, as a result of competition with The Netherlands and Spain, this demand is declining.'  7.3 Paragraph 
5.56, in recognising that there is potential for growth in horticulture, does caveat this by saying 'if the pound remains 
weak'. In addition, it goes on to sta te that: 'However, the agriculture sector as a whole has lost around 650 jobs in the 
past decade (30%) and the Experian job forecasts predict a further decline of 480 jobs over the plan period. It 
therefore appears likely that there will be a decline in jobs in this sector, or at best, maintenance at current levels.'  
7.4 The following paragraph does offer some hope where it states that: 'Despite this, the decline in jobs does not 
necessarily mean that there will not be land requirements as a result of the sector's development. In particular, the 
larger, more efficient glasshouses that are being erected to achieve economies of scale could potentially require 
significant areas of land.'  7.5 Relocating the existing VHB operation to a larger, more efficient site with better glass is 
precisely what is being proposed at West End Nursery. 7.6 Table 5.3 of the EELA addresses the growth prospects for 
key sectors, identifying Horticulture's Current Representation as 'High', its Future Growth as 'Low', its job forecast as -
480, its additional floorspace requirements as 3 – 8 ha and that it is not likely to require any Class B land. 7.7 Policy 
DM9 identifies the criteria that need to be met when considering the redevelopment of under-used, redundant or 
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derelict glasshouses, polytunnels or packhouses. Whilst it is a permissive criteria based policy it does not address the 
possible redevelopment of existing glasshouses, polytunnels, or packhouses. It therefore appears implicit that this is 
not acceptable and it is her e where WEDP is confused about what policy relates to the possible redevelopment of 
West End Nursery. This stance alone of is contrary to the NPPF. 7.8 The reasons why WEDP considers that there 
should not be such restrictive criteria imposed on the redevelopment of West End Nursery have been raised in the 
preceding section. The same principles apply to this policy so it is not considered necessary to repeat them here. 7.9 
However, WEDP does have concerns about the Policy Outcome on Page 97, which states that the intention is: 'To 
protect the horticultural industry in Arun'  7.10 It is interesting to note that the evidence base documents listed just 
below this Policy Outcome include, amongst others: 'Viability of Horticultural Glasshouse Industry in West Sussex', 
2009, West Sussex Growers Association; 'Growing Together: A strategy for the West Sussex Growing Sector', March 
2010, Step Ahead Research; West Sussex Rural Transport Strategy 7.11 It is therefore evident that a significant 
number of the evidenc e base documents are 'West Sussex' related, and not 'Arun' specific. It is also widely recognised 
that the horticulture industry is West Sussex wide, and not limited to Arun. 7.12 The Policy Outcome 'to protect the 
horticultural industry in Arun' theref re does not support the wider horticulture industry in West Sussex as a whole, 
particularly in the case of West End Nursery where the policies as currently drafted would prevent relocation within a 
neighbouring authority which also lies within West Sussex, regardless of the fact that the proposed relocation is 
actually adjacent to Arun. 7.13 Finally, such a Policy Outcome is contrary to the Duty to Cooperate outlined in the 
NPPF and is therefore unsound. Recommendations 7.14 To clarify which policy or policies are applicable to the 
redevelopment of existing horticultural industries, and to include positive, permissive based criteria in the relevant 
policy, reflective of the positive approach contained in the NPPF. 7.15 To ensure consistency between policies if more 
than one is applicable, i.e. Policy DM1 and/ or DM9. 7.16 To revise the Policy Outcome so that it is not Arun specific, 
which currently contradicts the Duty to Cooperate contained within the NPPF.   

1332 Soil, 
Horticultural & 
Equine 
Developments 

Section 12 – Soil, Horticultural and Equine Development 16. In respect of Policy DM10 it is not clear why, and further 
explanation is needed as to why, such development outside the built up are would need agreement from the 
Environment Agency over and above any other statutory consultees that would normally be consulted on as part of an 
application. As with representations above, we consider that it is not appropriate for Local Plan policies to prescribe 
the nature of conditions to be applied to planning permissions. This policy requires further refinement. 
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1343 Soil, 
Horticultural & 
Equine 
Developments 

1.0 Executive Summary of WSGA representations 1.1 Arun District's draft Local Plan recognises the importance of the 
Horticultural Industry in the Arun District and generally supports economic development in line with the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 1.2 However, a number of misconceptions and assumptions are made about the 
Horticultural Industry, the growth potential of the industry, the needs of existing businesses, the lifespan of 
glasshouses and type of employment opportunities that conflict with the West Sussex Growers' Association (WSGA) 
research that has raised concerns within the Industry about the interpretation of emerging policy and assessment of 
the Industries needs and opportunities. 1.3 The Local Plan refers to an Employment and Economic Land Assessment 
(EELA) which assumes that the agricultural sector is in decline but there has been no assessment of the need for 
horticultural sites for, or acknowledgement of, the growth of the glasshouse sector. 1.4 The Association is concerned 
by some omissions in the background documents and wording of the Local Plan that may be open to 
misinterpretation that would be counterproductive and not meet the Council's stated aim to support existing 
businesses and promote employment opportunities within the district. These concerns are expressed in more detail 
within the rest of this representation but can be summarised as follows:- A. There are good grounds to support a 
request that horticultural employment sites be treated in a similar way to other employment sites and existing sites 
afforded the same protection from development pressures. B. Land designated for housing and other higher land 
value development includes existing horticultural employment sites and provision should be provided for the 
relocation of existing horticultural businesses, together with assistance to enable the existing businesses to relocate 
and expand. C. Protection of existing horticultural businesses and high investment employment sites within draft 
horticultural policies is not as strong as those for other employment uses and may result in the further loss of 
successful operators. D. In the assessment of the redevelopment of high investment horticultural employment sites, 
consideration of the renewal of existing glasshouse structures and the use of the site to the Industry should be 
considered more thoroughly. Current draft policy wording may prove counterproductive in this regard. E. The criteria 
for horticultural development have increased the number of tests from 4 to 10. Some of the tests are perhaps 
unnecessary, inappropriately worded and conflict with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and may result 
in investment in the Industry becoming over-burdened by policy expectations. Reworking of the policy wording is 
suggested to make them acceptable to WSGA. 2.0 Background 2.1 The West Sussex Growers' Association (WSGA) is a 
specialist horticultural branch of the National Farmers' Union (NFU) with a membership made up of growers 
throughout the West Sussex area. 2.2 WSGA has provided information and research on many aspects of the 
Horticultural Industry in West Sussex and taken part in several consultations on emerging policy, assisting in the 
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production of industry specific 'growers reports' including; Viability of the Horticultural Industry in West Sussex 
(March 2009) and Growing Together, a strategy for the West Sussex Growing Sector (March 2010), both quoted as 
source items in the draft local plan. 2.3 These strategies and reports have identified the importance of the glasshouse 
sector in the local economy with particular focus on the Arun and Chichester districts. Latest statistics identify the 
value of production at retail prices of horticultural products of more than £500m, employment of over 4,300 
permanent and 7,000 seasonal staff in a variety of jobs from seasonal labour through to highly skilled technologist and 
managerial roles. 2.4 The development of the Horticultural Industry has led to a great number of specialist jobs with a 
support industry of technologies fostering a variety of specialist suppliers in the area. 2.5 The Horticultural Industry is 
the second largest industry in both the Chichester and Arun Districts, centred around well-established clusters and 
together with other protected cropping, they take advantage of the ideal growing conditions on the Coastal Plain with 
its high light levels, warm climate and good soil conditions making the plain one of the most important horticultural 
regions in the UK. 2.6 Research undertaken by the WSGA supported by the Coastal West Sussex Partnership, Business 
Link, Chichester and Arun District Council's have identified excellent growth potential in the industry with 
opportunities to enhance and expand the sustained growth seen in the sector. 2.7 The Horticultural Industry includes 
a variety of agricultural businesses. However, the growing sector differs from open field agriculture in both the use of 
protected cropping techniques under glasshouses and polytunnels and the substantial level of investment in specific 
employment sites. 2.8 Typically based around glasshouses, high-investment horticultural production sites can include 
a mix of protected crop structures and outdoor beds including infrastructure such as windbreaks, produce handling 
machinery, computer controlled environmental and irrigation systems and sustainable drainage solutions. 2.9 The 
high level of investment in these 'horticultural employment sites' represent significant investments in the sector and 
generate much denser employment than open field production. 2.10 The growing sector in both glasshouses and poly 
tunnel based employment sites has bucked the trend in the wider agricultural sector and can be identified as a sector 
in growth, as can be seen from the recent investments by local growers in the area. 2.11 The growing sector on the 
coastal plain provides opportunities for skilled labour and technological innovation for the future, making a major 
contribution to the local and national economy, with demand for high quality, home grown produce, never being 
greater. 2.12 However, in recent times the sector has been seriously impeded by the lack of availability of suitable 
land for protected cropping and losses of existing glasshouse based employment land to development pressure from 
housing. 2.13 The investment in the growing sector within the district has been substantial, providing a significant 
legacy of employment opportunities. With the support and protection of planning policies, existing glasshouse 
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enterprises are capable of making an even greater contribution to the local economy and employment market. 2.14 
Existing horticultural businesses within the district are actively planning expansion of their horticultural employment 
sites while developing innovative responses to climate change that are supporting the transition to a low carbon 
future. 2.15 The network of specialist knowledge and excellent growing conditions on the coastal plain can also attract 
investment from growers from other areas both within and outside the UK.   3.0 Perceptions of the Glasshouse 
Industry 3.0.1 The draft Local Plan demonstrates a number of common misconceptions about glasshouse and other 
growing sector operations that may derive from the association with intensive open field agriculture. 3.0.2 Out-dated 
perceptions of the job types and income generation associated with traditional agriculture permeate through the 
Local Plan text and Employment and Economic Land Assessment (EELA). 3.1 Knowledge Driven Industry 3.1.1 The draft 
Local Plan repeats wide ranging statements of the EELA about employment skills within the horticultural sector such 
as: 'Arun suffers from a relatively limited economic base. There is an over-dependence on low paid sectors, such as 
agriculture , tourism and service industries. These sectors result in a high proportion of seasonal and part-time work . 
The district has high levels of economic inactivity and below average earnings and skill levels .'  [1], ' Employment in 
horticulture is particularly seasonal and consequently there are demands to house transient and/or migrant workers'  
[2]. For emphasis, inaccuracies are shown in bold. 3.1.2 While the draft Local Plan mentions the 'growers reports', the 
significant distinction between open field horticulture and protected crop and glasshouse sites is not made. 3.1.3 Over 
the last 10 years the Horticultural Industry has seen significant development in both scale and technology, with a large 
number of jobs requiring higher skills. 3.1.4 The advent of computer controlled environmental systems, 
environmental modelling, crop programming and other advances in glasshouse technology has developed and the 
sector is driven by technology & knowledge for the benefit of the district, resulting in significant investment in 
horticultural employment sites. 3.1.5 Employment and enterprise feature heavily in the draft Local Plan and 
development in the Horticultural Industry can clearly help to assist one of Arun's strategic objectives providing 
opportunities 'to 'up-skill' Arun's population, reduce out-commuting and provide opportunity for a variety of 
employment sectors.'  [3] 3.1.6 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires local authorities to 'plan 
positively for the location, promotion and expansion of clusters or networks of knowledge driven, creative or high 
technology industries'  [4] 3.1.7 The Association has fostered links with higher education and further education 
establishments to pass on knowledge and develop the next generation of growers. 3.2 Rural Economy 3.2.1 The Local 
Plan identifies a need to promote jobs within the rural economy: 'there is potential for targeted improvements, such 
as ...initiatives to support and diversify rural industries....improve accessibility and deliver services in the more remote 
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rural areas, for example through 'rural hubs'.'  [5] 3.2.2 The Association believes that investment in the development 
in the high investment growing sector by existing expanding and new glasshouse based enterprises could form part of 
these initiatives and deliver significant community benefits. 3.3 Key Sector of the Economy 3.3.1 The draft Local Plan 
repeats parts of the EELA in the introduction to the horticultural policy stating: 'Horticulture is a key employment 
sector in the Arun District. The commercial horticulture industry has a significant presence in the Barnham and 
Angmering areas. Horticultural activities include protected cropping (glasshouses and polytunnels), open field 
production and horticultural-produce packing facilities.'  [6] 3.3.2 The Association was pleased to see reference to the 
growers reports in Nathaniel Lichfield's Arun Employment and Economic Land Assessment (EELA) which repeats how 
horticulture in West Sussex is a 'high value-added industry, combining high level technical skills and technologies with 
dynamic business models'  [7] ___________________________________ [1] Draft local plan paragraph 4.41 [2] Draft 
local plan paragraph 12.8 [3] Draft local plan paragraph 9.05 [4] NPPF paragraph 21 [5] Draft local plan paragraph 4.47 
[6] Draft local plan paragraph 12.5 [7] EELA paragraph 5.56 3.4 Sector in Growth WSGA members are concerned at the 
dismissal of the growth potential of the sector in the EELA without evidence to support this claim; 'the agriculture 
sector as a whole has lost around 650 jobs in the past decade (30%) and the Experian job forecasts predict a 3.4.1 
further decline of 480 jobs over the plan period. It therefore appears likely that there will be a decline in jobs in this 
sector.'  [8] 3.4.2 The EELA quotes national statistics for the whole agricultural sector but sadly does not identify the 
growth in the glasshouse industry that has been evident from the expansion of existing businesses within the Arun 
and other districts of the coastal plain. 3.4.3 Recent statistics gathered in the 'Growing Together' reports and updates 
note that the sector employs over 4,300 permanent and 7,000 seasonal staff in West Sussex with the vast majority on 
the coastal plain in Chichester and Arun Districts. 3.4.4 WSGA research indicates that the glasshouse sector is in 
growth with a wealth of thriving businesses willing to invest, with a number of existing businesses requesting 
assistance from the Association and Local Authorities to identify sites for glasshouse expansion, building on the 
specialist knowledge, training establishments and natural resources of the coastal plain.   3.5 Lifespan of Glasshouses 
3.5.1 The draft Local Plan also makes fundamentally flawed assumptions about the lifespan of existing glasshouses 
'The economic life of a glasshouse is typically 20 to 25 years... Glasshouses are regarded as temporary structures 
related to the horticultural use of the land.'  [9] 3.5.2 The lifespan quoted is generally incorrect. Early timber 
glasshouses erected in the 1950s were expected to have lasted for 30 years, modern glasshouses now last 
considerably longer, with examples of some glasshouses in the district still in use over 40 years after construction and 
glasshouses built in the last 10 years having an anticipated lifespan in excess of 60 years, which would be extended 
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should the glasshouse be refurbished or parts replaced. 3.5.3 WSGA accepts that older glasshouses can be less 
efficient and changes in cropping techniques can make their layouts less suitable. However, structures that may be 
redundant for high energy produce may remain economically viable for other crops and to regard them as 'temporary 
structures' detracts from the employment benefits of the considerable investment in the Horticultural Industry these 
sites represent. 3.5.4 The concept of a 'temporary structure' also assumes that 'when a glasshouse structure is no 
longer viable for commercial horticulture cropping, it may become redundant and fall into disuse and eventual 
dereliction' . This is again not accurate, as the commercial viability of glasshouses is influenced by a variety of factors 
and the age of the glass is only a minor consideration, with transport, availability of labour and energy costs much 
higher on the list. It also disregards the possibility of older glasshouses being replaced with more modern designs and 
the continuing use of infrastructure on the site. 3.5.5 While no one can predict the future of the UK economy in the 
long term, a requirement to return old glasshouse land to its previous use without consideration of the actual viability 
of the site and its use to the glasshouse industry is counter-productive to the promotion of the Industry and 
employment. ___________________________________ [8] Employment and Economic Land Assessment (EELA) 2010 
paragraph 5.56 [9] Draft local Plan paragraph 12.9   1.0 Industry Land Assessment 1.1 The draft Local Plan concedes 
that the previous 2003 Plan was 'too narrow in its allocation of employment sites'  [1] and the new draft includes 
strategic employment land allocations listed in policy SP3 [2] for the expansion of B-type uses based on an assessment 
of land supply and business needs in the Arun Economic and Employment Land Assessment (EELA) 2010. 1.2 However 
SP3 does not identify land for glasshouses and the EELA does not directly address horticulture as it admits 'The 
principal focus is on the employment space needs for the group of B use Classes'  [3] (offices, industry, storage etc). It 
does not make an assessment of supply and demand for glasshouse land with reference to 'the growth prospects and 
land needs of individual uses is not readily available or necessarily reliable'  [4] 1.3 Sector in Growth 1.3.1 The 
Association believes that the growth potential of the sector has been underestimated and are concerned that an 
assessment of the glasshouse land need has not been undertaken, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
requires local planning authorities to 'support existing business sectors, taking account of whether they are expanding 
or contracting'  [5] and that 'land allocations should be regularly reviewed'  [6] 1.3.2 The Association considers that 
any future Employment Land Review should take account of the needs of the growing sector and glasshouse based 
employment sites. 1.3.3 In order to assist the council with the plan making process, and to enable an assessment of 
the sector's needs, WSGA has undertaken a survey of its Members land needs and can assist in future Employment 
Land Reviews. 1.4 Collaboration with the industry. 1.4.1 The NPPF advises that in plan making 'Early and meaningful 
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engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses is essential'  [7] and that 
'Local planning authorities should have a clear understanding of business needs within the economic markets 
operating across their area, they should...work closely with the business community to understand their changing 
needs and identify and address barriers to investment'  [8] 1.4.2 The WSGA represents the majority of Horticultural 
Businesses in the district as a business community and seek to collaborate with the Council on the development of the 
Local Plan. 1.5 Imbalance between housing and employment provision 1.5.1 In line with the economic strategy 
outlined in the Local Plan the need to protect existing employment sites and support existing businesses is a key issue 
within Arun. 1.5.2 The local plan notes: 'In recent years, there have been strong development pressures for the 
conversion of employment sites and premises to higher value uses such as housing and retail. This has led to the loss 
of a number of employment sites, which has accentuated the imbalance between housing and employment provision 
in the local area.'  [9] 1.5.3 The loss of employment sites is particularly true of the glasshouse sector: A. Recent 
planning decisions in Arun have removed large areas of glass around Littlehampton, at a time when horticultural 
businesses are looking to invest in new glasshouses within Arun and adjacent districts. B. WSGA members have found 
themselves in situations where they now need to replace existing glasshouse space that has been lost to other 
development. 1.5.4 Many existing glasshouse businesses rent their glasshouse space and the loss of existing 
glasshouse sites to housing and other developments is of great concern to operators because it has resulted in a lack 
of suitable glasshouses for the Industry to survive and flourish. 1.5.5 It is important to note that the prevalence of 
rented glasshouse space within the district makes the assessment of viability before redevelopment all the more 
important. 1.5.6 WSGA Members are concerned that existing sites may be misrepresented as being unviable for any 
horticultural use to enable housing or other developments, where the site could be viable for different kinds of 
horticultural enterprise to the occupying business who are actively looking for sites. The recent loss of existing 
glasshouse sites has restricted the supply of glasshouses to existing businesses, not able to compete with housing 
developers buying power. [1] Draft local plan paragraph 9.3.1 [2] Draft local plan page 48 [3] Employment and 
Economic Land Assessment (EELA) 2010 paragraph 1.4 [4] EELA 2010 paragraph 5.32 [5] NPPF paragraph 21 [6] NPPF 
paragraph 21 [7] NPPF paragraph 155 [8] NPPG paragraph 160 [9] Draft local plan paragraph 9.5.4   5.0 DRAFT POLICY 
EVALUATION 5.1 Policy Framework for new Horticultural Development 5.1.1 As identified in the EELA, the Industry is 
likely to require significant areas of land to accommodate modernisation and expansion of high investment 
horticultural employment sites. 5.1.2 However, while the EELA notes that rural sites are preferred for this type of 
development, the horticultural businesses also have other requirements, including; access to services such as gas, 
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electricity, access to the highway network and access to and storage of irrigation water. 5.1.3 The draft policy DM9 
lists 10 requirements for new development to comply with, compared to the 4 listed in the 2003 local plan (DEV3). 
5.1.4 The NPPF indicates that 'Investment in business should not be over-burdened by the combined requirements of 
planning policy expectations'  [1] 5.1.5 The Association prefers criteria based approaches for new horticultural 
developments, similar to that outlined in the draft Local Plan. This allows proposals to be judged on their merits with 
many developments providing other benefits in the management of water resources, reducing flood risk, 
management of ecological habitat, reduction of food miles in home grown production, displacing imports and 
renewable energy integration, in addition to the socio-economic benefits of employment generation. 5.1.6 WSGA 
Members have suffered significant problems with the deliverability and suitability of sites within designated areas in 
adjacent districts and the NPPF guidance indicates that 'planning policies should avoid the long term protection of 
sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose'  [2]. 
5.1.7 The Association has reviewed the draft policies set out in the draft Local Plan and make the following 
comments:- [1] NPPF paragraph 21 [2] NPPF paragraph 22   

1346 Soil, 
Horticultural & 
Equine 
Developments 

5.4 Draft POLICY DM8 5.4.1 Policy DM8 makes provision for the protection of good quality soils to be retained for 
agricultural uses. 5.4.2 The NPPF notes that 'Local Planning Authorities should take into account the economic and 
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land' . [1] 5.4.3 It should be recognised that glasshouse 
growers are a sector of agriculture and some glasshouse uses require the use of good quality soil. 5.4.4 Agricultural 
production within glasshouses can be considered to increase the versatility and productivity of the agricultural land by 
improving the growing environment and lengthening the growing season to make the best use of prime agricultural 
land. [1] NPPF paragraph 112 

1936 Soil, 
Horticultural & 
Equine 
Developments 

Soil, Horticulture and Equine Developments The Draft Plan indicates (Paragraph 12.1) that it is Government Policy to 
safeguard the long-term potential of the best and most versatile agricultural landing conserving soil resources. 
Paragraphs 12.2 and the Plan recognise that much of the land classification for the District is 1, 2 and 3a. However the 
plan proposes to put the 2,000 strategic housing allocation on grade I and 2 agricultural land. The Environmental 
Appraisal says of DM5 (which incidentally should read DM8) in relation to Soil '” Soil Quality 'this policy affords 
protection to the highest quality agricultural land and so will have a positive impact ' The Sustainability Appraisal fails 
to mention soil quality at all in its review of Strategic Housing. Indeed the Sustainability Appraisal is so ineffective in its 
analysis of a number of issues that it meaningless. The soils affected by the strategic housing allocation are Brickearths 
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belonging to the Park Gate series and, being highly productive and currently capable of producing 11 '” 12.5 Tonnes of 
wheat to the hectare. Manor Farm Eastergate is a viable farm business based on 170 dairy cows producing around 
8,000 to 10,000 litres of milk/cow/year and employing two people. The proposed development of housing on this site 
would destroy an existing rural business, the livelihood of a local family and sweep away the last of our local dairy 
farms, once a traditional feature of the area. Horticulture is identified as a key employment sector and one of four key 
sectors which are strong in the local economy. Water supply will be a long term issue here as for agriculture but the 
impact of substantial additional housing on the available water supply is not mentioned neither is the point addressed 
in the Sustainability Appraisal. 

2029 Soil, 
Horticultural & 
Equine 
Developments 

Policy DM 8 and 9 regarding soil and horticulture seem most sensible yet the proposed Route D for the A29 
realignment goes straight through a nursery's glasshouses. 

2481 Soil, 
Horticultural & 
Equine 
Developments 

12.9 I agree that old horticultural structures should revert to their former state at end of life. The sooner this is put in 
place the better to stop avaricious developers opportunistically consuming old sites, to the general detriment of the 
environment. 

2797 Soil, 
Horticultural & 
Equine 
Developments 

DM8 We support the protection of grades 1,2 and 3A agricultural land to ensure maximum production of local food, 
so reducing the carbon footprint. 

2791 Soil, 
Horticultural & 
Equine 
Developments 

DM8 We strongly support measures to protect grades 1, 2 and 3A agricultural land. This land is highly productive, 
maximises production of local food at the expense of imports and so reduces the size of the carbon footprint. It 
provides employment year round, protects biodiversity and, in the case of North Bersted is consistent with and 
supportive of chapters 13 & 17. 
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22 Soil I agree, the nations food security must be of the highest priority, we must not keep building on green field sites it is 
not sustainable 

34 Soil I totally agree we should be conserving soil resources and aricultural land. So why aren't Arun doing this? All I read 
and hear about is housing development in the area. We must have some good argricultural land down here so why 
are we not growing more to increase our selfserficiency and exports. Does Arun really care about flood management? 
Surely the North Littlehampton developement is being built on a flood plain? 

148 Soil Paragraph 12.1.1: We welcome the protection of best and most versatile agricultural land, especially in light of the 
need to increase food production over the next 40 or so years. Although such land is an irreplaceable national asset, 
we remain pragmatic about essential development on it for public benefit when there is no suitable alternative. 
Paragraph 12.1.2: Farmers in receipt of the Single Farm Payment are required to complete a Soil Management Plan. 
Various voluntary schemes (Campaign for the Farmed Environment; Catchment Sensitive Farming) also encourage the 
care of soils and the reduction of erosion. When applying financial values to ecosystem services, it is important to 
consider the strategic and socio-economic importance of food production and not simply apply the artificially 
low prices received by the farmer. Policy DM8: It is important to note that horticulture is part of agriculture for these 
purposes, and that horticultural development such as glasshouses is an acceptable agricultural use of agricultural 
land. Protected cropping often substantially increases the productivity of the land over the equivalent open 
field systems. 

137 Soil The draft proposal for the development at Westergate/Eastergate appears to be largely built on Grade 1 agricultural 
land. This flies in the face of the Safe Guarding of Soils policy - this area is one of the few remaining areas of Grade 1 
land in the area and in the South East. This also flies in the face of Brownfield before Greenfield development. 

490 Soil The paragraph below is too weak and does not highlight the proper role of the District Council as protector of 
agricultural assets strongly enough. "Unless designated by this Plan or a Neighbourhood Development Plan, the use of 
Grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification for any form of development not associated with agriculture 
or forestry will not be permitted unless need for the development outweighs the need to protect such land in the long 
term. Where development is permitted it should, as far as possible, use the lowest grade of land suitable for that 
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development." It needs to be changed too... Very weak does not define the councils role as a protectors of 
countryside assets.   Should be changed to Unless designated by this Plan or a Neighbourhood Development Plan, the 
use of Grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification will be protected for agriculture and forestry purposes. 
Where possible this land will be enhanced and made accessible. Any development considered will need to outweigh 
the need to protect such land in the long term and after brown field sites and other alternative sites have been fully 
appraised. Where development is permitted the lowest grade of land suitable for that development must be used first 
and grade 1 agricultural land and that benefiting otherwise highly developed areas given appropriate protection. 

517 Soil 12.1.4 The area between the villages is coastal plain and comprises grade 1 and 2 agricultural land. I do not 
understand why it would be considered appropriate to build on this land during a time of significant climate 
change.  Land which is suitable for food production is surely an essential asset which should be protected from 
development. Once it is built upon, it cannot be reclaimed. 

540 Soil Horticulture is recognised as a key employment sector for Arun district which provides significant employment for the 
district across a range of occupational skill levels. To enable the continued growth of the sector, it will 
be important for Arun DC to work closely with the sector to understand the future land requirement to support the 
continued growth.  An important study is currently underway to look at the creation of combined energy hubs and 
cluster growth associated with horticultural production and the outcome of this work may inform future planning 
requirements for the sector 

436 Soil Community Supported Agriculture Soil Association http://www.soilassociation.org/communitysupportedagriculture 

399 Soil 1. POLICY DM8 - Soil Most of our land area is in agricultural use, as is customary. How this important natural resource 
is used is vital to sustainable development, this includes taking the right decisions about protecting it from 
inappropriate development. Farm diversification plays an important part in delivering the NPPF's three dimensions to 
sustainable development; with well thought out schemes being able to contribute to the stated economic, social and 
environmental roles. 1.1 Policy DM8 as drafted states; '12.4 Most of the undeveloped coastal plain within the district 
is high grade agricultural land and falls within the Agricultural Land Classification Grades 1, 2 and 3a.' Whilst this 
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statement may be correct, it does not expand that the remainder, which is Grade 3b, 4 or lower, is almost exclusively 
all on the flood plain, rendering it unsuitable for many diversification uses. 1.2 At the Local Plan enquiry in 2002 a 
challenge was made to the inclusion of the criterion to protect the best and most versatile land within Policy DEV39 – 
(New Touring Caravan and Camping sites outside the built up area), the Plan Inspector commented;   [Please see p4 
of: \\Centaur\Depts\Planning\PLANNING MATTERS\PLANNING AND HOUSING POLICY\LOCAL PLAN 
PREPARATION\2012 09 - Sep work on reps and comments to Local Plan\Maps and diagrams related to reps received - 
2012.09.04._678037]  1.2.1 The 'land grading criterion' was therefore explicitly removed from the criteria for Policy 
DEV39 as it was considered; (i) To be a virtual embargo, and (ii) more restrictive than any other proposed policy. I 
believe that nothing has changed in that regard and these would remain valid considerations today. Of course Draft 
Policy DM8 is not simply limited to consideration of tourism proposals, if adopted it will become a material 
consideration for all farm diversification applications. 1.3 The NPPF states; ' 112. Local planning authorities should 
take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant 
development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas 
of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality.' 1.4 The important point to consider here is the word 
significant. Farm diversification encompasses many different forms of enterprises, some requiring less land than 
others and some being less significant than others. Many enterprises are non-intrusive, reversible development, 
meaning that the land can feasibly be reverted back to agricultural production at some future point in time. We 
cannot help that our farm has the soil types that it has, we cannot help that it is where it is; we should not be unfairly 
disadvantaged and unable to deliver important diversification objectives because our land is either within Grades 1, 2 
or 3a, with the remainder being grade 3b or 4 and unsuitable for many developments on the flood plain. 1.5 If the 
Council is not minded to introduce a specific farm diversification policy, the Policy wording of DM8 should be 
expanded to clarify whether it contemplates that farm diversification is considered to be closely associated with 
agriculture. 

992 Soil 12.1.1 lays it on the line - no concrete on our agricultural land Wholeheartedly disagree with the statement in DM8 



Page | 370  
 

528 Soil 12.1.4 Land south of Eastergate is Grade 1 & 2 Agricultural Land. Why, at a time of climate change and food shortages, 
is this prime agricultural land targeted for unnecessary development? (NB. Numbered 12.4 in the pdf of the Draft 
Local Plan) 

989 Soil Almost all of the land to the east of the Built-up Area Boundary of Angmering that has been included in the Location 
for Growth for development is greenfield, Grade 1 agricultural land that is in food production. This is against Policy 
DM 8.  This land is also instrimental in flood management of water that flows from the Downs and high areas of land 
around Angmering.  It is vital to protect Grade 1 agricultural land; which is essential for growing food for both humans 
and livestock, from unnecessary development. It is also not essential that housing required to meet local need must 
be buit in one place i.e. in the form of a large scale estate.  There are smaller brownfield sites in Angmering that 
should be looked at first.  ADC is already aware that Chandlers plan to move out of Angmering soon.  This site needs 
to be investigated as a potential brownfield employment site.   

717 Soil I agree completely. So why build 2,000 houses on prime land? I support Option 1. I reject Option 2.  

793 Soil I can't believe that the plan seems to involve building on what is now farmland. I thought you had to build on 
brownfield first. 

897 Soil Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

965 Soil This a strangle section with an odd collection of subjects, and little mention of agriculture. Food security (p93) 
identified as a major indicator - yet there is nothing in the Plan to support this. In fact, large areas of agricultural land 
have been earmarked for development! QUESTION : Is Arun sustainable in food terms? Probably not, but why make it 
worse? Growth should focus on basic human needs (food, water, shelter, sense of belonging, community etc), not 
from some misplaced notion of growth There is little on pollution from horticulture and likely eutrophication, (p95) 
giving the indication that these are 'clean' businesses. Reference documents submitted for evidence and support: 
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Food mapping: http://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/farming-and-food/local-foods/item/1913-mapping-local-food-
webs. Note community supported agriculture: http://www.makinglocalfoodwork.co.uk/practical_guides_toolkits.cfm 
.What kind of food system do we want? http://www.corporatewatch.org/?lid=3809 Agroecology and food security: 
http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/dr-julia-
wright/?fb_action_ids=10151059072798565&fb_action_types=og.likes&fb_source=aggregation&fb_aggregation_id=2
46965925417366   Suggested, better rewording of DM9: Unless designated by this Plan or a Neighbourhood 
Development Plan, the use of Grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification will be protected for 
agriculture and forestry purposes. Where possible this land will be enhanced and made accessible. Any development 
considered will need to outweigh the need to protect such land in the long term and after brownfield sites and other 
alternative sites have been fully appraised.Where development is permitted the lowest grade of land suitable for that 
development mustbe used first and grade 1 agricultural land and agricultural land benefiting otherwise highly 
developed areas given appropriate protection   

1433 Soil DM8 Support. 

1411 Soil DM8 Supports- An excellent policy for retention of good agricultural land 

1635 Soil We are pleased to see the plan reflecting government policy to safeguard the long-term potential of the best and 
most versatile agricultural land and in conserving soil resources. We are surprised therefore that the plan proposes 
building 2,000 houses on grade 1 and 2 agricultural Land. 

1266 Soil Policy DM8: Soil - Support 2.24 Paragraph 12.4 of the Draft Local Plan states that most of the undeveloped coastal 
plain within the district is high grade agricultural land and falls within the Agricultural Land Classification Grades 1, 2 
and 3a. 2.25 In accordance with paragraph 112 of the NPPF it is the correct approach for local planning authorities to 
take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. 2.26 However, the 
loss of high quality agricultural land is one of a large number of matters that need to be balanced in coming to a 
decision on development on greenfield land, for example the need to significantly increase the supply of housing and 
to ensure that new housing is built in sustainable locations, for example immediately on the edge of exiting 
sustainable settlements. 2.27 The loss of high quality agricultural land also needs to be considered in terms of the 
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impact of the loss in terms of the overall amount of high quality agricultural land available and the impact on the 
affected agricultural interest. 2.28 Indeed, the loss of high quality agricultural land, is one of a number of matters that 
would need to be judged in deciding whether a particular planning application meets Policy SP 1: Sustainable 
Development of the Local Plan. 2.29 Policy DM8 provides a balance in that the use of high quality agricultural land will 
not be permitted unless need for the development outweighs long term protection of agricultural land. It is 
considered that this flexibility is necessary to ensure the proper planning of the area and to reflect the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development. 

1927 Soil Policy DM 8 - Soil SAV welcome this further protection of Grade I & 2 agricultural land which is essential for growing 
food for both humans and livestock. However, ALL of the land to the east of the Built-up Area Boundary of Angmering 
that will be impacted by the proposed development in the Arun Draft Local Plan, apart from Manor Nurseries, is 
Grade I agricultural land. This is confirmed by the 'Green Infrastructure Study'” Fig 3.7 Productive Green 
Environments' . Brownfield sites in Angmering must be targeted first over Greenfield sites '” particularly Grade I 
agricultural land which is in food production. This finite resource needs to be preserved to make us as a country, as 
self-sufficient as possible, in both meeting the addition food requirements of the predicted growth in population in 
the UK, and to reduce our reliance on importing food from other countries. New Grade I agricultural farmland cannot 
just be created at will, and therefore needs to be preserved for future generations. Every acre that is concreted over 
for building on means one less for feeding a growing UK population There is no evidence in the Draft Plan of an actual 
need for the scale of development proposed for Angmering, or that it needs to be built on Grade I agricultural land 
outside the Built-up Area Boundary, when Brownfield land is available. In SAV's view, the proposed Location of 
Growth for Angmering appears to be purely an 'easy option'  to meet 'perceived'  housing targets based on the high 
level of interest shown by developers in taking up options to purchase land, following the publication of the 2009 
SHLAA 

2089 Soil Policy DM 8 – Soil: 'Unless designated by this Plan or a Neighbourhood Development Plan, the use of Grades 1, 2 and 
3a of the Agricultural Land Classification for any form of development not associated with agriculture or forestry will 
not be permitted unless need for the development outweighs the need to protect such land in the long term. Where 
development is permitted it should, as far as possible, use the lowest grade of land suitable for that development.'  
For example your plan for houses and light industrial backing onto the A280 will be encroaching into the 
countryside/green space, crossing the Green Infrastructure Corridor and in view from inside the National Park. 
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However much screening is done by evergreen trees etc, any new development will be seen from the footpath across 
the A280 that connects Angmering to the South Downs National Park and higher up i.e the views on the way to 
Highdown. Your plan aims to "preserve Angmering's landscape setting, by protecting the long sweeping landscape 
views from the Conservation Area towards Arundel and the Downs" , is nonsense as how is building houses and 
industrial units along this strip protecting the landscape? Development here goes completely against Section 13.1.14 
of your Plan which clearly states: ' The development of land that has not previously been developed (greenfield) 
should only be considered where brownfield land cannot be developed. Any further large scale development on 
Greenfield sites outside the existing Built Up Area Boundary will result in Angmering losing its village character, and 
fail to meet the Plan's objective (Section 3.9) that: ' The special qualities of the District's natural, built and historic 
environment which make up Arun's towns, villages, coast and countryside will have been protected and enhanced.'  

2269 Soil Policy DM8: This policy is contradictory. The Policy seeks to preserve grade 1, 2, and 3A (of the Agricultural Land 
Classification) land, by limiting development not associated with agriculture or forestry unless it can use the lowest 
grade of land suitable for that development. The Policy as drafted does not take into account that land not in ALC 1, 2 
or 3A is likely to be Flood Zone land. There is a direct correlation between 'good land'  and land within this 
classification. Put another way, were the DLP fully to protect all grades 1, 2 and 3A land then no development could 
take place, unless it is in a flood risk area. Reference to a sequential test in this policy would be appropriate. 

1261 Soil Grades 1,2 or 3a Agricultural Land cannot be used for development – the caveat is unless determined by either NDP of 
the Local Plan. • Does that mean the land at Dappers Lane or the 'Barratts' land, both of which come under the 
Agricultural Land category. 

149 Horticulture We are encouraged to see support for economic development in the horticulture sector and particularly the 
recognition that a trend towards larger-scale operations is likely, for the reasons explained earlier in comments on 
Policy DM5. Paragraph 12.2.5 : We are not convinced that a dereliction/demolition condition or obligation is either 
necessary, reasonable, proportionate or, in some circumstances, enforceable (for example, if the business is bankrupt 
or has ceased trading for other reasons). Such conditions are not normally placed on other types of permanent 
development. The text describes glasshouses as temporary structures yet they are deemed sufficiently permanent to 
require planning permission. The planning system cannot have it both ways, switching between temporary and 
permanent definitions to suit  individual policy purposes. The useful life of a modern glasshouse is much longer than 
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the 20-25 years claimed in the text and is more likely to be at least twice that. In addition, the draft plan appears to 
make an unfounded assumption that horticulture businesses will not modernise or replace glass when necessary. 
Of course, those businesses must be given the economic development opportunities to prosper if they are to have the 
means to re-invest in their infrastructure.  Policy DM9 : The overall support for the horticulture sector is welcomed, 
but bearing in mind the earlier acknowledgement of a trend towards larger-scale developments together with the 
greater height (about 8m), bulk and functional appearance of modern glasshouses, it is difficult to see how the 
intended balance could be struck between the proposed permission on the one hand and the constraining criteria 1, 2 
and 4 on the other. The imprecise wording of the criteria appears to provide three unassailable reasons for refusing a 
glasshouse application. Criterion 9 gives higher priority to the enjoyment of the countryside than to food production 
or economic development. We would like to see a more openly supportive policy for food production on the grounds 
of its economic and strategic importance. 

63 Horticulture We still need our own produce, this helps employ those who are willing to take a lower income. 

266 Horticulture Policy DM9 – Horticulture We support the inclusion of criteria in this policy to ensure that adequate water resources 
are available and that surface water drainage is considered fully for these developments. 

661 Horticulture 3 of the potential development sites in Angmering are horticultural employers. 

432 Horticulture General comments on Agriculture/Horticulture and Food Security A balance needed: land for houses, jobs, retail, 
green spaces (well-being), agriculture, food security, leisure and biodiversity. The Government's Policy is pro growth 
but we live on a planet of finite resources. Land Grab - less land available for food in the UK and our system puts 
pressure for land grabs elsewhere: http://www.grain.org/bulletin_board/entries/4534-land-grabbing-by-pension-
funds-and-other-financial-institutions-must-be-stopped "We need to acknowledge that food security is not just a third 
world problem. Food prices rose by 4.6% between March 2011 and March 2012. However, as most of us are able to 
afford to eat well, this fuels a perception that food security is not a problem in the UK. The key issue actually lies in 
how food security is interconnected with other serious issues." http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/dr-julia-wright/how-
agroecology-can-suppo_b_1520229.html Mapping Local Food Webs: http://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/farming-and-
food/local-foods/item/1913-mapping-local-food-webs Community Supported Agriculture projects 
http://www.makinglocalfoodwork.co.uk/practical_guides_toolkits.cfm 
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420 Horticulture It may be advantageous to develop a consistent planning policy approach for horticultural development across Arun 
and Chichester districts. We are currently reviewing our existing Local Plan policy which focuses development towards 
defined Horticultural Development Areas (HDAs), unlike the Arun policy which is purely criteria based. We may need 
some cross boundary working to discuss this and our different approaches. 

529 Horticulture 12.2.1 & 12.2.3 The horticulture sector is defined as one of the four key sectors which are particularly strong in the 
local economy, and as having a 'significant presence' in Barnham (NB. Numbered as 12.5 & 12.7 in the pdf of the Draft 
Local Plan) Why then does the recommended route for the proposed A29 bypass (Route D) go straight through an 
existing horticultural nursery site on the Eastergate/Barnham border, resulting in the loss of jobs at that business? 

1009 Horticulture Policy DM5: Economic Growth Outside the Built Up Area Boundary Proposals for new farm shops could have 
significant traffic impacts over a wider area (which could extend across the district boundary). Accessibility and 
transport/ traffic implications should be included as a policy criterion in assessing such proposals and reference should 
be made to the need for travel plans (as required for garden centres in Policy DM10). 

1010 Horticulture Policy DM9: Horticulture It may be advantageous to develop a consistent planning policy approach for horticultural 
development across Arun and Chichester districts. We are currently reviewing our existing Local Plan policy which 
focuses development towards defined Horticultural Development Areas (HDAs), unlike the Arun policy which is purely 
criteria based. We may need some cross boundary working to discuss this and our different approaches. 

1434 Horticulture Support but Walberton should be included in Section 12.5 along with Barnham & Angmering. The Local Plan should 
also specifically include some reference to the safeguarding of land for the Horticultural sector within the hub areas, 
in order to prevent the loss of horticultural infrastructure to higher yielding light industrial or residential use. 
Horticulture is a land based industry and successful growers need contiguous land to expand into. 

1412 Horticulture DM9 Supports - whilst we support the policy, we have some reservations whether this policy is as yet sufficiently 
strong enough to prevent inappropriate redevelopment such as that at Lake Lane. The Neighbourhood plan group 
requires greater clarification here. 

1347 Horticulture 5.5 Draft POLICY DM9 – New Development The Association have compared the existing and proposed horticultural 
policy tests for new development and make the following comments:- 5.5.1 '1. It is of a height and bulk which would 
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not significantly damage the character or appearance of the surrounding landscape.'  [1] - Repeats of part i) of the 
DEV 3 policy wording. - 'No adverse impact' [2] of old policy replaced with the term significantly damage in line with 
the NPPF. - Growers' previous experience of this type of policy has raised concerns about vague interpretations of 
landscape harm and criteria for assessment may be required. 5.5.2 '2. It relates sympathetically to the natural, built 
and historic environment' . [3] - New requirement. - The wording is vague as it is not clear how sympathetic is 
interpreted. - Not significantly harm may be a more appropriate phrase. 5.5.3 '3. No pollution to soil, water or air is 
generated into the surrounding environment' . [4] - New requirement. - Appears to be onerous and very inflexible, as 
pollution can be defined as many different things. - The wording is unclear and the stipulation of 'no pollution' would 
be unnecessarily restrictive; even a tractor driving over a field generates pollution from its exhaust. - The policy may 
be unnecessary given that discharges of pollutant substances to the environment are controlled by separate 
legislation. 5.5.4 '4. Long public views across substantially open land are retained' . [5] - Repeat of part ii) of the DEV 3 
policy wording. [6] - However, the definition of a 'long view' is unclear. - There should be an allowance for the 
consideration of the significance or value of a particular long view. 5.5.5 '5. Adequate water resources are available;'  
[7] - Repeats of part iii) of the DEV 3 policy wording. [8] - Unclear exactly what resources are referred to, mains water 
or water in the environment. - It should be noted that modern glasshouse development includes water management 
and storage techniques including rainwater harvesting and storm attenuation that may provide significant benefits in 
the reduction of flooding and reduction in the use of mains water. 5.5.6 '6. Adequate surface water drainage capacity 
exists or can be provided as part of the development' . [9] - No change from part iv) of DEV3. [10] - Note that storm 
water attenuation can also provide ecological as well as flood prevention benefits. 5.5.7 '7. Vehicular access from the 
site to the strategic road network is adequate and uses roads capable of accommodating the vehicle movements likely 
to be generated by the development without detriment to highway safety or residential amenity' . [11] - Additional 
requirement to the DEV3 policy and while the Industry acknowledges that highway access is a consideration, NPPF 
recognises the benefits of mitigation and improvement schemes and recommends that applications should not be 
refused unless the residual impacts are 'severe' [12]. This policy wording of 'without detriment' is therefore in conflict 
with the NPPF. - While the NPPF recognises the need to direct development towards sustainable transport modes '¦ 
'this needs to take account of policies set out elsewhere in the Framework, particularly in rural areas' . [13] - the draft 
Local Plan recognises that 'Opportunities for development in rural areas are restricted...However, there is potential 
for targeted improvements, such as...initiatives to support and diversify rural industries...Support also needs to be 
given to schemes to improve accessibility and deliver services in more remote rural areas' . [14] - It should also be 
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recognised that many glasshouse based developments and high investment horticultural uses require specific qualities 
of the land that by definition require rural locations. Therefore the location of suitable land that meets growers 
requirements may not necessarily be located close to the strategic road network. 5.5.8 '8. There is no impact resulting 
from artificial lighting after 6.00pm on the occupants of nearby residential properties or on the appearance of the site 
in the landscape;'  [15] - Additional requirement. - The use of the term 'no impact' is onerous. - Effect on the 
landscape ill defined. - 'No substantial impact' would be preferred and an allowance for mitigation measures 
(screening etc.) where required. - The NPPF advises that 'existing businesses wanting to develop in continuance of 
their business should not have unreasonable restrictions put on them because of changes in nearby land uses since 
they were established' . [16] 5.5.9 '9. Noise levels resulting from machinery usage, vehicle movement, or other 
activity on the site, which when measured against existing ambient noise levels in the locality would not be likely to 
unacceptably disturb occupants of nearby residential properties or be likely to cause unacceptable harm to the 
enjoyment of the countryside' . [17] - Additional requirement to existing policy. - Definition of 'unacceptably' is 
unclear. - The NPPF advises that planning authorities should 'recognise that development will often create some noise 
and existing businesses wanting to develop in continuance of their business should not have unreasonable restrictions 
put on them because of changes in nearby land uses since they were established' . [18] 5.5.10 '10. The Council will 
impose conditions and/or use planning obligation agreements to ensure the removal of glasshouse structures and/or 
polytunnels should they become redundant to the horticultural or agricultural industry along with the removal of any 
contaminated material and a return of the land to its original use.'  [19] - 'Restoration after use' conditions would 
place an unacceptable burden on the financing of new developments, ignore the possibility of acceptable future uses 
being found for the site and may ultimately be counter-productive in removing the ability of the Industry to 
regenerate old glasshouse areas, contrary to NPPF paragraphs 17, 21 and 28. - Defining a redundant site is difficult 
and introducing a period of no-use clause may not account for valid reasons for temporary cessations of the use of 
glasshouses. - The NPPF requires that policies are 'flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan 
and allow a rapid response to changes in circumstances'  [20] and 'encourage the effective use of land by reusing land 
that has been previously developed' . [21] 5.6 Draft POLICY DM9 - Redevelopment for non-agricultural uses 5.6.1 
Provision for redundant sites is included within draft policy DM9 which is relevant to the protection of existing sites 
where the draft policy states:- 5.6.2 'Redevelopment of under-used, redundant or derelict glasshouses, polytunnels or 
packhouses will be supported provided that: 1. The redundancy of the structure or building to the owner and the 
horticultural or agricultural industry is proven by the applicant to the satisfaction of the Council and;'  2. The 
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alternative use is directly related to the diversification of horticultural or agricultural activity, or is a countryside-based 
enterprise activity which supports the rural economy.'  [22] - While the policy has a requirement for the applicant to 
demonstrate that the structures or buildings are redundant, this redundancy is not adequately defined. - There is no 
requirement for the applicant to demonstrate that the 'site' has no use for the industry. - There is no requirement for 
alternative employment uses within agriculture to be considered. 5.6.3 WSGA members are concerned that the 
sequential tests to look for alternative sites and demonstrate the loss of viability included in the protection of 
employment sites are both missing from this horticultural specific policy. 5.6.4 The possibility of sites being made 
deliberately unviable to facilitate redevelopment is seen as a particular threat to businesses renting glasshouse space. 
5.7 Draft POLICY DM9 - Redevelopment for agricultural uses. 5.7.1 While policy DM9 makes provision for the 
redevelopment of existing sites, an applicant is required to demonstrate that the existing structures are redundant. 
5.7.2 WSGA members acknowledge that this part of policy DM9 provides some protection to existing glasshouse 
operators from development pressures. 5.7.3 However, WSGA members are concerned that this redundancy 
requirement will restrict glasshouse owners from being able to improve their existing glasshouse stock. 5.7.4 The draft 
policy requires the applicants to demonstrate: 'the redundancy of the structure or building to the owner and the 
horticultural or agricultural industry is proven by the applicant'  [23] - The policy requirement to demonstrate 
redundancy may remove the ability to adapt existing glasshouses or replace glasshouses to improve efficiency, 
accommodate alternative crops or address climate change. - This draft policy would also require glass to be redundant 
to the industry before any diversification of facilities could be considered. 5.7.5 Where an existing glasshouse site is in 
use or is being brought back into use, it would make sense to allow for the renewal and improvement of the 
glasshouse structures and facilities without the need to demonstrate the redundancy of the existing structures while 
the use has remained the same. 5.7.6 The NPPF 'promotes the development and diversification of agricultural and 
other land-based businesses'  [24] in supporting a prosperous rural economy. A number of existing glasshouse 
enterprises have diversified their business with dynamic and innovative models with a range of uses on the site based 
around the core horticultural use. 5.7.7 The introduction of farm diversification to the redevelopment of glasshouse 
sites would enable horticultural enterprises to 'add-value' to their crop. 5.7.8 The Association considers the flexibility 
for improvements and diversification, essential to maintain a robust and resilient growing sector that is able to adapt 
to changing circumstances. [1] Draft Local Plan Policy DM9 [2] 2003 Local Plan Policy DEV3 [3] Draft Local Plan Policy 
DM9 [4] Draft Local Plan Policy DM9 [5] Draft Local Plan Policy DM9 [6] 2003 Local Plan DEV3 [7] Draft Local Plan 
Policy DM9 [8] 2003 Local Plan Policy DEV3 [9] Draft Local Plan Policy DM9 [10] 2003 Local Plan Policy DEV3 [11] Draft 
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Local Plan Policy DM9 [12] NPPF paragraph 32 [13] NPPF paragraph 32 [14] Draft Local Plan paragraph 4.47 [15] Draft 
Local Plan Policy DM9 [16] Draft Local Plan Policy DM9 [17] Draft Local Plan Policy DM9 [18] NPPF paragraph 123 [19] 
Draft Local Plan Policy DM9 [20] NPPF paragraph 21 [21] NPPF paragraph 17 [22] Draft Local Plan policy DM9 [23] 
Draft Local Plan policy DM9 [24] NPPF paragraph 28 

1733 Horticulture Description: New horticultural developments will be permitted dependent on certain conditions. New building for 
temporary accommodation for seasonal horticultural workers will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated it 
is essential for the function of the associated enterprise. Potential Effect: Growth and development in horticulture has 
the potential to attract larger numbers of migrant workers to the area with the associated challenges this creates. 
However, increased opportunities within this sector can also help to reduce the unemployment and homelessness 
within this community. Much of this work is, however, seasonal and can mean that increased numbers could be out of 
work during off season periods Suggested Considerations : Sufficient resource should be available and mechanisms in 
place along with partners (local authorities, police and voluntary sector) to engage and support any increase in the 
migrant community to help them integrate into the local area and manage during times they are out of work to 
reduce the risk of homelessness. The impact on local communities needs to be carefully considered. This type of 
growth does not generally provide jobs for local people. There is also a minority in the migrant communities linked to 
organised crime with drug and alcohol problems and issues of human trafficking and exploitation Planning Policy 
Comments : Seasonal workers may increase the demand for houses of multiple occupation (HMO). It is proposed that 
Chapter 13 of the Draft Local Plan should include a development management policy for HMOs. It should be noted 
that planning permission for HMOs is only required where seven or more people occupy a single dwelling. The Safer 
Arun Partnership partners should be consulted on applications for temporary seasonal horticultural workers 
dwellings. 

2270 Horticulture Policy DM9: Horticulture As referred to earlier, it would be helpful to have a good definition of horticulture. A broader 
policy to bring in parts of the horticultural supply chain which are essential to a thriving horticultural sector would 
help to support and underpin the sector. Too often, services and supplies to the sector are bought in from outside the 
District, and an innovative and supportive Local Plan would seek to foster those industries which are part of the supply 
chain. The reasoning expressed in paragraphs 12.9 and 12.10 is contradictory. Whilst the DLP 'encourages new 
investment in glasshouse units ''it also requires that the when the glasshouse is no longer commercially viable that its 
structure should be removed and the land returned to its original use. Whilst the local planning authority can agree 
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otherwise in certain circumstances, again, this could make glasshouse development un-financeable and ''un-
bankable'', therefore, by default, preventing any improvement to Arun's horticultural estate. The DLP needs to 
demonstrate the LPA's understanding that glasshouses are not of a universal type and vary considerably depending 
upon the crop for which they have been built, and the extent to which the building is truly 'removable' . For 
polytunnels, these are readily removeable and do not require funding to the extent that glasshouses do. The Policy 
draft is contradictory in respect of long views. The requirement in para 4 that 'long public views across substantially 
open land are retained'  is almost impossible to achieve on the Chichester plain and in Arun in particular. The 
horticultural policy needs to recognise that glasshouses may not be intrusive to the landscape if they are adequately 
screened and that this screening can be introduced after development or before it, to mitigate any visual impact. 
Again there needs to be an appreciation that not all glasshouses are the same. The Council's requirement to impose 
conditions to ensure the removal of glass house structures is a fatal impediment to financing such enterprises. 

1262 Horticulture This says that the redevelopment of redundant glasshouses would be supported provided the alternative use is 
directly related to horticulture – VHB again? 

267 Garden Centres Policy DM10 – Garden Centres It is unclear as to why you have made specific reference to the need to have 
agreement from the Environment Agency for the development of new, or extension to existing, garden centres. We 
note the comments in paragraphs 8.3 and 8.4 of the Sustainability Appraisal. However, as far as we are concerned 
these are unfounded. Any abstractions of water for use or for discharges from non-mains drainage would be required 
to apply to the Environment Agency for a permit. We would consider the environmental impacts of these activities 
through issuing the permit. We would wish to see reference to 'with agreement from the Environment Agency'  be 
removed from this policy. 

898 Garden Centres Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

1435 Garden Centres Support 

1497 Garden Centres DM10 SUPPORTS 
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1268 Garden Centres Policy DM10: Garden Centres - Support 2.72 The flexibility of Policy DM10 to allow new Garden Centres, or the 
extension of existing garden centres, outside the built up area boundary in certain circumstances is supported in 
principle. 2.73 It is considered to reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable development, the key aim of the 
NPPF. It demonstrates that whilst built up area boundaries are an important consideration, they are not the only 
consideration when assessing development outside of existing settlements. 2.74 The above approach to built up area 
boundaries in principle should also apply to market housing in sustainable locations in line with the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development and not just uses such as economic growth, tourism, garden centres and 
affordable housing on rural exception sites that have their own specific policies in the Local Plan. 

2271 Garden Centres Policy DM10: Garden Centres This does not appear to address the question of relocation of Garden Centres to more 
viable and sustainable sites and perhaps it should be considered. 

572 Equine 
Development 

Policy DM11 - English Heritage welcomes and supports criterion 2 of this policy, but ideally it should say 
"...earthworks) or other historic features". 

1436 Equine 
Development 

DM11 Support 

62 Housing Delivery I have seen so much green land taken for houses, there are apparently many unoccupied flats and houses to let and 
for sale. 

108 Housing Delivery Chapter No.13 Housing Delivery Page 110.Para.3. Binsted Valley falls outside GIC-B Page 114 Para.13.1.17. The use of 
compulsory purchase powers by the Council is not supported. 
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1091 Housing Delivery Property Numbers - all properties in Bognor Regis should have a house number. 

1098 Housing Delivery Housing Delivery 13.1: Whilst there is mention of the wider Coastal West Sussex housing market, this should also refer 
to the wider Coastal West Sussex economic area. Recent developments have led to the formulation of a Strategic 
Planning Board for Coastal West Sussex (to include neighbours Brighton & Hove and others as appropriate). The Local 
Plan should reflect this new board, alongside the new Duty to Cooperate and allow for flexibility for 'larger than local' 
issues to be managed on a strategic basis. Policy SP8: Barnham / Eastergate / Westergate This broad strategic housing 
location is situated on the edge of existing villages where there is a relatively low level of local services that are easily 
accessible by walking or cycling when compared with the towns in the District. Residential development will need to 
be linked to local employment and enhanced local services to reduce the demand to travel. Development at this site 
would rely on strong bus, cycle and pedestrian links to Barnham railway station. These should be provided through 
direct convenient and attractive routes. Consideration will need to be given to the potential impact of on-street 
parking in areas near to the railway station. The challenge of providing good public transport links to nearby towns 
will also need to be addressed. A transport mitigation package was identified in the Strategic Transport Modelling 
Study (2009) undertaken by MVA. However, further transport modelling and assessment will need to be undertaken 
to assess the impact of a preferred development scenario. WSCC is not aware of any guaranteed source of funding to 
deliver the A29 realignment and railway line bridging, therefore it is likely that development will need to provide it. 
Further evidence is required to demonstrate that this scheme is deliverable to ensure the soundness of this policy. 
WSCC currently has no protected or preferred route for this scheme. The bullet point relating to an ecological survey 
and Environmental Impact Assessment is supported. The following should be added: 'Any development scheme would 
be expected to deliver biodiversity enhancements, including those associated with the provision of new green 
infrastructure'. Please amend the second to last bullet point to include education including early years and youth 
services; please delete the last bullet point. Development of this scale in this locality would require provision of the 
following education infrastructure: Early Years: Development of this size would create the need for an additional 53 
place full day care nursery requiring approximately 150sqm. Primary Sector (4 - 11): Would produce an additional 500 
primary aged pupils requiring provision of an additional two and a half forms of entry per year of age (75 places per 
year of age). A new school site would be required as well as financial contributions. Secondary Sector (11 - 16): 
Financial contributions would be required to create an additional 360 places through likely expansion of existing 
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schools within the locality - subject to site and feasibility studies as well as public consultation. Youth Services (16 - 
18): Financial contributions towards expanding local provision for an additional 140 pupils.   Policy SP8: Angmering 
Development in this location will need to be connected to the existing pedestrian and cycle network to provide links 
to the village centre, Angmering rail station and other local services. Further transport modelling and assessment will 
need to be undertaken to assess the impact of a preferred development scenario. Improvements to the A259 would 
be subject to the outcome of a study which WSCC is currently commissioning. This study will be undertaken to 
develop solutions that can at least be funded in part by development identified through the Local Plan. Crossing 
facilities for pedestrians and cyclists across the A259 will also be considered. For education infrastructure, the last 
bullet point should be consistent with those for Barnham / Eastergate / Westergate as proposed above. The word 
'resolve' is not appropriate. Development of this scale in this locality would require provision of the following 
education infrastructure: Early Years (0 - 4): Financial contributions towards the provision of approximately 13 
additional early years places within the locality. Primary Sector (4 - 11): Financial contributions towards the provision 
of approximately 123 additional primary school places within the locality. Secondary Sector (11 - 16): Financial 
contributions towards the provision of approximately 88 additional secondary school places within the locality. Youth 
Services (16 - 18): Financial contributions towards expanding local provision for an additional 34 pupils.   Policy SP8: 
Parish and Town Council Housing Allocations Parish and town council allocations will be subject to financial 
contributions towards education infrastructure in line with West Sussex County Council's Planning Obligations policy, 
which is available online. 13.1.18: When planning for uncertainty, it will be important to identify items of 
infrastructure that are essential to delivering strategic housing allocations. Policy SP11: This policy should refer to the 
WSCC parking standard for Houses in Multiple Occupation, which is contained within the 'Revised County Parking 
Standards and Transport Contributions Methodology'. It is recognised that the parking standard requires updating, 
but it would not be appropriate to propose an alternative approach unless there is evidence to support it. 

1204 Housing Delivery Chapter 13 Housing Delivery 13.1.3 This statement needs to be rewritten to reflect the new target of 400 dwellings 
and remove the automatic assumption that strategic Greenfield locations are part of the supply. Recent rates of 
building, recent large planning approvals and the sources of these sites, whether allocated or windfall need to be 
included. 13.1.4 The NPPF allows for windfall sites to be included in the supply of sites and as these have supplied 
around 75% of sites in Arun over recent years this needs to be clearly set out. It would appear that about 66 dwellings 
a year are delivered from windfall sites and this should be included in the plan. 13.1.6- 13.1.14 This needs to be 
rewritten to accurately reflect the supply of sites provided by the SHLAA and the Housing Market assessment. The 
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total number of sites with planning permission to Dec 2011, plus the SHLAA sites - up to date figure, plus windfall sites 
gives a total of 7130 sites. This is 1300 more than required if the target were 400 per year and 1345 less than required 
if the target were 565 per year. The draft states that a shortfall of 1365 does not justify development at strategic 
locations. The figures also call into question the town and parish allocations which should be revised to reflect the 
figures. It should also be made crystal clear that these allocations are only necessary if the figure of 565 was imposed. 
There will inevitably be windfall sites arising in towns and villages and these are likely to be sufficient to meet local 
need. 13.1.9-13 The rationale for local allocations should be better explained and justified than at present – crucially, 
the Total Housing Supply number should only include sites with consent and not include 'sites with potential within 
settlements in SHLAA' as this will prejudice the role of NDP's in determining local housing supply and allocations SP8 
Should say that local allocation targets should be used to test their suitability based on land availability etc and should 
not be used as minimum targets as the rationale for how they have been arrived at has not been provided 13.3.4 
Should acknowledge the 'self-build' option to meet local demand as distinct from affordable housing need; should 
also allow NDP's to identify exception sites 13.5.2 Should identify the 'self-build' option to meeting the needs of 
elderly people wanting to downsize, either alone or collectively, but remain in their own homes (more a self-develop 
model than self-build but still an issue the NPPF encourages LPA's to consider) 

1150 Housing Delivery In February 2012 Action in rural Sussex (AirS), on behalf of EPPC and in support of our Community-Led Plan, sent a 
questionnaire to all 2986 East Preston households and received a 33% response. Probably the most comprehensive 
survey of residents opinions, ever. Key responses relevant to the ADC plan are as follows: a. Development i. The 
second highest response to our open question about what residents would like to change in East Preston was the 
opinion that there are too many homes in East Preston. A reaction by residents to 'garden-grabbing', flat building and 
general cramming of properties in every open space. We get exasperated when 'outsiders' see space for housing 
when we see a vital open space for residents recreation and quality of life. We suggest our elected representatives be 
aware of this ii. We asked for opinions on the proposed 30 new homes in East Preston, respondents were roughly 
evenly split for (48%) and against (47%). The balance wanted to see more homes built iii. EPPC believe some of the 
housing target can be achieved by redeveloping land currently used for social housing. These properties built in the 
1940's occupy large plots, do not meet modern building standards, and are an inefficient use of land. Arun should 
consider sites like this when identifying development opportunities 
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1213 Housing Delivery Comments in attached document from Angmering Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, Housing Needs 
and Development Working Group. 

1111 Housing Delivery Housing Whilst the need to publish your Plan for consultation at this time is understood it is difficult to comment on 
some elements of the document given that it has yet to incorporate crucial pieces of evidence which are still awaited 
(IDP, SHMA update and the additional sub-regional housing assessment referred to above). Given this, and the state 
of flux with regards to the South East Plan it is perhaps understandable that the housing delivery sections of your Plan 
are lacking a degree of certainty and clarity. Despite this it is felt that the section of the document relating to housing 
targets (pages 107 and 108) is particularly confusing. For example, paragraph 13.1.2 indicates that the Council's 
preferred target is 400 dwellings per annum whilst paragraph 13.1.12 states that 565 units is the preferred housing 
target. Paragraphs 13.1.9 and 13.1.10 (which repeat) would benefit from some commentary to explain how the 
existing housing supply has been incorporated and the level of dependency placed on sites identified in the SHLAA. 
Furthermore, there is no clear evidenced justification provided in this section for a target lower the South East Plan 
target and no reference made to how previous consultation responses have influenced or informed these proposed 
levels of growth. This is particularly important given that the evidence set out within the emerging SHMA update 
indicates that in Arun, the two trend based projections show an annual range of housing requirements from 602 to 
754 additional units. The lower target of 400 dwelling a year would therefore fall well below the District's housing 
needs and could therefore create greater demands for housing in other parts of the sub-region. It is considered that 
greater clarity and justification would need to be provided in the plan if this approach (or any other that doesn't meet 
local needs) were to be taken. Furthermore, there is no understanding provided as to how these targets might be 
influenced by the outcomes and recommendations of on-going background work which will be crucial in helping to set 
the appropriate levels of housing growth for the district within the context of the sub-region. It should be made clear 
that the outcomes of this work may necessitate a review of the strategy proposed. Whilst the proposed revocation of 
the South East Plan allows for a more bottom up approach to setting locally derived housing targets, there is a 
concern that without clear evidence referred to above the wider housing needs of the sub region will not be met, 
particularly in those areas with severe capacity constraints. This was an issue that the previous West Sussex Structure 
Plan and the South East Plan aimed to address. Although this regional hierarchy of Plans is soon to be consigned to 
history your Plan should still acknowledge, and where appropriate, address the wider context of meeting needs 
arising from within the sub region. It is noted that whist existing commitments and proposed strategic developments 
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are to meet the majority of the district's housing provision target the remaining provision (1,350 dwellings) for the 
higher housing target of 565 units is to be met through Neighbourhood Plans to be produced by Town and Parish 
Councils. Whilst it is accepted that such plans reflect the Government's localism agenda, the delivery of housing (and 
the accompanying infrastructure) through these plans to meet the District's requirements remains a little uncertain. 
There is no precedent or evidence to suggest that Neighbourhood Plans will actually deliver the levels of local growth 
indicated and, as such, this part of the target may be difficult to achieve. There is no certainty that any of the 
communities listed will adopt a Neighbourhood Plan that incorporates the number of dwellings indicated on page 
112. The Draft Plan usefully includes a section on 'planning for uncertainty' but it is questioned whether this approach 
would be robust enough if the Neighbourhood Plan approach fails to deliver the levels of growth indicated. Failure to 
meet housing targets in Arun could potentially lead to pressures for development within inappropriate areas not only 
within Arun but also within adjoining areas. For the reasons given above, it is felt that the justification and reasoning 
behind the housing delivery strategy could be strengthened when the supporting evidence is complete. 

1152 Housing Delivery For maps/plans included with this representation see file : 2012.09.12.ID 616810 in: 
\\Centaur\Depts\Planning\PLANNING MATTERS\PLANNING AND HOUSING POLICY\LOCAL PLAN PREPARATION\2012 
09 - Sep work on reps and comments to Local Plan\Maps and diagrams related to reps received Land North of 
Summer Lane, Pagham We act for the owners of land north of Summer Lane Pagham, which is being promoted for 
future development through the Local Development Framework. Therefore, at this time we wish to make formal 
representations to the draft Arun Local Plan, as detailed in this letter, on behalf of the promoters Hanbury Properties 
and the landowner. Planning Background and Details of the Site The land concerned is predominantly flat open land 
with an area of approx 4ha, located north of Summer Lane on the west side of Pagham (see Fig 1). To the west and 
south of the site is open land within Church Barton Farm. To the north are residential properties in the Mill Farm 
Estate. To the east is the main village of Pagham. Access to the site is from Summer Lane. The development of this 
land could include the extension of the road on land within the current landownership. The site is part of a larger 
single landholding as illustrated on SHLAA submission site number 117 (see Fig 2). The detailed assessment in the 
SHLAA identifies future development potential of part of this site 117, notably south of the chalet park, and it is this 
part of the site which is being promoted for development through this draft Local Plan consultation. The Council's 
SHLAA assessment supports this view and says (inter alia); ' Suitablility summary: Outside but adjoining the settlement 
boundary. Currently development on this site would contravene policy and therefore the site would not be considered 
to be suitable. However, from the information available, the eastern part of the site could be considered as having 
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future housing potential, subject to Appropriate Assessment, because of its accessibility to facilities, job opportunities 
and public transport, and because there are no insurmountable constraints. The site could contribute to the creation 
of a sustainable, mixed community'¦'¦.' ' Achievability summary: This site adjacent to the urban area is in a location 
that developers find attractive to bring forward housing sites for development. There is no economic reason why the 
site should not be financially viable given that the alternative land use is agricultural, taking account of any community 
gain package, including affordable housing and other S.106 obligations, as well as abnormal development costs' ' 
Conclusion: Because of its location and characteristics, the eastern part of this site would be suitable for a mix of 
dwellings of up to 380 units which could be started in about 2014 and completed by 2019, depending on the Council's 
eventual distribution of development strategy.' The land now identified in Fig 1 is only part of the area considered as 
possibly appropriate for development anticipated by the SHLAA. In addition the Council's SHLAA review of the 
adjacent site no 69 states 'Because of its location and characteristics, this site could be suitable as a larger 
comprehensive development with adjacent land'. Our clients would consider such a possibility if preferred by the 
Local Planning Authority. Furthermore, the other related land indicated by SHLAA 117 might offer the opportunity to 
provide a 'Suitable Accessible Natural Green Space' (SANG), if required to mitigate the impact of development 
proposed on the land indicated in Fig 1. The existing adopted Arun District Local Plan contains no site specific 
allocation for the site. The land is currently unallocated (white land) on the Local Plan Proposals Map (see Fig 3) and is 
not within the strategic gap or within any 'sensitive area' as defined in the EIA Regulations, although the Pagham 
Harbour Nature Conservation Site lies to the south west. In general policy terms the site lies outside the settlement 
policy boundary (policy GEN2) where development in the countryside is not normally permitted (policy GEN3). 
Furthermore, previous Council study has indicated that this land has landscape capacity to accommodate 
development derived from an assessment of landscape value and landscape sensitivity (Arun Landscape Study 2006). 
This is confirmed by the more recent and detailed Landscape Character and Visual Impact Assessment study 
undertaken by consultants on behalf of the landowner. The landowner has commissioned initial specialist studies in 
order to demonstrate the development potential of the land, including; A Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment February 
2011 by Robert Clark Associates Ltd. This identified the part of this land suitable for residential development and 
which with mitigation would have no unacceptable impact in terms of drainage and flood risk. A Landscape Character 
and Visual Impact Assessment by Lizard Landscape Design The findings indicate that this site, subject to appropriate 
measures, would have no unacceptable impact on the local landscape character. An Ecological Constraints Appraisal 
by Lizard Landscape Design. An Ecological Walkover Survey was undertaken on site, and a Sussex Biodiversity Records 
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Centre (SxBRC) report was obtained to appraise the potential Ecology of the area and the surroundings. The potential 
development site is currently intensively managed arable farmland and of generally low ecological value, although a 
potential ecological constraint to the arable farmland is the presence of two Birds of Conservation Concern; Lapwing 
and Corn Bunting which have been recorded in the local area. An initial Transport Assessment and access design 
appraisal by RGP – Transport Planning and Infrastructure Design Consultants concludes that any Transport 
Assessment is likely to indicate no material impact on the A27 and acceptable impact on local roads. Furthermore, an 
extension to Summer Lane is feasible as indicated by initial designs. You will be aware that the Council issued a 
Screening Opinion dated 7th November 2011 concerning the possible future development of this land, indicating that 
an Environmental Statement would not be required to accompany any planning application. In addition, in relation to 
the Special Protection Area at Pagham Harbour, the provision of a 'Suitable Accessible Natural Green Space' (SANG) 
could be accommodated within the larger available SHLAA landholding to support any development proposals on this 
land, if justified as a requirement by the Local Planning Authority and Natural England. Representations on the draft 
Arun Local Plan (1153 -1157) In this context we wish to make the following representations to draft Local Plan policies 
on behalf of Hanbury Properties and the landowners. 

1176 Housing Delivery New housing numbers The draft Local Plan presents two housebuilding options: A new-build target of 6,000 by 2028 
and a target of 8,475 by 2028 - the latter figure partly deriving from the (soon to be revoked?) South East Regional 
Plan which sets a housebuilding figure for the District of 11,300 by 2026, extrapolated to produce 12,000 by 2028 . We 
can see no evidence in the Locally Generated Needs Study or elsewhere that justifies the higher housebuilding figures, 
in terms of any realistic assessment of economic growth, and therefore employment and population growth, for the 
District over the plan period. (It may be noted that in LGNS surveys for other LPAs GL Hearn have pursued the same 
line of argument that because the District will have a growing proportion of retired residents there will be insufficient 
homes available to maintain the size of the resident workforce unless additional new housing is built to attract 
working-age people to live in the District). The conclusion to be drawn is that neither projected population nor 
employment growth justify the higher housebuilding figures, and that there is consequently no need for a 'strategic' 
allocation of some 2,000 additional units at Eastergate / Barnham, based on local and district housing need. The scale 
of housing development in this particular location would for example contradict a number of stated policies within the 
draft plan with regard to minimising impacts on the countryside, preserving the individual character and identity of 
the District's towns and villages, avoiding over-development or the merging of settlements. Reference is made in para. 
13.1.14 to the development of 'greenfield' land that has not previously been developed, which should only be 
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considered where previously-developed 'brownfield' land cannot be developed, but it is not clear from the Plan the 
extent to which brownfield development has been considered, or the extent of such land within the District identified. 

1396 Housing Delivery 13 Housing Delivery The identification of the three specified areas in Policy SP8 as strategic locations for growth in the 
District is fully supported. However, it is considered that there is a high probability that during the consultation 
process Ford Airfield will be highlighted as a possible alternative to the proposed strategic locations for future 
development at Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate. In view of the highly dubious recommendation about the Ford 
Site's suitability for development in the 2012 SBLAA, the prospects for such a proposal arising are significant. Thus if, 
during future iterations of the Plan, any alternative strategic locations are identified and then incorporated into Policy 
SP 8, particularly should any such location be in the area around Ford Airfield, the Council would wish to reserve the 
right to make a very strong Objection at that and all further stages of the debate about the Plan. Whilst ADC do not 
endorse the contents of the SHLAA they are used by the Planning Inspectorate when making any decision on planning 
appeals. In item 13.2 the Parish and Town Council Allocations we note 100 homes have been allocated to Yapton. We 
have asked in the past on several occasions to see the methodology used to allocate housing to each Parish. We are 
still awaiting a sight of this document. The need for affordable/social housing in the Parish is now very low. In this 
respect the District Council will be aware that at the recently completed housing development Taylors Close off 
Bilsham Road all 59 new dwellings provided, fall within the category of affordable/social housing. The same applies to 
the development at Ryebank Walk in Burndell Road, Yapton, which was completed within the last 5 years. Within the 
same timescale Yapton has also accommodated 14 new houses at Fellows Gardens, off Bundell Road, as well as a 
number of flats at West View Gardens, off Bilsham Road. In January 2012 we were advised by ADC that the housing 
register records indicated that four families in Yapton were in need of housing in band A and five families required 
larger homes in band B. The Parish Council is strongly of the opinion that the level of growth being suggested for the 
village is therefore excessive and cannot be justified. Within the established built-up area there is no land available 
which could support this level of growth without encroaching onto greenfield land which is still actively used for 
agricultural purposes. Any new development would have to be outside the defmed built-up area where the 
countryside is protected and development is strictly controlled. It is also noted that the allocation suggested for 
Yapton is wholly disproportionate to neighbouring parishes of a similar size and rural nature. For these reasons the 
Parish Council would wish to substitute a target figure of 30 for housing within Yapton over the next 15 years. This 
figure the Council considers is sustainable and achievable within the existing built-up area. To this end the Parish 
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Council is already working with the Yapton Neighbourhood Plan Group which will fully take into account the wishes of 
the local community, will control future development within the parish and provide sound evidence in support of this 
and will detennine where and what type of development should take place in the future. The Parish Council is aiming 
to have its Neighbourhood Plan in place within the next year. The Parish Council also considers that it is also 
important that any new development, particularly in rural areas where it may be expected to have most impact on the 
local community and services, must be seen to benefit directly from the New Homes Bonus, The District Council 
should give an unequivocal commitment to allocate a proportion of the monies received as part of the Government's 
New Homes Bonus Scheme directly to the parishes that have accommodated the housing development for which the 
NHB is awarded. 

1335 Housing Delivery Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Arun Local Plan. Bersted PC is in overall agreement and in particular 
in the following way: · no further housing growth other than the agreed allocation 

1370 Housing Delivery Impact on the Villages by the Strategic Housing proposals Joining the villages by development LP Para. 4.12 states that 
'Arun's main settlements are separated by areas of undeveloped countryside which are important in helping maintain 
their separate identity and character' . Para. 13.1.8 also states 'Growth at these locations (the villages) would provide 
for the delivery of critical infrastructure, open space and recreation areas while also helping to maintain the 
distinctive character of individual villages' . The issue is whether infill between villages can preserve the character and 
separate identity. If any of the villages were to grow by more than half in 15 years and become a joined up town sized 
conurbation it is inconceivable that it can still retain individual character and identity. This proposal to join villages 
together must surely be contrary to one of the main principles of the LP. ............................. Strategic versus local 
policies The [ acknowledges the importance of the Localism Act and the need to support parish councils to produce a 
Neighbourhood Plan. The purpose of the LP is to address strategic matters. The function of the NP is to address local 
matters. At parish level, the scale of housing is a local matter. Whilst it may be appropriate for a local authority to 
provide guidance on housing needs, it is for parishes to develop bottom up, locally evidence based NP to decide if 
development is sustainable as well as where it should go. That aspect of local parish decision making which has been 
usurped by the ADC is key to the problem. Localism is not direction from local authority, it is people driven co-
operation with strategic targets and the needs of a parish community are too often ignored. Local matters may dictate 
the scale of growth that can be delivered within the parish. ............................. Deliverability of infrastructure The 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states in Para. 158 that 'Each local planning authority should ensure that 
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the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-to- date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental 
characteristics and prospects of the area. Local Planning authorities should ensure that their assessment of and 
strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated and that they take full account of relevant market 
and economic signals.'  Despite this clear guidance ADC has not instituted an Infrastructure Plan to show what is 
needed or how it would be funded, instead choosing to rush into a LP without an adequate evidence base. It is 
observed that Chichester District Council is currently conducting an Infrastructure Survey and their LP will be 
completed, quite correctly, after the Infrastructure Survey has been delivered and analysed. 

1373 Housing Delivery Housing numbers. Option I and 2 In the ADC emerging Local Plan analysis of June 2011, the council expressed a 
preference for an annualised target of 400 units for 2011-2028 which is now nominated as Option 1 from 2013-2028. 
Option 2 is 565 units per year for the same period, which was a target set by the South East Plan. In a period of 
recession and slow take up of available housing it is believed that Option 2 is unrealistic and not achievable or 
sustainable. For that reason it is preferable to choose to support the ADC LP option, promoted in June 2011 of 400 
units per annum. 

1375 Housing Delivery Schools and health facilities Schools All schools in the area are currently oversubscribed and could not accept the 
influx of children which would be needing local education. The LP makes no reference to this need other than to 
advise that developers would need to consider proximity to schools. Investment would be required to enlarge all 
schools and the evidence of the funding needed has not been provided. ....................................... Doctor's surgery The 
local surgery providing health care for the villages is situated in Eastergate and currently running at full capacity. The 
LP does not provide evidence of how additional services will be provided. 

1376 Housing Delivery Public opinion Where housing should be built The Neighbourhood Plan Questionnaire for Aldingbourne Parish 
conducted in September 2011 revealed that parishioners generally accepted the need for a village allocation and 85% 
of those in favour of accepting expansion considered that new housing should be contained within the village 
boundaries. A further 55% of those surveyed said that they would also accept development adjacent to the existing 
built-up area. 15% of parishioners did not want any new housing at all. The questionnaire also asked if there were to 
be other developments outside the existing boundaries of the parish, where the housing should be built. 68% were 
found not in favour of any further development outside of the built-up area. Of those in favour, the suggested 
locations were diverse but considered only smaller developments, not the magnitude of 2000+ suggested in the Draft 
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LP. Locations suggested included Brownfield sites, Ford or Tangmere. Comments included 'Not too dominating or 
intensive'  and 'Not between Westergate and Eastergate'  ............................... Public opinion polls conducted during 
the consultation period Following the ADC LP road show at Aldingbourne on August 2012, the PC asked 165 members 
of the parish if they supported the following proposals and the results are as below. Qi. Did they support 2000+ new 
homes as proposed in the LP? No 96%, Yes 4%, 0% Uncertain. Q2. An A29 bypass to the east known as Option D? No 
87%, Yes 11%, 2% Uncertain. Q3. An A29 bypass to the west known as Option A? No 77%, Yes 17%, 6% Uncertain. Q4. 
A road bridge over the Woodgate Crossing? No 73%, Yes 20%, 6% Uncertain Q5. Closing the Woodgate Crossing? No 
86%, Yes 4%, 10% Uncertain. At the APC public meeting held on the 14 August to brief the public and gain opinion on 
the LP, the same questions were asked and a show of hands gave a majority to clearly reject all the proposals in the LP 
shown above. The APC is therefore confident that the opinion of the public, gained from the NP Questionnaire of 2011 
and the two parish consultations undertaken as previously described are a true and accurate reflection of parishioners 
views and those are represented in this report. 

1352 Housing Delivery Contents 
1. Introduction ....................................................................................................... 1 
2. Housing Delivery............................................................................................... 2 
3. Proposed Housing Site...................................................................................... 2 
 
Appendices 
A Site Location Plan 
B Site Context and Opportunities 
C Facilities Close to Westergate 
D Local Facilities in Westergate 
 
1. Introduction 
1.1 These representations are submitted by DMH Stallard LLP on behalf of Land Fund Limited in respect of the draft 
Arun District Local Plan (2013 to 2028) in respect of Land at Westergate. 
1.2 These representations are made concerning two items, firstly; promotion of the land at Westergate as a site which 
would be suitable for allocation and immediate delivery of housing to help meet the District’s housing needs and, 
secondly; comments on Section 13 of the draft Local Plan which sets out the Council’s policies in terms of housing 
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delivery 
1.3 In terms of land at Westergate, we are of the view that this area of land has potential to help meet the District’s 
housing needs in the short term, and should also be included as a ‘town/parish allocation’ within Policy SP8 of the 
draft Local Plan, as discussed within Section 2. In terms of Section 13 - Housing Delivery, we consider that the Local 
Planning Authority have underestimated the housing requirements within the District. The detailed reasoning for 
which is contained within Section 3 of this Statement. 
 
2. Proposed Housing Site 
Site Location and Surroundings 
2.1 The site lies immediately adjacent to the northern settlement area boundary of Westergate and is accessed via the 
south and east from the A29 (Nyton Road/Fontwell Avenue) and the west via Northfields Lane. 
2.2 The site comprises land at Nyton Nurseries and land east of Northfields and is deemed to be in horticultural and 
agricultural landuse. It is some 10.06 ha in area and is largely flat and generally well contained on the site boundaries 
with trees and hedging. 
2.3 The site mainly comprises three separate areas that were included in the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA) May 2012. These are sites 126 (Nyton Nursery, Nyton Road), WE1 (Land at Nyton Nursery) and 
WE9 (Land to east of Northfields Lane). The site also includes part of EA12 (Land surrounding Long House, Nyton 
Road) and EA9 (Land to west of Lower Fontwell Avenue) in the area of the proposed main access onto Fontwell 
Avenue. 
2.4 The combined suggested housing yield on the three sites within the SHLAA amounts to 346 dwellings. It is 
contended that between 300 and 350 dwellings can be accommodated on the site including provision public open 
space/ amenity areas and the access and infrastructure requirements associated with a site of this size and location. 
 
Planning Policy Context 
2.5 As set out by the SHLAA document the site lies outside but immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary 
where development for housing is not generally permitted in line with saved Local Plan policy GEN3. The site however 
lies within the wider area that was considered as a potential location for future strategic development of 2,500 houses 
as set out in the ‘Core Strategy Options for Growth’ consultation document (February 2009). 
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Environmental Characteristics 
2.6 There are few environmental constraints at the site, the majority of which has been in active use as a nursery and 
associated activities for many years. The SHLAA identifies the need to deal with any potential contamination, due to 
the historical nursery use although the majority of the site is agricultural and unlikely to be affected. Full assessment 
of any such issues and necessary mitigation will be carried out prior to any planning application for development. 
2.7 The SHLAA also identifies the potential for groundwater flood risk and the south of the site close to Nyton Road 
has been identified in the Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) as having historical surface water flood 
characteristics although this only relates to an area at the entrance to Nyton Nurseries and a small amount of land 
adjacent to Fontwell Avenue that is owned by Portsmouth water for drainage purposes. The SFRA identifies the wider 
part of the inland area of Arun District as being at some risk of flooding from land. Full assessment of any such issues 
and robust mitigation would be carried out at the site and additional infrastructure in this location that would be 
implemented as part of any development would be aimed at an overall improvement in groundwater and surface 
water flood risk. 
2.8 In terms of landscape characteristics, the site lies on the northern edge of Westergate within the Fontwell-
Eastergate Mosaic Landscape Character Area. The Arun Landscape Study (Hankinson Duckett Associates 2006) 
describes the site as having Medium Landscape Capacity for development. The land is relatively flat and consists of 
small fields of open pasture and a plant nursery of approximately one third glasshouse and two thirds vacant 
grassland. The existing housing of Westergate bounds the southern and western sides of the site, with a large barn 
and associated storage yard lying to the north and west. The site has an urban fringe character with the adjacent scrap 
yard and the large glasshouse of the plant nursery. 
2.9 Visually the site is relatively enclosed by a combination of existing development and vegetation, although there 
are views through the more open northern boundary and filtered views of the site in a westerly direction from the 
A29. The northern views include glimpses between trees towards the wooded South Downs and more open views of 
Fontwell Racecourse. These views would be readily screened by reinforcing the existing boundary vegetation with 
new planting. 
2.10 Overall it is a discreet site that represents a logical extension of the existing Westergate community based on 
past principles of the village’s urban design and previous growth. 
2.11 In landscape and visual terms the site has excellent potential to accommodate residential development that 
includes a strong landscape buffer to the north and reinforcement planting to the west. These principles including 
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potential site access points are shown on the attached landscape concept diagram. 
2.12 The ecological characteristics of the site have been initially assessed in terms of the site context and the baseline 
ecological conditions, derived from desk study and field survey. 
2.13 Initial work has highlighted that the allocation site should be considered in the context of nearby areas that are 
of importance for nature conservation. There are some populations of protected species in nearby designated sites 
and the wider countryside in the vicinity of the allocation site. The site supports some widespread and common 
habitats which may be suitable for a protected or notable species although presence or suitability would be subject to 
more detailed survey and assessment. 
2.14 As a result there are ecological issues that may have a bearing on the design, construction and operational 
phases of any development where there will be a need to minimise or avoid impacts on habitats and species 
(protected or BAP species). 
2.15 The presence of these constraints means that sensitive design and appropriate mitigation (with licences where 
appropriate to ensure legal compliance) would be required in development but they would not affect the viability of 
the development. 
2.16 Development of the Allocation Site would be supported by: 
i. Phase I Habitat Survey (including a review of Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre protected species records); 
ii. Ecological appraisal or impact assessment (including a survey of trees and buildings with bat roost potential; further 
surveys to determine the status of badgers, reptiles, amphibians, dormice, barn owl and any other protected species 
that may be present on the site); 
iii. Natural England protected species licences if required; 
iv. A Construction Environmental Management Plan (including appropriate methods of works for protected species 
and a Japanese Knotweed Management Plan). 
2.17 Assessment of impacts on ecological receptors and the design of avoidance / mitigation measures would be 
carried out in liaison with Natural England and other key stakeholders and the design will be influenced by an 
ecologist being part of the masterplanning and design team. 
2.18 In addition, any development of the site presents the opportunity to provide enhancements for species, for 
instance through provision of artificial bat roosts, bird nest boxes and appropriate habitat creation in landscaping of 
public open space. 
2.19 Based on the information available to date, the development of land north of Westergate is subject to some 
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ecological constraints, but avoidance of impacts through design or mitigation of impacts is possible such that there 
would be no significant ecological impacts through development of the allocation site. 
2.20 In terms of transport and accessibility there are three possible access points for this site: the main proposed 
access is from A29 Fontwell Avenue, and uses an existing tarmac road through some open grassland; there is also the 
existing access to Nyton Nursery from the A29 Nyton Road; and, based on a previous appeal decision, a possible 
access from the B2233 Nyton Road, via the currently unmade Northfields Lane. 
 
[See attached picture - Fig 1 Site Location Map] 
 
2.21 According to the West Sussex County Council public rights of way imap there are no public rights of way that 
cross the site. In respect of strategic highway connections the site is well placed on the A29 which runs through the 
middle of the village linking south to Bognor Regis around 6km south of the site. Westergate lies just south of the A27 
the main south coast highway. There is a likelihood that some traffic from the proposed site would use this route, 
however, movement to and from the east and towards London is catered for at the Fontwell roundabout junctions. 
Movement to and from the west towards Chichester, Portsmouth and Southampton would be more likely to use the 
at the B2233 Aldingbourne priority junction. 
2.22 In respect of sustainable travel opportunities, there are 8 bus stops that are close to the boundary of the site. The 
stops are served by routes operated by Compass Travel between Worthing and Chichester; Billingshurst to Chichester; 
Westergate to Angmering; Littlehampton to Chichester; and between Westergate and Chichester College. There is 
also a circular route operation from Bognor Regis to Yapton. 
2.23 The closest railway station to the site is in Barnham, around 2.3km away from the site and 5 miles north of 
Bognor Regis. This station provides links to London Victoria via Gatwick Airport; Brighton; Portsmouth; Southampton; 
and Littlehampton, via Ford. It is located on the West Coastway Line which runs between Brighton and Southampton. 
The station and the majority of trains serving it are currently operated by Southern. Barnham is the junction station 
for the short branch to Bognor Regis. It is also a well-used interchange for passengers between slow and fast services. 
Trains travelling from east to west (i.e. heading towards Chichester and Bognor Regis) sometimes divide at Barnham. 
The station has a 24 hour car park that has 92 spaces for cars as well as cycle storage facilities for commuters. 
2.24 The site is well located in respect of services with a range of facilities close to the site as shown below (and also 
on the attached drawings): 
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[ See attached - DMH Table] 
 
2.25 The village is served by a primary school, Eastergate Church of England Primary School, and a secondary school, 
Westergate Secondary School, as well as a nursery located within the secondary school. There is also a secondary 
school in Chichester that has a direct bus link with Westergate. The closest college is also in Chichester, as is the 
closest University. There are 2 churches in the village, St George’s Church, Eastergate and Westergate Methodist 
Church. The nearest doctors’ and dentists’ surgery is in Eastergate, with the nearest hospitals in either Bognor Regis or 
Chichester. 
2.26 With regard to shopping, there is a small convenience store within the Total petrol station next to the site on 
Nyton Road. There is also a small Mace shop and post office on Westergate Street opposite Ivy Lane. Further afield 
there is a small Co-operative store near Barnham Railway station, with the nearest large supermarkets situated in 
either Bognor Regis or Chichester. We anticipate there would be significant out-commuting to the larger settlements 
in any event, which would also afford the opportunity to undertake the larger shopping trips. 
2.27 In overall terms the site is well located in respect of services, particularly schools, and already has sustainable 
links to the larger surrounding settlements, which are likely to see a rise in patronage as a result of the development. 
 
Achievability 
 
2.28 The SHLAA finds that the overall site (including WE1, WE9 and 126) would be suitable in principle for future 
housing potential and refers to the possibly of development of each of the above sites in conjunction with one 
another. The site is ideally located in terms of accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public transport and 
importantly the SHLAA notes that there are no insurmountable constraints on site. The site would contribute to the 
achievement of a sustainable, mixed community as required by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and 
supported by the findings of the SHLAA. 
2.29 It is noted that in terms of deliverability and achievability, the site is in a location that is attractive to housing 
developers and attractive to the current market for a range of family sized and smaller homes. The development of 
the site for housing is both financially viable and can immediately deliver housing to contribute significantly to 
requirements within the first 5 years of the proposed Local Plan period. The development of the site would deliver a 
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package of community gains including affordable housing and also badly needed facilities such as elderly and extra 
care homes and meet the housing objectives of the both the local authority and the provisions of the NPPF. 
2.30 The Council’s SHLAA document refers to ‘abnormal’ costs of land assembly to ensure suitable access to the Nyton 
Nurseries area of the site (Ref: WE1) however the site is being promoted alongside areas 126, WE9 and EA9 which 
facilitate direct and suitable access onto the public highway. As set out above in the transport comments there is 
satisfactory primary access from Fontwell Avenue (A29) to the entire site with potential for a secondary access from 
Northfields Lane and also the use of the current Nyton Nursery access from Nyton Road. Therefore, the delivery of 
access to the site and the associated infrastructure required would come forward as an integral part of any housing 
scheme and there would be no time delays or cost/ownership constraints to achieving this. 

1352 Housing Delivery Conclusion 
2.31 In conclusion, we do not consider that Arun District Council have been robust enough in their approach to the 
delivery of housing within the Local Plan period. There is insufficient certainty in terms of the strategy for delivery 
with uncertain delivery and timeframes suggested for the provision of the strategic sites. 
2.32 There is a significant reliance on all housing identified by extant planning permissions and that identified within 
SHLAA. It is considered that this over-reliance on such sites is not a ‘sound’ basis on which to set out future provision 
within the District and that many such sites will need to pass through the planning system for consultation and robust 
assessment if they are to be the basis upon which to deliver housing requirements in the short term. 
2.33 There is not an appropriate buffer applied to the District’s housing requirements given the historic undersupply 
issues, as discussed by the Inspector in relation to appeal reference APP/C3810/A/11/2163208. A 20% buffer should 
be applied to ensure that should sites fail to be delivered sufficient housing will still be built to meet the District’s 
housing needs. 
2.34 It is considered that more certainty is required in the provision of housing sites and in order for the Plan to be 
found ‘sound’ this should be achieved by allocating a number of sustainable medium sized housing sites for delivery in 
the short term to meet Arun’s immediate 5 year land supply housing needs and to form a basis for future housing 
provision. 
2.35 The proposed Land at Westergate site is sustainable and achievable for immediate delivery of between 300 and 
350 homes to meet the Council’s 5 year housing land supply requirements. It is unconstrained in terms of access and 
infrastructure requirements, has few environmental constraints and crucially, proposed housing development would 
be financially viable. The site can make a significant contribution to delivering a sustainable, mixed community in this 
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area that meets the Council’s strategic housing objectives and the requirements of national planning policy. 
3. Housing Delivery 
3.1 Section 13 of the draft Local Plan sets out Arun District Council’s policy approach in respect of housing. It sets out 
2 options for the future delivery of housing across the District. Option 1 sets out a housing target of 6,000 dwellings 
within the Local Plan period for 2013-2028 (400 dwellings per annum). Option 2 sets out a housing target of 8,475 
dwellings within the draft Local Plan period (565 dwellings per annum). The Local Planning Authority indicate that 
Option 2 could be their preferred option, and that subsequently they would need to find an additional 3,838 dwellings 
on top of the 4,637 dwellings that exist as planning permissions or identified as land that is suitable, available and 
achievable within the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). 
3.2 The draft Local Plan proposes to meet this requirement for additional housing in 3 ways; through sustainable 
strategic extensions adjoining Littlehampton and Bognor Regis; a sustainable strategic extension in the 
Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate area, and; a sustainable strategic extension in Angmering. It also sets out a 
minimum allocation of housing within the towns and villages of the District but does not propose any broad or specific 
areas for such housing to be provided. Policy SP8 sets out these broad areas for housing delivery along with a number 
of criteria against which any future planning applications would have to comply. It does not set out how the 
sustainable extensions would be delivered, i.e. which could be through the use of a masterplan process; nor does it 
sufficiently or robustly set out the level of housing that they would deliver or when the housing would be delivered. 
Therefore, in particular reference to the Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate proposed extensions, the Local Plan does 
not provide certainty in terms of the provision of housing. It is recognised that some of this detail is contained within 
the SHLAA however, the SHLAA does not undergo the same test of soundness as a Local Plan, and that the details of 
housing provision and allocation should be included within the Local Plan itself for it to be found sound. 
3.3 Paragraphs 13.1.15 - 13.1.19 of the draft Local Plan concerns planning for uncertainty in relation to housing 
development and possible undersupply problems. A lack of housing supply could arise from a number of issues such 
as, a failure by the Council to allocate sufficient housing, a failure to deliver infrastructure to enable housing or a 
failure of the overall housing market, as we have seen recently. The Local Planning Authority recognise that “A delay 
in development of key sites could lead to the amount of development coming forward being below our targets. 
Therefore we may investigate the reasons for delay and may consider the use of Compulsory Purchase Orders.” 
(Paragraph 13.1.19). There is no current funding in place to ensure the enabling work and studies required to deliver 
the infrastructure required to facilitate the current growth area. We are strongly of the view that Arun should ensure 
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firstly that they have a sufficient supply of land for housing in the short and medium term. The CPO process should be 
considered only appropriate in a worst case scenario and before doing so, the Council should undertake a thorough 
investigation of other potential sites for housing. 
3.4 We hold a number of concerns regarding the strategy of housing delivery as set out by Section 13 of the draft 
Local Plan which are discussed in detail below. 
 
General Concerns 
 
3.5 We have a number of general concerns regarding the draft Arun Local Plan policies in respect of the delivery of 
housing. The draft Policy puts forward a housing requirement, based on a number of assumptions regarding delivery 
of SHLAA sites, and sites with planning permission (as discussed below), and identifies the number of further 
additional sites and allocations that will be required to meet the original housing target. The additional land for 
housing will be made up of: 
• strategic allocations; 
• a strategic housing site in Barnham/Eastergate and Westergate (approximately 2,000 dwellings); and 
• housing within the other towns and villages within the District. 
3.6 The draft Local Plan provides an indication of where the strategic allocations will be located through the Key 
Diagram, but does not provide indication on how the strategic allocations will be delivered or their timeframe for 
delivery. It is not made sufficiently clear how the delivery of these sites would interact with the annual requirement of 
565 dwellings or indeed whether the local planning authority will rely on existing permissions and SHLAA sites for the 
first years of the draft Local Plan. Whilst it is understood this is set out in more detail within the SHLAA, we consider 
that this information is a fundamental part of the Local Plan and should undergo vigorous testing at an Examination in 
Public. It is relevant to note that the SHLAA itself makes a number of assumptions regarding the phasing of delivery for 
large sites. It is a significant concern that these allocations might face delay when progressing through the planning 
process. Locally, it is only necessary to consider the difficulties and delays Horsham District Council have experienced 
in delivering extensions to Horsham and Crawley to see that it can take a significant time for large strategic allocations 
to begin development on the ground. The Land West of Horsham Masterplan was conceived in 2004, allocated in 
Horsham’s Core Strategy in 2007 and work only started at the site this year (2012). Similarly, Arun District Council 
have experienced similar delays in respect of the Policy Site 6 development at North Bersted and Felpham. In order to 
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avoid the difficulties this has caused with the delivery of housing, it is our view that the Local Planning Authority must 
be satisfied that they have sufficient areas of land deliverable for housing within the first 5 years of the plan without 
relying on SHLAA sites that have not passed through consultation and examination and also on the delivery of larger 
strategic sites in the medium term. 
3.7 There is significant concern regarding the ability of the strategic allocations to be delivered at the correct time in 
order that housing requirements are continued to be met during the time frame of the plan, particularly in the early 
period of the plan. There is no indication with how the proposed strategy for the delivery of housing interacts with the 
provision of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at Paragraph 49 which states that “Relevant policies for 
the supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if the Local Planning Authority cannot demonstrate a five-
year supply of deliverable housing sites.” . Therefore, if the strategic sites are not delivered at the correct time, and 
this coincides with a downturn in the number of SHLAA sites or existing planning permissions being developed, it 
would result in a continued undersupply of housing in the District. This would continue to result in a “plan by appeal” 
within Arun District. Again, this information is usually set out within the AMR and SHLAA, but we consider that the 
details on delivery of particularly strategic sites is an important element of the Local Plan which should be tested at a 
Public Examination. 
3.8 With regards the overall strategy of the draft Local Plan, its must be noted that Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires 
Local Planning Authorities to boost, significantly, the supply of housing by identifying specific deliverable sites to 
provide 5 years of housing against their housing target. Further to the identification of specific sites that are 
deliverable in five years, the Local Planning Authority must identify broad areas of land for housing between years 6 - 
10 of the Local Plan period, and if possible, for years 11 - 15. The current draft plan does not provide any certainty 
that there is sufficient specific deliverable sites able to meet the District’s housing need within its first five years, and 
in our view should be amended to set out explicitly the specific sites they believe will meet the first 5 years worth of 
housing requirements. It is assumed that Arun expect the SHLAA sites and extant planning permissions to make up the 
majority of the housing supply for the first 5 years of the plan, but as explained below, we have strong reservations 
about the over-reliance on sites which may never come forward for planning. In our view it would be appropriate to 
allocate a range of medium sites which could meet the District’s housing needs in the shorter term. 
3.9 Overall, it is considered that the draft Local Plan needs to be considerably more robust in setting out the current 
and future housing requirements, and align these requirements with a broad indication of when and how housing 
allocations will be delivered. There is no robust provision of timeframes for the strategic sites, and subsequently, it is 
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unclear as to how the delivery of housing within the District will be managed and therefore it is unlikely to be found to 
be ‘sound’ by a Planning Inspector. In addition, the draft Local Plan should make provision for further sites to be 
considered as smaller and medium sized allocations adjoining the most sustainable settlements such as Eastergate, 
Westergate and Barnham in order that, should there be a failure to supply one of the significant strategic allocations, 
any shortfall in housing could be met by smaller allocated sites nearby. 
 
Over-reliance on SHLAA Sites and Existing Planning Permissions 
 
3.10 It is considered that the draft Local Plan places an over reliance on the delivery of SHLAA sites to meet and 
predict its level of housing need. There is no breakdown of how many of the 4,637 dwellings put forward by Policy SP8 
as being available on existing land have planning permission, and how many are SHLAA sites. It is not considered 
realistic that all SHLAA sites, and all sites that have planning permission, will be developed. Furthermore, the Local 
Planning Authority state that the SHLAA will be reviewed this year, and again if housing delivery is less then has been 
assumed within the draft Local Plan which cannot be considered a robust approach to housing delivery. 
3.11 The SHLAA document is a background plan-making document that has not come under any public scrutiny but 
purely considers the technical and ownership issued of sites to identify whether they are suitable, available and 
achievable. The Government’s published SHLAA guidance (July 2007) advises that it is an important evidence source, 
but does not in itself determine whether a site should be allocated for housing development, nor is it a grant of 
planning permission. 
3.12 Recent comments by a Planning Inspector on the Reigate and Banstead draft Local Plan are considered pertinent 
as far as they relate to the use of a SHLAA in order to justify a deliverable supply of housing. The Inspector (at an 
“Exploratory Meeting” in August 2012) raised concerns that housing delivery in the early years of the Plan period is 
dependent on the implementation of all sites identified within the SHLAA and whether this is realistic. Furthermore, 
this approach was not seem as robust particularly where a lack of certainty existed about the delivery of strategic 
locations later in the Plan period. The Examination of Reigate and Banstead’s Local Plan has been put back to spring 
2013 for the Council to carry out further work to demonstrate delivery of sustainable urban extensions. In our view, 
the Inspector’s concerns equally apply to the heavy reliance on SHLAA sites within the draft Arun Local Plan and our 
view is that in order to demonstrate soundness, sites should be allocated to provide certainty and a more democratic 
plan process. The Inspector supports the view that the Local Plan should, as well as setting out broad locations of 
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strategic extensions, also indicate their likely scale and timing of strategic development which, as indicated above, the 
current draft of the Arun Local Plan fails to do in an adequate manner. 
3.13 In addition to the over-reliance on SHLAA sites which do not yet have planning permission, the draft Local Plan 
also assumes that all planning permissions for housing will be implemented. There have been a number of appeal 
decisions which indicate that Local Planning Authorities should not take it as read that all sites which have been 
granted planning permission will be developed. In the case of the recent Angel’s and Hyde Nurseries Appeal 
(APP/C3810/A/10/2132014) the Inspector agreed with the appellant’s assessment of Arun’s housing supply, which 
considered it appropriate to apply a rate of discount when projecting dwelling completions on small sites, and 
discounted a number of small sites completely where they were unlikely to be developed, as a result of developers 
informing the Appellant they had no desire to complete the site due to viability, amongst other issues. It is considered 
that in order to demonstrate a robust and reliable housing land supply (particularly when used as an evidence base), 
the Local Planning Authority should carry out a process to determine the likely sites with planning permission that 
may not be delivered and subsequently discount those from the overall supply. 
3.14 In conclusion, we have significant concerns regarding the Local Planning Authorities overreliance on SHLAA sites, 
and sites with planning permission, as a basis on which to demonstrate a 5 year supply of land for housing, as well as a 
basis to estimate/discount future housing need within the District. It is appreciated that not all sites can be allocated, 
and there will be some windfalls, extant planning permissions built and SHLAA sites which move to a planning 
application. However, the level of reliance on this being the case in the current draft of the Local Plan is in our view 
not a sound basis. 
 
Insufficient Buffer for Delivery 
 
3.15 The Local Planning Authority are aware that they have a prolonged historic undersupply of housing delivery 
within the District. This is recognised in part by the Annual Monitoring Review which was published in December 2011 
for the period 2010/11. An Annual Monitoring Review from 11/12 has not yet been published on the Arun website. 
The December 2011 AMR recognises that there is an existing 413 dwelling undersupply of housing up to the 31st of 
March 2012. This does not seem to be recognised within the draft Local Plan and it is questioned whether the housing 
requirement set out in Chapter 13 of the draft Local Plan incorporates this historic shortfall. If it fails to do so, in our 
view the proposed housing requirements should be amended. 
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3.16 The Planning Inspector who considered the appeal at Angel’s and Hyde Nursery (APP/C3810/A/10/2132014) 
raised particular concerns about Arun’s failure to account for a historic undersupply of housing, and furthermore the 
Inspector in relation to the appeal at Jenkins Yard (APP/C3810/A/10/2130521) indicated that such an undersupply 
should be dealt with in the short to medium term rather than over the whole plan period. This indicates that the 
historic undersupply of dwellings should be front loaded within the draft Local Plan and should form part of the first 5 
year requirement of housing, as opposed to being spread across the whole 15 year plan period. In our view, this 
would mean that the Local Planning Authority have to consider proposals for housing within the Local Plan that can be 
delivered in the short term, as opposed to longer term strategic sites, where there could be a gap in the delivery of 
housing. 
3.17 The insufficient buffer for delivery, which is exacerbated by the historic undersupply as identified above, is 
highlighted by the most recent (at the time of writing) appeal decision (APP/C3810/A/11/2163208) for housing at the 
Woodgate Centre in Westergate where the Inspector states: 
 
“With respect to housing, Framework paragraph 47 provides for local planning authorities to use their evidence base 
to assess objectively the housing requirement to be met in their local plans. A five-year supply of deliverable sites 
should be identified, with an additional buffer of 5%. Where there has been a persistent record of under delivery a 
20% buffer is required to provide a realistic prospect of achieving planned housing supply. Paragraph 48 allows the 
five-year supply to include windfall sites where there is compelling evidence that this is a reliable source. Paragraph 
49 states, with reference to the presumption in favour of sustainable development, that local housing supply policies 
should not be considered up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of 
deliverable sites.” 
 
3.18 The ‘Note on 5 Year Housing Land Supply in Arun’ published May 2012 includes a 5% buffer for the current 5 year 
period, however we strongly contest that this should be a 20% buffer based on the provisions as contained within the 
NPPF, and as set out by the Inspector in his decision for APP/C3810/A/11/2163208. The NPPF does not define or go 
further to explain what is meant by a ‘persistent record of under delivery’ however in recent years, the LPA has 
continually failed to address its housing shortfall and has subsequently lost a number of planning appeals in relation 
to the provisions set out by Paragraph 71 of PPS3 (now set out by Paragraph 14 of the NPPF). Furthermore, the 
Inspector concluded on the Council’s housing supply in respect of the above appeal: 
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“The evidence in this appeal is a classic reminder that the calculation of housing land requirements and the prediction 
of housing land supply is an inexact and subjective process. However, on a fresh appraisal, it is unlikely that the most 
pessimistic assessment of the five-year HLS of 3.8 years or less will be borne out in practice. At the same time, it is 
evident that the five–year HLS is no more than about 4.7 years, compared with the desirable figure of 6 years in 
response to persistent under delivery.” 
 
3.19 Therefore we are of the view that this record of undersupply is ‘persistent’ and therefore a 20% buffer should be 
applied within any 5 year supply of land for housing calculations. 
Overreliance on Strategic Allocations 
3.20 The draft Local Plan identifies that in order to provide sufficient housing the Local Planning Authority are 
planning sustainable urban extensions at Littlehampton and Bognor Regis. In our experience, and as we set out at 
Paragraph 2.6 above, the reliance of only strategic sized allocations for the delivery of housing cannot be considered 
sound as any number of factors, either through masterplanning, planning application process, and the requirement to 
deliver infrastructure on time can all lead to large strategic sites being delayed significantly. Therefore, it is our view 
that other smaller sites should also be supported by the draft Local Plan in order to cover any shortfall should one of 
the strategic allocations fail to deliver housing when expected or at a slower rate then expected. 
Contingency 
3.21 Further to our comments above regarding an insufficient buffer, we are also concerned with the provision set out 
for contingency within Chapter 13 of the draft Local Plan. The Local Planning Authority will rely on contingency plans 
based on a further review of the SHLAA to identify additional sites; and they may look at Compulsory Purchase Orders 
to ensure housing delivery to aid development on existing housing sites. 
3.22 It is not considered that these provisions are particularly satisfactory. The Compulsory Purchase Order process is 
lengthy, and challengeable. The process would provide no certainty as to the future likely housing land supply. In 
regards to any proposed review of the SHLAA, it is questioned whether the draft Local Plan would require further 
review to incorporate any significant SHLAA sites as allocations. In general, it is considered that the Local Planning 
Authority should be fully satisfied that they can deliver the level of housing land required by the District in the first 
instance upon submission of the plan to the Planning Inspectorate. 
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Conclusion 
 
3.23 In conclusion, we do not consider that the Local Planning Authority have been robust enough in their approach to 
the delivery of housing within the Local Plan period. There is not enough certainty in terms of the strategy for delivery 
with not likely scale or timeframe for the provision for the strategic sites. 
3.24 There is a significant reliance on all housing identified by extant planning permissions and identified within 
SHLAA. It is considered that this over-reliance on such sites is not a sound basis on which to set out future provision 
within the District. It is considered that the Local Planning Authority must make a robust assessment of which of these 
sites is likely to be delivered in the short term. 
3.25 There is not an appropriate buffer applied to the District’s housing requirements given the historic undersupply 
issues, as discussed by the Inspector in relation to appeal reference APP/C3810/A/11/2163208. A 20% buffer should 
be applied to ensure that should sites fail to be delivered sufficient housing will still be built to meet the District’s 
housing needs. 
3.26 It is considered that more certainty is required in the provision of housing sites and this should be achieved by 
allocating a number of small-medium sized housing sites that can be delivered in the short term to meet the Local 
Planning Authorities immediate 5 year land supply housing needs. 
3.27 The proposed Land at Westergate site is sustainable and achievable for immediate delivery of between 300 and 
350 homes to meet the Council’s 5 year housing land supply requirements. It is unconstrained in terms of access and 
infrastructure requirements, has few environmental constraints and crucially, proposed housing development would 
be financially viable. The site can make a significant contribution to delivering a sustainable, mixed community in this 
area that meets the Council’s strategic housing objectives and the requirements of national planning policy. 

1281 Housing Delivery Oving Parish council, via local comments and local publicity campaigns are aware of the draft proposals in SHLAA 
Policy SP8, in particular section 13.1.14 which implies many new residents from such a development would find it 
necessary to travel either to the East to Worthing or West in the direction of Chichester for both employment and 
leisure activities. Oving Parish Council have grave reservations with respect to the traffic infrastructure such a 
development would have on traffic congestion in and around Oving village. With traffic already at all time highs and 
local developments proposed for 500 house or more within the parish, the resultant increase could be deliver a hugely 
negative effect upon the parish of Oving and the surrounding hamlets. 
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1402 Housing Delivery Section 13 Housing Delivery The Group is broadly behind the principle outlined in Section 13.1.3 which would result in 
as close as possible to sustainable development both for Yapton and the District excluding the National Park area. The 
Group support the three specified areas identified for strategic development in Policy SP8. However we have concerns 
that site 71 at Ford airfield in the updated May 2012 SHLAA will be put forward as an alternative to the western area 
proposals for upgrading the A29 trunk road and the associated housing development proposals in Aldingbourne, 
Eastergate and Westergate. A bridge across the railway at Woodgate is required because of the disruption it causes to 
local traffic in the five villages. it also affects tourist access to Bognor Regis. Similar railway crossings at Ford and 
Lyminster should also be considered for bridging. If future versions of the Local Plan should contain additional 
alternative strategic developments around Ford airfield in Policy SPB then the Group reserve the right to strongly 
object to such proposals whilst they remain included in the plan. Table 13.2 identifies a potential development total of 
100 homes for Yapton which is greater than that identified by the Yapton Neighbourhood Plan even allowing for an 
'allocation' from the rest of the District '” excluding the National Park contribution? This is particularly so when the 
amount of development planned for Yapton in the interim plan period eg Goodhew Close is taken into account. The 
Neighbourhood Plan identifies a need for possibly 30 homes in Yapton village over the plan period. Can we please see 
the methodology you have used to calculate the Parish allocations as we are frequently asked to justify these figures 
by the local community and are unable to do so. The same is true for affordable housing where Yapton is set to take 
further affordable housing from Planning application Yf8 1/10. In 2011 Yapton Parish provided 61 affordable homes or 
31 per cent out of a total of 196 built in the Arun District, making the village, a major contributor of such 
accommodation. However, in the January 2012 version of the housing register four families were recorded in Yapton 
were identified to be in need of housing in band A and five families required larger homes in band B. This need should 
have been resolved by the affordable/social homes provided in Yapton in the previous two years. Further adjustment 
/ justification to the draft District Plan is required across policies SP8, SP9 and SPI 0 such that the District Plan is in 
accord with the Yapton Neighbourhood plan as envisaged by the Localism Agenda. 

1300 Housing Delivery Chapter 13. Housing Delivery 13.1.3. This statement of Arun's objective seems to have been written when 565 was the 
target and greenfield strategic locations were part of the supply. It needs to be rewritten now 400 is the target and 
nearly all development will be on brownfield sites. It should be amplified to include a description of recent rates of 
building, nearly 500 a year; the sources of this development, allocated sites or windfall sites; and the proportion on 
brownfield land. 13.1.4. This paragraph could discuss the reasons for including an allowance for windfalls in the supply 
of sites. Now that the NPPF permits the inclusion of such an allowance for the first five years of a plan, Arun should 



Page | 408  
 

include them in the forecast supply; windfalls have recently provided 75% of housing sites in Arun. The NPPF does not 
say whether windfalls should or should not be included in estimates of supply after the first five years of a plan, but 
there seems no reason why windfalls should not be included in estimates for the full period of a plan. An allowance 
for windfalls was permitted after ten years of a Plan in the now withdrawn PPS3. This is a question on which the NPPF 
needs elaboration and clarification. We consider that Arun can reasonably make an allowance for windfalls, though it 
should seek advice from DCLG on this question. The Housing Land Supply Assessment provides a helpful estimate of 
the appropriate number, consistent with the NPPF guidance, and we would be happy to accept this figure, 66 a year, 
for inclusion in the Plan. Adding this annual number to the 191 for the first five years would provide 851 sites over the 
fifteen years of the Plan .The small number of sites identified in the update of the SHLAA – 662, excluding the large 
sites north of Littlehampton - makes an allowance for windfalls all the more desirable. There are likely to be many 
more potential sites than the SHLAA has identified. 13.1.6 to 13.1.13. This section needs to be rewritten because it 
now implies that the development of greenfield sites at Angmering, Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate is a basic 
feature of the Plan. It should instead make clear that the Plan' target of 400 a year makes the development of 
greenfield sites unnecessary, but that the development of some strategic location or locations would be required if 
the target of 565 a year was imposed. Parish and town councils would not need to ptovide as many sites as proposed 
in 13.1.13 if an allowance for windfalls is made. The supply of sites would be 5488 instead of 4637, so the shortfall to 
be met from parishes and town is 512 rather than 1363. Policy SP8. This policy also needs rewriting. References to 
new strategic locations should make clear that any such sites would only be needed if the target of 565 was imposed, 
and the need for two strategic sites becomes questionable if there is an allowance for windfalls. The section on parish 
and town council housing allocations should be revised to provide 500 sites. 

1386 Housing Delivery Section 12: Housing Delivery • The 200 figure for Littlehampton is noted. • Affordable housing must not be traded 
away in 8.106 Agreements/CIL etc. to facilitate development • Estate Agents boards should be limited to one shared 
between all flats in a property, reducing unsightly street clutter, particularly on Littlehampton seafront. 

1141 Housing Delivery Section 13 This section on housing delivery is the key to the whole plan. The Council may wish development to be 
employment-driven but its ability to influence employers is very limited. Development in the past has always been 
dominated by housing provision and, in the east of the District very much by housing for newly retired people moving 
out of London and Surrey. If the plan is to be centred on the needs of people already living in Arun it is necessary to 
base housing land allocation on those needs, not on the market pressures from those wishing to retire into Arun. In 
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para 13.1.2 there is no explanation of why 400 units p.a. is the Council's preferred figure. This should be shown to be 
based on an analysis of housing needs, as opposed to market demand, and related to the figure of 1800 applicants on 
the waiting list in para 13.2.2. Para 13.1.11 and 12 suggest that the SEP figure of 565 units p.a. is preferable because 
only that level of development could secure infrastructure improvements. That case is not made out. It is not clear 
why 400 units a year could not be allocated to the 'broad strategic areas of growth'. Instead, it is asserted that the 400 
units would have to be found in the 'Parish and Town Council' allocations. Table 3.1 uses the SHLAA figures for sites 
already in supply. It should have updated these figures with those in the Housing Land Supply Assessment of May 
2012, which are much higher. That would leave a much smaller shortfall associated with each option – and would 
mean that villages like Ferring need not be required to supply sites for 50 houses. The location of whatever 
development is necessary should be reconsidered in the light of the revised shortfalls. Section 13.2 – the emphasis on 
affordable housing and the contribution which 'market' development must make towards this is very commendable. 
Section 13.5 – the recognition of the needs of the elderly and infirm is also very welcome. In Ferring provision is also 
needed for the reasonably fit older residents, often widowed, who simply want to move to a smaller property after 
many years in a larger property and looking after a large garden. Thus preference should be shown for the building of 
one- or two-bedroom properties rather than four-bedroom houses. 

1244 Housing Delivery PRELIMINARY ENQUIRY LAND AT WOODGATE On behalf of our client we would like to request your preliminary view 
on a section of land with a proposal for residential development. The site is located at Woodgate on the A29 with 
existing residential developments on each side (please see the enclosed location map). It is appreciated that the site is 
located adjacent to the recognised 'Built Up Area Boundary (Policy GEN 10)'  and not within its boundary. However, 
as can be observed from the Local Plan Review Map - Inset H (Westergate and Eastergate), this boundary clearly 
continues parallel to the site on the opposite side of the road. If the site was considered to be included within the 
boundaries of the 'Built Up Area Boundary'  it would balance the boundaries either side of the road of this linear 
settlement. Even if you do not consider that the land is suitable for residential development now, we would 
respectfully request that it is seriously considered for such a land use during the next Local Plan Review period. On 
behalf of our client it is our intention to immediately follow this preliminary enquiry with an application for Outline 
Planning Consent for residential development. These applications are expensive to administer, so we would truly 
appreciate you comments at the first instance. At present the site is primarily used as a seasonal nursery on that part 
of the land adjacent to the road and as rough grazing to the rear. None of the land has any great agricultural value and 
has not been used for such purposes for well over twenty five years. There are at least four access routes with 
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dropped kerbs to the road (A29) from the site. The following is a schedule of positive reasons which we believe should 
be considered when assessing this preliminary enquiry:- • The site is located immediately adjacent to the 'Built Up 
Area Boundary' . • As can be observed from the Local Plan Review Map - Inset H (Westergate and Eastergate), this 
boundary clearly continues parallel to the site on the opposite side of the road. If the site was considered to be 
included within the boundaries of the 'Built Up Area Boundary'  it would balance the boundaries either side of the 
road. • The A29 is a main road easily able to cope with the small amount of additional traffic. • This particular section 
of the A29 is straight, providing excellent visibility lines. • This particular section of the A29 is within the 30 Mile per 
hour zone and is properly illuminated with street lights. • All services are readily available, i.e., electricity, gas, water, 
telephone, sewage and drainage. • Existing residential areas are located to the North, South and East of the site. It is 
virtually an infil site. • A new residential development has just been constructed to the North of the site, only 100 
metres away. • Public transport is readily available on rail and bus routes. • The land as it stands is not an interesting 
'Strategic Gap'  and therefore would not cause a significant loss of an open or woodland area which in its own right 
makes a material contribution to the environment. • There is ample space for a suitable development, therefore there 
would be no major conflicts regarding congestion of traffic or the parking of cars. • This site complies with the 
'Transport and Locational Policy TR1 of this Local Plan. • Market forces surely demand further housing. • As clearly 
outlined in the Arun District Local Plan and the West Sussex Structure Plan, there is a serious demand for housing. • 
Government advice - Planning Policy Guidance Note 3 'Housing'  (PPG3) issued March 1992 states that the planning 
system must provide an adequate and continuous supply of land for house building. • Planning Policy Guidance Note 
13 Transport (PPG13) emphasises that potential sites should be located so that various forms of travel are available. 
This site is suitable for road, rail, bus and pedestrian. PPG13 also advises that local plans should provide for housing 
development in central locations within existing urban or rural locations, including vacant, derelict or underused land. 
• The area is suitable for several types of housing of different values. Possibly a mixed development would be 
appropriate. • There is clearly a shortfall in housing supply in the Arun area, particularly due to the low levels of house 
building in the 1993-94 period. • As in accordance with Policy HSG1 the council must provide for 4900 dwellings 
within the plan between 1994 and 2006. • In accordance with the Local Plan (Section 6.6) a well designed scheme 
would be considered to comply with Council aims in respect of design and the built environment to ensure high 
standards of design and layout. • The existing size of the size (approximately 6 acres) does not make it viable as an 
agricultural unit. As stated, the criteria requires at least 12 acres for an economically viable land use. Due to all the 
above points we truly believe that this site is well located for potential residential development. It may be appropriate 
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initially just to consider the areas of land immediately adjacent to the A29 (please note this area from the enclosed 
site plan). This would in effect continue the string-line settlement development which now exists. Several major 
developers have approached my client (e.g. Wilcon Homes and Prowting Homes) and are intending to carry out their 
own research on the potential of the site prior to the agreement of option arrangements etc. If you would like us to 
come to your offices for a more detailed discussion, please let us know. 

1280 Housing Delivery As the local County councillor for Yapton, Ford and Clymping, I am writing to you with my comments on the above The 
identification of the three specified areas as strategic locations for growth in the District is fully supported. However, 
there is a high possibility that during the consultation process, Ford Airfield will be highlighted as a possible alternative 
to the proposed strategic location at Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate, and in view of the recommendation about 
the Ford site's suitability for development in the 2012 SHLAA, the prospects for such a proposal arising are significant. 
Thus if, duringfuture iterations of the Plan, any alternative strategic locations are identified and then incorporated 
into Policy SP8, particularly should any such location be in the vicinity of Ford Airfield, then I would wish to reserve the 
right to make a very strong objection at that and all further stages of the debate about the Plan The possibility of 
future of development in Yapton, Ford and Clymping, does give me cause for concern, as I have on several occasions 
in the past,expressed my grave concern regarding rhe risk of flooding in all these villages,the increase of HGV's, the 
lack of infrastructure - putting all the strain on our country lanes which are totally unsuitable for any increase in 
traffic, development on our first class agrucultural land, is both un-sustainable and un-acceptableTransport links are 
poor, DoctorsSurgeries and schools are at full capacity. One of the top priorities for me as a County Councillor is to 
enhance and improve the quality of life for all our residents, Turning our green and pleasant land into a concrete 
jungle, would not fulfill this priority, rather, it would do imeasurable damage. As a West Sussex County Councillor, I do 
of course take a strategic position, but when it comes down to the residents in my immediate locality, this where I fell 
I have a duty of care and a right to seak out to pprotect their best intersts. 

1351 Housing Delivery Representations on the Arun District Council draft Local Plan (2013-2028) (the Local Plan) consultation document (July 
2012) Introduction WYG Planning and Development have been instructed to submit representations on behalf of 
Orchard Homes and Developments Ltd who control land at 251 Pagham Road, Pagham and land at Bilsham Road, 
Yapton. Land at 251 Pagham Road, Pagham This land is largely unconstrained and is put forward for consideration as a 
suitable site to accommodate residential development in meeting the Council's existing and future housing needs. As 
the site is largely enclosed by existing residential properties, development at this location would represent a natural 
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extension or 'rounding off' of the existing Built Up area boundary. The Lamb Inn. Bilsham Road, Yapton We support 
the inclusion of the land comprising the premises of the Lamb Inn as part of the defined Built Up area boundary for 
Yapton. The site adjoins the urban boundary as defined by the adopted Local Plan and is predominantly previously 
developed land (pdl). Furthermore, the land to the rear of the site has been recently developed. As such, the site 
reads as part of the village and represents a logical extension of the Built Up area. Overall Housing Approach Setting 
aside the above-referenced comments, these representations argue that the Local Plan as envisaged in the 
consultation document is fundamentally flawed, specifically by virtue of the approach to meeting appropriate housing 
requirements over the plan period. The approach to identifying housing requirements is confused and confusing and 
does not reflect the robust evidence base document 'Arun District Council Locally Generated Needs Study'  (May 
2010) prepared by consultants GL Hearn. That document identifies an appropriate locally derived housing 
requirement between 550 dwellings per annum and 670 dwellings per annum. A consultation draft Local Plan 
suggests that, following the abolition of the Regional Spatial Strategy, the South East Plan, the Council will provide for 
just 400 dwellings per annum which, it argues, is an economically driven figure as opposed to a housing driven figure. 
These representations also argue that the identification of land south of Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham as a 
strategic location for growth is neither justified nor will it be effective. In addition, the identification of the green 
infrastructure designation at Angmering is similarly flawed. The national planning policy context within which the 
Local Plan is emerging is one of achieving sustainable economic growth and the increasing delivery of new homes. The 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out Government policy in a more succinct manner than before. Whilst 
the Government is committed to abolishing the regional spatial strategies, in this case the approved South East Plan, 
that process has not yet been completed and the emerging consultation draft Arun Local Plan must obviously set out 
policies that are broadly in accordance with the policies of the South East Plan. As far as new housing is concerned, 
the South East Plan requires the delivery of 565 dwellings per annum between 2006 -2026. The NPPF requires Local 
Plans to: 'boost significantly the supply of housing'  and that Local Plans must provide for a locally derived housing 
requirement. Paragraph 47 of the NPPF specifically states that: 'to boost significantly the supply of housing, local 
planning authorities should: • Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively 
assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as consistent with the policies set 
out in this framework, including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the 
plan period'¦'  Arun District Council commissioned the Locally Generated Need Study produced by GL Hearn and 
published in May 2010. The study was both detailed and wide ranging and considered a number of different scenarios 
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both housing and economically derived. The range of the projections included a zero employment growth projection 
at 362 dwellings per annum as well as a high economic growth projection at 741 dwellings per annum. The study 
concludes that a housing requirement in the range of 550dpa - 670dpa would represent a 'positive future for the 
district'  and one which was 'based upon a realistic economic scenario' . The Council decided that, based upon public 
opinion, a figure of 400 dwellings per annum should be adopted. There is no credible basis for this figure and if the 
plan moves forward on this basis it will be found unsound. Paragraph 2.6 of the consultation draft plan states that the 
lower figure of 400dpa is economically driven not housing driven but the evidence based housing figures, based upon 
economic growth and principles of sustainable development, reducing net out commuting and providing more jobs 
within the Borough, results in an evidence base led housing requirement of between 550-670dpa. The study notes 
that, at 465dpa, the level of housing delivered could actually constrain the economy. To put this further into context, 
the GL Hearn analysis demonstrates that at 362dpa there will be zero economic growth and that recent (i.e. including 
a period of recession) based economic trends still require a higher level of housing delivery than proposed by the 
Council (425dpa compared to the 400dpa proposed). The plan sits firmly at odds with its own evidence base and 
national planning policy guidance. The results of adopting such a low level of housing provision are likely to be: • A 
constrained economy; • Continued high levels of unsustainable out commuting; • Increased housing need; • 
Increased housing poverty; • Reduced council income; • Reduced investment in infrastructure; • A poor quality of life. 
Essentially the opposite of what the plan states that it will deliver. Presently, the consultation draft Local Plan is 
required to acknowledge the requirements of the extant South East Plan at 565 dwellings per annum. In this scenario 
the plan identifies the need for strategic locations for housing growth and identifies two such locations; one at 
Angmering and the other to the south of Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham. Fundamentally, acknowledging that 
there is likely to be a need for a greater level of housing over the plan period, the location of new strategic 
development allocations will need to be assessed given that: 1) further strategic scale allocations may be necessary; 2) 
the strategic area of search south of Eastergate, Westergate, Barnham is not considered justified or sustainable. 
Although the plan only identifies a broad location for development in the area to the south of these three villages, 
unlike the Angmering location, it is not clear how a strategic housing development that represents a sustainable urban 
extension can be achieved in this location without: a) resulting in the obvious and unacceptable coalescence of these 
individual villages; b) the risk of becoming a more detached, self contained dormitory housing development that 
perpetuates unsustainable patterns of movement likely to result in a higher proportion of trips by private car. This 
strategy does not appear to facilitate a strategic sustainable urban extension that represents an appropriate 
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mechanism to deliver the infrastructure requirements of the area, in particular the A29 realignment and bridge over 
the railway line. Indeed, the desirable improvements to the A29 could, more appropriately be facilitated via the 
development of an appropriate Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). 

1215 Housing Delivery Housing (Chapter 13 – Table on P107/8) The national planning policy context within which the Local Plan is emerging 
is one of achieving sustainable economic growth and the increasing delivery of new homes. The National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out Government policy in a more succinct manner than before. Whilst the Government 
is committed to abolishing the regional spatial strategies, in this case the approved South East Plan, that process has 
not yet been completed and the emerging consultation draft Arun Local Plan must obviously set out policies that are 
broadly in accordance with the policies of the South East Plan. As far as new housing is concerned, the South East Plan 
requires the delivery of 565 dwellings per annum between 2006 -2026. The NPPF requires Local Plans to: 'boost 
significantly the supply of housing'  and that Local Plans must provide for a locally derived housing requirement. 
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF specifically states that: 'to boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning 
authorities should: · Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs 
for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as consistent with the policies set out in this 
framework, including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan 
period'¦'  Arun District Council commissioned the Locally Generated Need Study produced by GL Hearn and published 
in May 2010. The study was both detailed and wide ranging and considered a number of different scenarios both 
housing and economically derived. The range of the projections included a zero employment growth projection at 362 
dwellings per annum as well as a high economic growth projection at 741 dwellings per annum. The study concludes 
that a housing requirement in the range of 550dpa - 670dpa would represent a 'positive future for the district'  and 
one which was 'based upon a realistic economic scenario' . The Council decided that, based upon public opinion, a 
figure of 400 dwellings per annum should be adopted. There is no credible basis for this figure and if the plan moves 
forward on this basis it will be found unsound. Furthermore, the current scenario of the plan proposing two different 
housing requirements (ie 400 dpa and 565 dpa) is confusing and entirely inappropriate. In addition subsequent 
neighbourhood plans will need a clear figure upon which to produce a proper and comprehensive plan. Paragraph 2.6 
of the consultation draft plan states that the lower figure of 400dpa is economically driven not housing driven but the 
evidence based housing figures, based upon economic growth and principles of sustainable development, reducing 
net out commuting and providing more jobs within the Borough, results in an evidence base led housing requirement 
of between 550-670dpa. The study notes that, at 465dpa, the level of housing delivered could actually constrain the 
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economy. To put this further into context, t he GL Hearn analysis demonstrates that at 362dpa there will be zero 
economic growth and that recent (i.e. including a period of recession) based economic trends still require a higher 
level of housing delivery than proposed by the Council (425dpa compared to the 400dpa proposed) . The plan sits 
firmly at odds with its own evidence base and national planning policy guidance. The results of adopting such a low 
level of housing provision are likely to be: · A constrained economy; · Continued high levels of unsustainable out 
commuting; · Increased housing need; · Increased housing poverty; · Reduced council income; · Reduced investment in 
infrastructure; · A poor quality of life. Essentially the opposite of what the plan states that it will deliver and 
completely at odds with the Government's stated policy. A series of recent announcements have made it very clear 
that the number one priority is to get the economy growing and the country building again. The suggested 400 dpa 
figures flies totally in the face of this advice. 

1236 Housing Delivery Section 13 - Housing Delivery - Comments The identification of the three areas specified in paras 13.1.6, 13.1.7 and 
13.1.8, as well as in Policy SP 8, as strategic locations for growth in the District is fully supported. However, should the 
unsustainable development site at Ford Airfield ever be considered as an alternative to the Barnham, Eastergate and 
Westergate strategic location, we would object to it on the grounds that it would cause the already unacceptable 
traffic situation in Arundel to become even worse. 

1276 Housing Delivery 3.0 CONCLUSIONS 3.1 The Draft Local Plan is considered to be unsound in terms of the soundness tests set out in 
paragraph 182 of the NPPF. In order to ensure that the plan is sound it must be revised to incorporate a significantly 
higher housing requirement that meets objectively assessed housing need and reflects the evidence base of the Local 
Plan. This is a fundamental requirement of the NPPF. 3.2 The implications of the above are that additional strategic 
residential development sites need to be allocated. These additional allocations need to reflect the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development. The Taylor Wimpey site at land at Sefter Road, Bognor Regis is promoted as an 
Omission site and should be allocated in the emerging Local Plan for the reasons set out in these representations. 3.3 
Taylor Wimpey has already held positive discussions with the Pagham and Aldwick Scout Group and is seeking 
discussions with Pagham Parish Council to discuss the proposals for the site. 3.4 Arun District Council is at a relatively 
early stage of a process of putting a 15 year plan in place. Taylor Wimpey want to work positively with Arun District 
Council and the local community in the proceeding stages of the District Plan to ensure that a sound and deliverable 
plan that includes land at Sefter Road as a residential allocation is in place. 
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1574 Housing Delivery The conflict between the proposed extent of the strategic site and the potential flood risk zone, which we were all 
made aware of as to how vulnerable this is during the June floods this year, and the existing farm land identified as 
potential biodiversity opportunity areas causes the residents considerable concern. The extent of the strategic site for 
new homes is out of place with need in the area. The overlap of land for potential biodiversity opportunity overlaps 
with that of the strategic site. What is missing here is the extent of the flood zones and the need for these areas in the 
future. The residents feel that decisions on this have been made before all the facts have been established. The 
consultation document makes mention of the a study being undertaken, but not yet complete to establish related 
flood defence plans for the Lower Tidal River Arun (LTRA). We are concerned that decisions and areas on maps are 
being made and drawn without the facts being established. 

1577 Housing Delivery The council notes that the Arun FLF sub-committee, endorsed by the full council, voted for the lower housing numbers 
in Option 1 and made it clear that the way to achieve the economic strategy was through education actions not higher 
housing numbers. The appearance is that Option 2 is only in the plan to fund a new road in the wrong place. The 
council therefore agrees with Option 1 in regard to housing numbers. 

1562 Housing Delivery 13 Housing Delivery • Barnham Parish Council wholly rejects the 'Housing Option 2'  proposals for 2,300 houses in a 
new settlement between the villages of Bamham, Eastergate, Westergate and Aldingbourne. There is no evidence 
base whatsoever for a requirement for these houses in the District, and no justification for this location. There is a 
major funding gap for the required infrastructure for such housing numbers and for any postulated road - this funding 
gap being so massive as to make the housing proposal utterly unrealizable. Option 1 was the preferred outcome of 
two previous public consultations ('Options For Growth'  in 2009 and the 'cluster meetings'  consultation in early 
2011), and previous agreement in principle with local Parish Councils. As such, if 'localism'  is to respected and 
democracy is to mean anything, Option 1 must be the housing strategy chosen for the Local Plan, 

1572 Housing Delivery Development in the villages of Aldingbourne Parish The results of the questionnaire for the Aldingbourne Parish 
Neighbourhood Plan indicated that parishioners were generally realistic about expansion and supported limited 
additional housing within the current framework of the built-up area. A sustainable small development could be 
practical providing infrastructure was in place before housing occupancy. 
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1626 Housing Delivery Another very real problem for Arun District planners is the fact that the south-east regional plan which imposed 
housing figures on local authorities in the past is still in force. Mr Ricky Bower has made it clear that the council want 
to plan from the bottom up, not the top down, wanting 400 houses annually not the 565 per year demanded by the 
regional plan. The Civic Society would support Mr Bower's view. 

1627 Housing Delivery While Angmering people fear 1 ,000 houses could be built in their village, Littlehampton people with thousands on 
their northern borders already given planning permission are threatened by another 1 ,000 more across the River 
Arun into the Climping Gap. Councillors at the Development Control Committee on the May rejected a proposal for 
134 caravan sites for  reasons of poor infrastructure, gridlocked road, intrusion into the gap, threat to valuable, even 
rare, wildlife, objections which apply much more to the 1 ,000 homes proposal. It would not be sensible to permit 
these 1,000 dwellings while rejecting the very much smaller caravan site. These thousand homes could also intrude 
upon the peaceful business of Bailiffscourt. We hope the council will do their best to listen and take note of local 
people's views despite the council's difficulties from above. 

1630 Housing Delivery Finally, people do not want the Swimming Pool or the Windmill Theatre to be demolished like the Hospital. We would 
like to keep what we have and improve these facilities rather than end up with nothing. We do not want housing used 
to finance unaffordable new facilities and road building through the misuse of S106 agreements for the same reason. 

1618 Housing Delivery the Bognor Regis area suffers from massive out-commuting as many thousands of people leave the area each morning 
to go to work, and return each evening, with massive detrimental effects in congestion and pollution. This results 
from the low level of available jobs in the area and has been made worse by continued housebuilding and hence 
population growth. Further housebuilding can only make this worse, and whilst the Council has made some reference 
to economic stimulation in the district, there is no commitment to raise this to sufficient levels even to solve the 
existing out-commuting problem. It was the unanimous view of the meeting that as further housebuilding can only 
make this problem worse, in this context it can only be regarded as entirely unsustainable. Therefore it was felt that 
there must be a specific commitment in the Plan that there should be no further housebuilding until sufficient positive 
action has been taken to ensure that there is an adequate level of employment opportunities in the area to eradicate 
the present out-commuting problem. 
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1619 Housing Delivery With regard to the Regis Centre site in Bognor Regis, it was noted that the SHLAA allowed for 160 residential units on 
this site and that this document Ã¬s regarded as evidence in that it is a supporting document. Further that there is no 
commitment in the Plan to leisure uses on this site. We wish to draw attention to the petition of 10, 158 Bognor Regis 
Town Centre users who signed their names to demand that no flats should be built on the Regis Centre site and that 
the site should be reserved for leisure purposes only. It was the view of the meeting that the view of 10, 1 58 Bognor 
Regis people is equally valid, if not more so, to that of a firm of consultants from elsewhere, and should be equally 
taken into account as evidence and a supporting document. 

1666 Housing Delivery 3. The plan contains many mixed messages as follows:- a. " New Development needs to be planned to minimise 
impact on the countryside and the environment. MAKE USE OF BROWNFIELD LAND and buildings. PRESERVE the 
individual character of Arun Towns and Villages. Avoiding OVER DEVELOPMENT or the merging of settlements". I do 
not accept that building 2,00 0plus new homes in the villages will preserve our existing quality of life. There is no 
indication of any significant development on BrownField Land at all. Surely Ford, a prime BrownField Site and 
previously earmarked as a potential ECO Town, must have a significant proportion of new homes. 

1622 Housing Delivery 8.0 SECTION 13 – HOUSING DELIVERY 8.1 Policy SP8 highlights the spatial strategy for strategic housing in Arun over 
the Local Plan period, focusing the majority of development on urban extensions at Bognor Regis and Littlehampton, 
at Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate, and at Angmering. 8.2 WEDP supports the principle of this approach in 
relation to Angmering, given its sustainability credentials that have been previously identified. However, there is a 
concern about the two strategies for housing numbers across the District as a whole, with two figures of 400 dwellings 
per annum and 565 dwellings per annum being mooted. 8.3 It is considered that both of these figures are too low, and 
this is addressed more fully in an Arun District Housing Requirements Technical Note that has been prepared, using 
Barton Willmore's Open House toolkit, which is attached at Appendix 2 of these representations. 8.4 Paragraphs 8.5 – 
8.9 are the concluding paragraphs of the Technical Note, but they are included her for ease of reference. 8.5 This 
housing technical note has summarised the policy background informing ADC's preferred housing target (400 new 
dwellings per annum 2013-2028), and the Central Government population, migration, and household projections for 
Arun District. The conclusions of the note are as fo lows: The preferred housing target of the emerging Local Plan (400 
new dwellings per annum, 2013-2028) and the SEP housing target (565 new dwellings per annum) fall significantly 
lower than the 2008-based CLG household projection (1,000 new household per annum, 2013-2028); The latest 2010-
based population projection (ONS, March 2010) projects population growth which is broadly consistent with the 
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previous population projections (2003, 2004, 2006, and 2008-based series). In the context of falling household sizes it 
is considered that the 2010-based DCLG household projections (due in 2012) will show similar household growth to 
the 2008-based series (approximately 1,000 households per annum). The Locally Generated Housing Needs 
Assessment by GL Hearn (May 2010) was instructed by ADC to support development of the emerging Local Plan. The 
assessment sets out economic and demographic-led scenarios for housing growth, all of which exceed the preferred 
option (400 dpa) of the emerging Local Plan; In this context, it is considered that provision of only 400 new dwellings 
per annum, 2013-2028, would stymie economic growth in Arun and wholly conflict with the clear economic growth 
aspirations of ADC; The economic-led scenarios for growth show a range of growth between 550 and 670 new 
dwellings per annum. The minimum (550 dpa) is based on recessionary trends and is considered highly conservative in 
the context of ADC's priorities for employment growth and a reduction in net out -commuting; The Bath and North 
East Somerset Core Strategy Inspector suspended the EiP due to the Council's housing growth methodology being 
primarily based on job growth projections. To be NPPF compliant the housing target must be considerate of 
demographic and economic projections; The demographic trend-based scenario of the GL Hearn report projects 
housing growth of 610 new dwellings per annum, and is considered by GL Hearn to represent a robust scenario for 
growth; The GL Hearn report also concludes that the previous housing target of ADC – the draft SEP target of 465 new 
dwellings per annum – would not provide the economic growth aspired to by the Council. Recommendation 8.6 
Housing targets must be compliant with paragraphs 158-159 of the NPPF, and consider demographic and economic 
growth projections as part of a proportionate evidence base. 8.7 The GL Hearn report has concluded that 610 new 
dwellings per annum would provide a robust scenario for growth based on past demographic trends. This is 
considered to be a conservative estimate for growth based on the official CLG projection of approximately 1,000 new 
households per annum. It is therefore considered that 610 new dwellings per annum should form the very minimum 
starting point for housing growth in Arun. 8.8 However the GL Hearn report has also concluded that economic growth 
could require up to 670 new dwellings per annum, and in the context of the Council's priorities for economic growth it 
is considered a range of 610 – 670 new dwellings per annum should be targeted. 8.9 This target could be further 
clarified by further modelling work using the highly respected Chelmer Population and Housing Model. Policy SP9 8.10 
Policy SP9 seeks to secure affordable housing for schemes and this is to be supported as there is a distinct need for 
affordable housing in Arun and the UK and it contributes to mixed and sustainable communities. The flexibility 
introduced in the second paragraph is supported in that it provides options should the primary solutions for delivering 
affordable housing not be viable. 8.11 However, it is not considered that this flexibility goes far enough in that the 
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financial implications of the affordable housing requirement, be it on-site provision or the options of off-site provision 
or payment of contributions in lieu can be or are likely to be broadly the same. 8.12 Consequently, a further option 
needs to be included to ensure that the overall costs of addressing affordable housing requirements, through 
whatever means, do not prevent development coming forward. 8.13 This is line with paragraph 50 of the NPPF which 
states that local planning authorities should: 'where they have identified that affordable housing is needed, set 
policies for meeting this need on site, unless off-site provision or a financial contribution of broadly equivalent value 
(our emphasis) can be robustly justified.'  8.14 In addition, paragraph 173 of the NPPF states that: 'To ensure viability, 
the costs of any requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements 
should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a 
willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.'  Recommendation 8.15 To 
revise Policy SP9 accordingly so that it is compliant with paragraphs 50 and 173 of the NPPF. 

1602 Housing Delivery Housing Delivery 2.5. Whilst the Council have indicated a preferred target of 400 units per annum for the district for 
the period of 2011-2028, the evidence base that accompanied the Housing and Employment Growth Consultation 
2011 and the Options for Growth Consultation Document 2009 set out that in order to support economic growth, a 
housing provision in the region of 565 was more appropriate than a lower threshold. Accordingly, we consider the 
preferred target of 400 units per annum would be unsound. This element of the housing allocations and housing 
delivery chapter should therefore be deleted as it is not provided on a credible evidence base, does not allow for 
flexibility, and will reinforce negative growth within the district. The existing South East Plan figure of 595 units should 
be adopted and supported through the emerging Local Plan. 

1607 Housing Delivery 3. CONCLUSION 3.1. We write in response to the draft Arun Local Plan Consultation Document on behalf of our 
clients, Epitair Ltd and Eric Wall Holdings Ltd. 3.2. We support Option 2 housing numbers that rely on an annual 
development rate of 565 dwellings per year. Whilst this reflects the current South East Plan figures that may be 
revoked in due course, it also best reflects the evidence base to help develop a sustainable social and economic 
district. 3.3. Our clients support the strategic development of 2000 houses at Westergate/Eastergate and Barnham. In 
particular however, the broad location for housing growth should be expanded to incorporate land to the east of 
Barnham, north of the railway line. This will allow greater flexibility in delivering the strategic allocation and support 
the aspiration of the Council to retain the separate of the three villages through the Development Plan. 
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1585 Housing Delivery Rydon Homes welcomes the opportunity to comment on the draft Local Plan 2013-2028. Our representations are 
concerned with the proposed housing target for 2013-2028. and the policies for delivering housing and regeneration 
at Littlehampton. The draft Local Plan takes the novel approach of consulting on two levels of housing target, one of 
565 dwellings per annum which is derived from the South East Plan and one of 400 dwellings per annum which is 
identified as the 'preferred' target. It would appear to Rydon that the South East Plan derived target is only included 
because the SEP has not yet been abolished and remains part of the Development Plan. The origins of the 400 
dwellings pa target are less clear. It is stated in the draft Local Plan that the Awn's number one priority is economic 
growth for job creation. We fail to see how an artificially low housing target can assist in achieving this objective. Arun 
cannot control the occupancy of most new housing and, given the popularity of Arun amongst retired households, we 
can only foresee that a dwelling target of only 400 dwellings pa will fail to produce a large enough economically active 
population to support economic growth. Rydon considers that the draft Local Plan fails to meet the critical policy 
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework. The NPPF identifies three dimensions to sustainable 
development in a plan-led system. These are economic, social and environmental. It appears that in taking economic 
growth as its number one priority, the Council had failed to address social policy objectives, particularly the provision 
of an adequate supply of housing, in the draft Local Plan. The NPPF states that In order to boost significantly the 
supply of housing, Local Authorities should ensure that Local Plans meet the full objectively assessed need for market 
and affordable housing in the Housing Market Assessment. The evidence base for the draft Local Plan does not appear 
to include any proper quantified assessment of housing need across the housing market area. The West Sussex 
Coastal Area SHMA did not attempt to quantify the need for both market and affordable housing. The G L Heam Local 
Housing Needs Assessment recommended that a dwelling target of 610 dwellings pa would be a robust basis for 
planning purposes but this assessment was not SHMA. We consider that CLG household projections remain the most 
reliable reference for household projections for Awn, and therefore in the absence of a SHMA that considers overall 
housing requirements, also the best indicator of future need for market and affordable housing in Awn. The 2008-
based CLG household projections indicate an increase of 15,000  dwellings in Arun during the proposed plan period of 
2013-2028. It  would therefore appear that both of the housing targets in the draft Local  Plan fall far short of the level 
of potential housing need, and that the preferred target of 400 dwellings in particular will cause serious social 
problems arising from substantial under-provision of housing. The draft Local Plan fails to consider whether, or to 
what degree any housing needs that are displaced from Awn would be accommodated by neighboring districts. 
However there is no evidence to suggest that any neighboring districts are planning to accommodate unmet housing 



Page | 422  
 

needs that are displaced from Awn. In fact in Chichester and Worthing, the districts with the closest relationship in 
terns of housing market areas, the SEP targets are below CLG household projections. In conclusion, we consider that if 
the Local plan is progressed on the basis of a housing target of 400 dpa it will be in fundamental conflict with key 
policies in the NPPF. Moreover, we do not consider that the existing evidence base gives an adequate justification for 
the SEP-derived housing target because of the variance from the official CLG household projections. 

1579 Housing Delivery 2.3 It particular, there is reference in the housing delivery chapter (para.13.1.2) to: 'the district council indicated a 
preferred target of 400 units per annum for the district for the period 2011-2028, should the Regional Spatial Strategy 
be revoked. This target provides the basis for the development of the Council's policy approach alongside the 565 
units established by the South East Plan.'  Again it needs to be made clear that the provision of these housing targets 
would be within that part of the district outside the National Park and that for the area within the National Park the 
strategy for the provision of new housing will be determined through the South Downs National Park Local Plan. 

1284 Housing Delivery Introduction In summary, in response to Chapter 13 Housing Delivery in particular, these representations argue that 
the Local Plan as envisaged in the consultation document is fundamentally flawed, specifically by virtue of the 
approach to meeting appropriate housing requirements over the plan period. The approach to identifying housing 
requirements is confused and confusing and does not reflect the robust evidence base document 'Arun District 
Council Locally Generated Needs Study'  (May 2010) prepared by consultants GL Hearn. That document identifies an 
appropriate locally derived housing requirement between 550 dwellings per annum and 670 dwellings per annum. A 
consultation draft Local Plan suggests that, following the abolition of the Regional Spatial Strategy, the South East 
Plan, the Council will provide for just 400 dwellings per annum which, it argues, is an economically driven figure as 
opposed to a housing driven figure. These representations also argue that the identification of land south of 
Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham as a strategic location for growth is neither justified nor will it be effective. In 
addition, the identification of the green infrastructure designation at Angmering is similarly flawed. Finally, given the 
requirement for additional homes, it is appropriate the extent of the settlement boundary for Pagham be reviewed to 
incorporate suitable sites for housing which are sustainably located adjacent to the current boundary and this should 
be reflected within Policy SP2. Background The national planning policy context within which the Local Plan is 
emerging is one of achieving sustainable economic growth and the increasing delivery of new homes. The National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out Government policy in a more succinct manner than before. Whilst the 
Government is committed to abolishing the regional spatial strategies, in this case the approved South East Plan, that 
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process has not yet been completed and the emerging consultation draft Arun Local Plan must obviously set out 
policies that are broadly in accordance with the policies of the South East Plan. As far as new housing is concerned, 
the South East Plan requires the delivery of 565 dwellings per annum between 2006 -2026. The NPPF requires Local 
Plans to: 'boost significantly the supply of housing'  and that Local Plans must provide for a locally derived housing 
requirement. Paragraph 47 of the NPPF specifically states that: 'to boost significantly the supply of housing, local 
planning authorities should: Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively 
assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as consistent with the policies set 
out in this framework, including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the 
plan period'¦'  Arun District Council commissioned the Locally Generated Need Study produced by GL Hearn and 
published in May 2010. The study was both detailed and wide ranging and considered a number of different scenarios 
both housing and economically derived. The range of the projections included a zero employment growth projection 
at 362 dwellings per annum as well as a high economic growth projection at 741 dwellings per annum. The study 
concludes that a housing requirement in the range of 550dpa - 670dpa would represent a 'positive future for the 
district'  and one which was 'based upon a realistic economic scenario' . The Council decided that, based upon public 
opinion, a figure of 400 dwellings per annum should be adopted. There is no credible basis for this figure and if the 
plan moves forward on this basis it will be found unsound. Paragraph 2.6 of the consultation draft plan states that the 
lower figure of 400dpa is economically driven not housing driven but the evidence based housing figures, based upon 
economic growth and principles of sustainable development, reducing net out commuting and providing more jobs 
within the Borough, results in an evidence base led housing requirement of between 550-670dpa. The study notes 
that, at 465dpa, the level of housing delivered could actually constrain the economy. To put this further into context, 
the GL Hearn analysis demonstrates that at 362dpa there will be zero economic growth and that recent (i.e. including 
a period of recession) based economic trends still require a higher level of housing delivery than proposed by the 
Council (425dpa compared to the 400dpa proposed). The plan sits firmly at odds with its own evidence base and 
national planning policy guidance. The results of adopting such a low level of housing provision are likely to be: • A 
constrained economy; • Continued high levels of unsustainable out commuting; • Increased housing need; • 
Increased housing poverty; • Reduced council income; • Reduced investment in infrastructure; • A poor quality of life. 
Essentially the opposite of what the plan states that it will deliver. Presently, the consultation draft Local Plan is 
required to acknowledge the requirements of the extant South East Plan at 565 dwellings per annum. In this scenario 
the plan identifies the need for strategic locations for housing growth and identifies two such locations; one at 
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Angmering and the other to the south of Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham. Fundamentally, acknowledging that 
there is likely to be a need for a greater level of housing over the plan period, the location of new strategic 
development allocations will need to be assessed given that: 1) further strategic scale allocations may be necessary; 2) 
the strategic area of search south of Eastergate, Westergate, Barnham is not considered justified or sustainable. 
Although the plan only identifies a broad location for development in the area to the south of these three villages, 
unlike the Angmering location, it is unclear how a strategic housing development that represents a sustainable urban 
extension can be achieved in this location without: a) resulting in the obvious and unacceptable coalescence of these 
individual villages; b) the risk of becoming a more detached, self contained dormitory housing development that 
perpetuates unsustainable patterns of movement likely to result in a higher proportion of trips by private car. This 
strategy does not appear to facilitate a strategic sustainable urban extension that represents an appropriate 
mechanism to deliver the infrastructure requirements of the area, in particular the A29 realignment and bridge over 
the railway line. Indeed, the desirable improvements to the A29 could, more appropriately be facilitated via the 
development of an appropriate Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). Finally, given the requirement for additional 
homes, it is appropriate that the precise extent of the settlement boundaries with the District, particularly for the 
Pagham area, be reviewed to incorporate suitable sites for housing which are sustainably located adjacent to the 
current boundary and this should be reflected within Policy SP2. This would reduce the pressure for development 
within more remote sites within the countryside that are not as accessible. I trust these representations are clear and 
that they will be taken into account in finalising the Local Plan. Please update me by email as the document 
progresses. In the meantime, do not hesitate to contact me should further information or clarification be required.   

1291 Housing Delivery 1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATION 1.1 The submitted representations regarding the Arun 
District Council Local Plan (2013-2028) have been prepared by Genesis Town Planning on behalf of Linden Homes 
Strategic Land. Linden Homes controls land on north side of Barnham Road formerly known as Eastergate Fruit Farm 
in the settlement of Eastergate. The land under the control of Linden Homes comprises approximately 10.9 hectares 
(ha) and has most recently been identified in the Council's 2012 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA) as site 105, capable of accommodating around 280 units as part of a comprehensive development including 
adjoining land. A Summary of Representations 1.2 Linden Homes Strategic Land submitted representations on the 
previous draft Core Strategy in 2009 and at this time supported the option for further strategic scale growth at 
Eastergate with the adjoining settlements of Westergate and Barnham. The growth option was fully consistent with 
your own Settlement Sustainability Study carried out in July 2007, which scored Eastergate with a 'very good' rating 
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with regards to facilities accessibility. We are therefore pleased that the area continues to be recognised for strategic 
scale development in the replacement draft Local Plan (policy SP8) although we believe it has the capacity to 
accommodate additional housing than identified in the Plan. Accordingly, the broad area shown on the key diagram 
needs to be extended further north to include the land around Westergate and Eastergate. 1.3 Additional housing is 
justified at Eastergate because the overall allocation of housing District wide under provides against the identified 
housing need in the Council's evidence base. The Council's persistent under delivery of housing in the past means an 
additional 20% housing buffer is also required in the early part of the plan period as demonstrated by the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 1.4 As explained in the following sections of this representation the 2 options for 
overall housing delivery in the 15 year period of the Local Plan (2013-2028) of 6000 dwellings (400 dpa) or 8475 
dwellings (565 dpa) both under provide against housing need identified in the Council's Locally Generated Housing 
Needs Study (May 2010) and the later Housing Strategy document 'Raising the Roof' 2010. The Housing Needs Study 
projects a requirement based on demographic trends of 610 dpa (12,200 dwellings up to 2026). An alternative 
economic driven scenario identifies a need of between 550- 670 dpa (11,000-13,400 total). The later Housing Strategy 
deals with affordable housing need and projects a need of between 125-336 affordable homes pa. As the Council has 
estimated that 25% of all new housing will be affordable this would require a total house building rate of 500-1344 
dwellings pa, equivalent to 7500-20160 dwellings over the 15 year plan period. 1.5 At this stage we have not 
quantified the amount of additional housing justified for Arun District although we note that the highest level of 565 
dpa merely continues the existing rate in the adopted South East Plan. However as a minimum and based on the 
above study findings we believe an overall housing target of at least 12,000 dwellings for the 15 year plan period is 
justified rather than the options shown in the draft Local Plan. 1.6 In order to reflect guidance in the NPPF it is felt that 
the draft Local Plan should include a housing phasing policy to ensure that the early part of the plan delivers a 
sufficient 5 year supply which includes the necessary 20% additional buffer in housing land supply. This buffer which is 
moved forward from later in the plan period is required where, as demonstrated by the Council's most recent Annual 
Monitoring Reports, there has been a past record of persistent under delivery of housing. The phasing policy would 
therefore need to allow for higher levels of housing growth in the first 5 years of the plan period 2013-2018. 2.0 
LOCAL PLAN POLICY CONSIDERATIONS A National Policy 2.1 Guidance in the NPPF replaces previous guidance on the 
preparation of Local Development Frameworks in PPS12. The NPPF at paragraph 47 states that planning authorities 
should use their evidence base to ensure local plans meets the full objectively assessed needs for market and 
affordable housing requirements, including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing 
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strategy. It advises that where there has been a record of persistent under delivery of housing, planning authorities 
should increase the supply of housing with an additional buffer of up to 20% (moved forward from later in the plan 
period) to provide a realistic prospect of meeting land supply. 2.2 In terms of plan making (paragraph 150), Local Plans 
are seen to be the key to delivering sustainable development that reflects the vision and aspirations of local 
communities. Local Plans should indicate broad locations for strategic development on a key diagram; and allocate 
other sites to promote development and flexible use of land, bringing forward new land where necessary and provide 
detail on form, scale, access and quantum of development where appropriate (paragraph 157). Local Plans have to be 
based on adequate and up to date relevant evidence and full regard paid to the identified housing needs in their area 
informed by a Strategic Housing Market (paragraphs 158-9). 2.3 The Annex 1 of the NPPF states at paragraph 218 that 
where it would be appropriate, and assist the process of preparing or amending Local plans, regional strategy policies 
can be reflected in Local Plans. Local Authorities may also continue to draw on evidence that informed the 
preparation of regional strategies to support Local Plan policies supplemented as needed by up to date robust local 
evidence. Footnote 41 of the NPPF makes clear that regional strategies remain part of the development plan until 
they have been abolished by order using powers in the Localism Act. 2.4 The South East Plan (SEP) currently remains 
part of the development plan. The SEP requires Arun District Council to provide for 565 dpa for the 20 year period to 
2026, equating to a total of 11,300 dwellings. At this stage we would comment that this level of growth should be 
replaced by the higher level of at least 12,000 dwellings as an interim measure if the SEP is revoked before the new 
Local Plan is adopted. 2.5 Furthermore, the South East Plan allows for housing requirements to be met in Arun District 
with purpose built sustainable urban extensions. Policy SCT 1 (repeated in SCT5) of the South East Plan states: 'Most 
of the development should be focussed on existing towns by optimising the use of previously developed land and 
where necessary, by making new allocations as sustainable urban extensions of existing towns'¦.' 2.6 This 
requirement should therefore be maintained and reflected, through the provision of a sustainable urban extension at 
the Barnham/Westergate/Eastergate area, in the draft Arun Local Plan at Policy SP8. B Local Considerations i) Housing 
Land Supply 2.7 As indicated earlier in this representation, where a Council has fallen short in meeting its past 5 year 
housing land supply obligations, the NPPF requires planning authorities to increase its supply of housing with a land 
supply buffer to 20%. In the case of Arun District, its last Annual Monitoring Reports (AMR) shows there has been a 
persistent under delivery of housing. In the Council's latest AMR 2010-2011 at 31st March 2011, the five year housing 
land supply was projected to deliver just 66% of the dwellings required to meet the stated housing requirement. 2.8 
To remedy this past failure by the Council to meet housing demand and need for the District, we believe the emerging 
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Local Plan should include a phasing policy to allow for an increase in housing land supply in the first 5 years of the plan 
period specifically for the years 2013- 2018. These proposed changes will ensure that the emerging Local Plan is in 
accordance with NPPF and is found sound at Examination once submitted to the Secretary of State. ii) Local Housing 
Studies of Arun District 2.9 As indicated earlier in this representation the Council has already carried out studies of 
housing need both for open market and affordable housing. The Council's Locally Generated Housing Needs Study was 
published in May 2010 and projects a requirement based on demographic trends of 610 dpa (12,200 dwellings up to 
2026). An alternative economic driven scenario identifies a need of between 550- 670 dpa (11,000-13,400 total). 2.10 
The Housing Strategy of Arun District titled 'Raising the Roof' was adopted as Council Policy later in October 2010. It 
states at paragraph 2.4 that the purpose of the Strategy is to create a clear vision for the kind of housing that is 
appropriate for Arun and how it might be delivered bearing in mind identified housing need. 2.11 Housing need has 
been assessed at section 5 of the document and it identifies a total supply of affordable housing from social and 
intermediate housing re-lets of 322 dpa. The estimate of future housing need ranges from 658 households pa on the 
waiting list as a high estimate to 447 households pa as the low estimate. 2.12 Allowing for the existing housing supply, 
the future net affordable housing need is therefore 125-336 dwellings pa. 2.13 Meeting affordable need is achieved 
through open market allocations with a 15-30% element of affordable housing; or as new exception sites. Overall, the 
Council has estimated that 25% of all new housing will be affordable and we would refer to paragraph 5.14 of a Local 
Development Framework Sub-Committee report dated 10 May 2011 which states this. 2.14 Consequently to deliver 
all the 125-336 affordable homes in need would require a total house building rate of 500-1344 dwellings pa, 
equivalent to 7500-20160 dwellings over the 15 year plan period. 2.15 Plainly, both of the housing need studies 
demonstrate a housing requirement for open market and affordable housing far in excess of the draft Local Plan's 
current housing requirement options of between 6000-8475 dpa. We therefore believe the overall housing 
requirement for Arun District should be increased considerably in the draft Local Plan and it is suggested that a 
minimum of 12000 dwellings is allowed for in the Plan up to 2028. Â  

1292 Housing Delivery 3.0 THE DRAFT LOCAL PLAN OBJECTIONS A Section 2 - Overview 3.1 We disagree with the Council that the housing 
target for the District should be reduced to 400dpa as a minimum. The South East Plan target is 565 dpa and the only 
changed circumstance that has occurred since it was adopted is that the housing need for the District has worsened. 
We disagree with the Council that the reduced housing target to 400 dpa is justified because the higher SE Plan 
targets were set against a positive aspiration for economic growth and the UK is still in recession. In our view, housing 
requirements should be devised in light of properly assessed housing need identified in the evidence base as advised 
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at paragraph's 47 and 159 of the NPPF. To plan for substantially lower levels of housing would not accurately reflect 
the Council's own Housing Strategy 'Raising the Roof' or its locally Generated Housing Needs Study both of which 
identify a need for substantially higher levels of housing growth in the District. 

1295 Housing Delivery D Housing Delivery 3.5 For the reasons set out above we believe the Council's Housing Strategy 'Raising the Roof' and 
the Locally Generated Housing Needs Study should have informed housing policies in the Local Plan. Both are more up 
to date than the 2009 SHMA referred to in paragraph 13.1.5 of the Local Plan and should be included as part of the 
evidence base when the next version of the Local Plan is prepared for consultation. 3.6 We agree that new strategic 
housing growth is appropriate at the villages of Barnham Eastergate and Westergate (Local Plan paragraph 13.1.8) but 
believe a higher level of growth either as a strategic urban extension or a combination of larger and smaller 
extensions across a variety of sites could be appropriate. The level of additional growth should exceed the current 
South East Plan target of 565dpa for the 15 year period. As indicated at paragraphs 1.5 and 2.15 of these 
representations, a minimum target of 12000 dwellings over the 15 year period (800 dpa) could be justified in terms of 
helping meet 3.3 the unmet housing needs of the District. 3.7 We request policy SP8 be amended to describe the 
broad area for development at Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate more precisely to include land north of Barnham 
Road between Eastergate and Westergate and for this area to be shown on a revised key diagram. If a smaller urban 
extension is agreed at this location then it should be contiguous with the site boundary as shown on the 2012 SHLAA 
for site 105 and the capacity of the site of 280 dwellings added to policy SP8 as this is the reference in the 2012 SHLAA 
site pro forma. 3.8 A separate phasing policy should be included in the Local Plan or Policy SP8 amended to indicate 
the likely phasing of the identified sustainable urban extensions. The phasing policy should front load the supply of 
housing by 20% as required by the NPPF. In view of the long lead in times for large developments of this type, the 
phasing policy could also usefully allow for smaller sites to be developed independently if this would increase housing 
supply in the short term. 3.9 The table 13.2 forming part of policy SP8 is confusing as the total amount of housing 
distributed amongst the listed parishes and towns – 1350 units – does not reflect the amount of housing already 
assigned to the identified sustainable urban extensions – 2000 at Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate and 490 units at 
Angmering. 

1315 Housing Delivery (i) Housing Delivery (Chapter 13) generally As a matter of established principle, the Local Plan should identify 
sufficient housing land (in this instance for the period up to 2028), in order to plan positively for the District's future 
growth and assist the Council in maintaining a rolling five year supply of sites at any point of time within the plan 



Page | 429  
 

period. It should be clear therefore, precisely how much housing growth is needed and how this will be met, founded 
on a credible evidence base. However, as currently drafted the Local Plan fails to achieve this, for the reasons set out 
below: · The Council recognises the importance of a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), in guiding 
and managing housing growth at a local level and has commissioned Consultants to undertake an update (paragraph 
13.1.4). Whilst this is supported, it is understood that only those sites included in the previous 2009 SHLAA will be 
assessed. The Council's SHLAA document is a key component of its evidence base and should therefore be based on 
the most up to date information available at the time. In this respect, the Council should continually update and keep 
under review all sites in order to keep a rolling list of all deliverable sites. This is particularly important where the 
Council is seeking to rely on the delivery of all SHLAA sites identified as having potential within settlements to meet its 
own locally derived housing targets; · Failure to make provision for sufficient housing land with an additional 5% or 
20% buffer, as required by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF advice makes it quite clear that 
LPA's should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 years worth of 
housing against their housing requirements with an additional buffer of 5% to ensure choice and competition in the 
market for land. Where there has been a record of persistent under delivery of housing, LPA's should increase the 
buffer to 20% to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in 
the market for land (paragraph 47 specifically refers). In this respect, an assessment of supply against previous years 
targets is notably absent from the Council's explanation of housing delivery and is a serious flaw of the Local Plan. 
Given the LPA's historic failure to deliver sufficient housing land supply to meet its strategic requirements, the Local 
Plan should embrace the need to plan for an additional 20%. Failure to do so may result in an imbalance between 
homes and jobs and therefore jeopardise the economic delivery of the plan. · There is a lack of information regarding 
the Council's sources of housing land supply which has simply been provided as a total. In the interests of 
transparency, the Council should include within its table 13.1 a breakdown of housing supply. For example, it is not 
evident what proportion of the 4,637 units are expected to come from SHLAA sites with potential within settlements 
and how many sites have planning permission. This should be clarified. 

1319 Housing Delivery (iii) Housing Delivery (Chapter 13) generally As a matter of established principle, the Local Plan should identify 
sufficient housing land (in this instance for the period up to 2028), in order to plan positively for the District's future 
growth and assist the Council in maintaining a rolling five year supply of sites at any point of time within the plan 
period. It should be clear therefore, precisely how much housing growth is needed and how this will be met, founded 
on a credible evidence base. However, as currently drafted the Local Plan fails to achieve this, for the reasons set out 
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below: · The Council recognises the importance of a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), in guiding 
and managing housing growth at a local level and has commissioned Consultants to undertake an update (paragraph 
13.1.4). Whilst this is supported, it is understood that only those sites included in the previous 2009 SHLAA will be 
assessed. The Council's SHLAA document is a key component of its evidence base and should therefore be based on 
the most up to date information available at the time. In this respect, the Council should continually update and keep 
under review all sites in order to keep a rolling list of all deliverable sites. This is particularly important where the 
Council is seeking to rely on the delivery of all SHLAA sites identified as having potential within settlements to meet its 
own locally derived housing targets; · Failure to make provision for sufficient housing land with an additional 5% or 
20% buffer, as required by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF advice makes it quite clear that 
LPA's should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 years worth of 
housing against their housing requirements with an additional buffer of 5% to ensure choice and competition in the 
market for land. Where there has been a record of persistent under delivery of housing, LPA's should increase the 
buffer to 20% to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in 
the market for land (paragraph 47 specifically refers). In this respect, an assessment of supply against previous years 
targets is notably absent from the Council's explanation of housing delivery and is a serious flaw of the Local Plan. 
Given the LPA's historic failure to deliver sufficient housing land supply to meet its strategic requirements, the Local 
Plan should embrace the need to plan for an additional 20%. Failure to do so may result in an imbalance between 
homes and jobs and therefore jeopardise the economic delivery of the plan. · There is a lack of information regarding 
the Council's sources of housing land supply which has simply been provided as a total. In the interests of 
transparency, the Council should include within its table 13.1 a breakdown of housing supply. For example, it is not 
evident what proportion of the 4,637 units are expected to come from SHLAA sites with potential within settlements 
and how many sites have planning permission. This should be clarified. 

1323 Housing Delivery (iii) Housing Delivery (Chapter 13) generally As a matter of established principle, the Local Plan should identify 
sufficient housing land (in this instance for the period up to 2028), in order to plan positively for the District's future 
growth and assist the Council in maintaining a rolling five year supply of sites at any point of time within the plan 
period. It should be clear therefore, precisely how much housing growth is needed and how this will be met, founded 
on a credible evidence base. However, as currently drafted the Local Plan fails to achieve this, for the reasons set out 
below: · The Council recognises the importance of a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), in guiding 
and managing housing growth at a local level and has commissioned Consultants to undertake an update (paragraph 
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13.1.4). Whilst this is supported, it is understood that only those sites included in the previous 2009 SHLAA will be 
assessed. The Council's SHLAA document is a key component of its evidence base and should therefore be based on 
the most up to date information available at the time. In this respect, the Council should continually update and keep 
under review all sites in order to keep a rolling list of all deliverable sites. This is particularly important where the 
Council is seeking to rely on the delivery of all SHLAA sites identified as having potential within settlements to meet its 
own locally derived housing targets; · Failure to make provision for sufficient housing land with an additional 5% or 
20% buffer, as required by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The NPPF advice makes it quite clear that 
LPA's should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 years worth of 
housing against their housing requirements with an additional buffer of 5% to ensure choice and competition in the 
market for land. Where there has been a record of persistent under delivery of housing, LPA's should increase the 
buffer to 20% to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in 
the market for land (paragraph 47 specifically refers). In this respect, an assessment of supply against previous years 
targets is notably absent from the Council's explanation of housing delivery and is a serious flaw of the Local Plan. 
Given the LPA's historic failure to deliver sufficient housing land supply to meet its strategic requirements, the Local 
Plan should embrace the need to plan for an additional 20%. Failure to do so may result in an imbalance between 
homes and jobs and therefore jeopardise the economic delivery of the plan. · There is a lack of information regarding 
the Council's sources of housing land supply which has simply been provided as a total. In the interests of 
transparency, the Council should include within its table 13.1 a breakdown of housing supply. For example, it is not 
evident what proportion of the 4,637 units are expected to come from SHLAA sites with potential within settlements 
and how many sites have planning permission. This should be clarified. 

1745 Housing Delivery SAYING that BOTH local authority land and also proposed plan development land should have a portion say 30% set 
aside for 'Self Build/Custom Build' to help progress the lack of high quality houses. This land is best done as 'servised 
plots' at a reasonable price and not exorbitant prices. Be at the Vanguard of this approach. Rt ON MP Grant Shapps 
(Housing Minister) suggests you should be. 

1753 Housing Delivery I have looked at the information for the local plan as far as it impacts the area around where I live and find it lacking in 
many areas. Firstly I would like to have the economic case put forward to show A) The need for the proposed A29 
change of route (the 'bypass' ) and B) The need for the proposed large quantity of housing. Both the road and the 
housing would be built on what is currently productive farm land and as we are being encouraged to become more 
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self sufficient in our own food production in this country it seems bizarre to propose taking many hectares out of use. 
Surely it is going against central government policy to build on green field sites? The road as shown seems to go 
nowhere and does nothing to help with traffic flow. It could not cope along with all the other roads in the area with 
another 2000 cars per day. Which would be probably the minimum extra traffic from 2000 houses. There is a large 
quantity of brown field sites that should be used long before the use of any green field sites is contemplated. I see 
very little sound evidence that the flooding and drainage impact has been considered. The buildings and road would 
cover more land with hard surfaces and the resulting run off would cause even more problems 'down stream' . 
Barnham is well know for having problems with drainage and although the council are not the providers of this service 
I see no evidence of a consideration or plan to cope with this. Next the case is not made for the need for the volume 
of housing. There are a number of empty houses in the area already along with some large developments already 
taking place along the new Shripney road, we do not live in the cheapest area of the country and there is very little 
chance of increased employment to sustain this size of development. If the case was made for this volume of houses 
then where are the plans to improve or increase the supply of Schools; doctors; public transport and the like? On a 
personal note the loss of the green space would take away one of the reasons I live in this area. It is a joy to be able to 
walk a short distance and be in the countryside. If this plan is adopted and goes ahead I will be loading my dog into 
the car and driving somewhere to walk, adding to congestion; pollution both noise and exhaust fumes. Not the 
greenest thing to do. Over all the plans seem to have a lack of justification and solid evidence behind them. I am in 
favour of having a plan that gives direction and support to the local community and guidance to its representatives 
but I cannot support any of the plans as put forward. 

1581 Housing Delivery Further to my comments posted on-line on the draft behalf of the South Downs National Park Authority please find 
attached the Planning Committee report on the draft Arun Local Plan that was reported to the Committee at its 
meeting on 13 September 2012. Below I highlight comments that were made by the Committee, which have been 
approved by the Director of Planning, Tim Slaney, and the Chairman of the Planning Committee, Andrew Shaxson: The 
National Park Authority trusts that the housing allocation identified in the final Plan reflects the need, demand and 
supply provision for that part of Arun District covered by the Plan, and therefore, that the National Park cannot be 
expected to pick up any unmet need given the National Park's nationally protected landscape designation, the 
National Park's Purposes and Duty and the government guidance set out in the DEFRA Circular on National Parks 
(2010). 
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1591 Housing Delivery 13: Student Accommodation is not mentioned in this section, although paragraph 13.4 does mention HMOs, which 
house many of our students. Whilst in the immediate period to 2018 the University believes it has only a limited need 
of additional accommodation in Bognor Regis, our long term plans allow for the continued growth of the institution 
across both campuses. Therefore by 2028 there will be a need for additional halls of residence and HMOs in Bognor 
Regis, although the demand at present is difficult to forecast. 

1650 Housing Delivery I am dismayed by a number of proposals in the Draft Plan, and particularly the sudden re-adoption of a higher housing 
target. I am also concerned that consultation over the summer break did not allow my constituents sufficient time to 
focus on the implications of the proposals. Nevertheless, they have already excited strong opposition in the affected 
villages which I represent. I would urge the Council to take note of the objections which I set out here and which I 
make of behalf of the communities I represent. I have four principal objections to the Draft Plan. 1. Excessive housing 
target The Draft Plan states that 'the Council indicated a preferred target of 400 units per annum for the district, for 
the period 2011-2028' (p.105) but then goes on to consider this new target alongside the old target of 565 units per 
annum from the South East Regional Spatial Strategy. This cannot be the right approach. The Coalition Agreementof 
May 2010 said that the Government would 'rapidly abolish Regional Spatial Strategies and return decision-making 
powers on housing and planning to local councils.' On 6 July 2010 in a written statement to the House of Commons, 
the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Eric Pickles, announced that Regional Spatial Strategies 
would be revoked. Legal challenges, and specifically the need to comply with the EU's Strategic Environmental 
Assessment Directive, have delayed this revocation, and the abolition of Regional Spatial Strategies has not yet taken 
place. The Government is keen to avoid any further legal challenge to its policy of abolishing Regional Spatial 
Strategies and so has not issued any further official guidelines to councils or developers. However, a written 
statement to the House of Lords on 25 July 2012 explained that local authorities need not be bound by RSSs but that: 
'Local authorities can [...] bring forward proposals (for example on housing targets) which have a local interpretation 
to them in their plans, based on their own sound evidence base where that is justified by the local circumstances.' 
Local circumstances justify disregarding the outgoing South East RSS which the Council itself has opposed on the basis 
of the housing target being too high. It is, after all, expected that the RSSs will finally be abolished by the end of the 
year. It would be absurd to bind the Council for fifteen years with a Plan that is based on numbers which will be 
revoked within its first year. 
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1654 Housing Delivery Conclusion The introduction of a 'strategic housing' proposal, and the increase in proposed housing numbers above 
those originally supported by the Council, is unwise, unnecessary and unwelcome. It is reminiscent of the worst 
aspects of top-down housing targets; it has inevitably already provoked strong local opposition; it will undermine the 
neighbourhood plans that parish councils are in the process of compiling, and it will make a mockery of local 
determination over development. There is a general acceptance in the villages I represent that some additional 
housing is necessary, but at sustainable levels. The new planning process will allow the villages, through their 
neighbourhood plans, to manage this with local consent. This process must be allowed to succeed. I strongly urge 
Arun District Council to abandon the higher housing target from the outgoing South East Regional Spatial Strategy, 
scrap its 'strategic housing' proposal, and embrace the new process in a spirit of co-operation with the villages. 
Without these changes, I cannot support the Draft Plan as it stands. I am copying this response to the Leader of the 
Council, Mrs Gill Brown, and to the Chief Executive. 

1655 Housing Delivery We write on behalf of our client, Wates Developments and its interests on land at Ford Airfield and surroundings, in 
respect of the Arun District Council's draft Local Plan consultation document. You will be aware that Ford Airfield 
Vision Group (FAVG), a consortium of developers including Wates Development promoted a strategic Eco-town at 
Ford Airfield previously. Although, the Eco-town proposal was not taken forward at that time, it was recognised that 
there where benefits to development of this site. The site was considered in the Council's Options for Growth 
consultation in 2009 and is identified in within the 2009 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and 
the SHLAA 2012 update as a site with potential for future development. We set out our representations to the draft 
Local Plan below and that Ford Airfield is a viable site that should be allocated for development in the emerging Local 
Plan. Housing Numbers Arun district's housing targets are currently driven by the South East Plan (SEP), until it is 
revoked, which requires Arun to deliver 11,300 dwellings or 565 dwellings per annum. The Council appears to have 
made a decision (for the purposes of this consultation) of moving to a much lower target to 400 dwellings per annum 
for the period 2011 to 2028, subject to revocation of the South East Plan. Wates objects to the plan period target of 
400 dwelling on the basis that the council has not published any evidence base to support such reduced level of 
housing requirement. The NPPF advises LPAs to significantly increase the supply of housing, by using their evidence 
base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the ' full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in 
the housing market area, including the identification of key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing 
strategy over the plan period.'  Arun District Council commissioned a study, Locally Generated Needs Study in May 
2010 (prepared by GL Hearn) to inform the preparation of the Core Strategy and the assess the level of need for 
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housing which would be required in Arun District over the plan period to 2026, and beyond this to 2031 to inform 
long-term planning. The study concluded (at paragraph 5.6) that between 550 and 670 dwellings would need to be 
delivered annually, to ensure a realistic economic growth which represents a positive future for the District. 
Furthermore, paragraph 5.7 of this document states that a target of 465 per annum (which is higher than the target 
set by members) could potentially constraint the economy, supporting just 2,000 – 3,000 jobs over the plan period 
resulting in an increase in the dependency ratio with a higher proportion of the population of retirement age. Clearly, 
the evidence does not support a lower housing target and a higher target which is based on the evidence published by 
the council should be adopted. A plan predicated on the approach set out in this consultation is unsound, on the basis 
it does not plan for the objectively assessed needs of the district 

1683 Housing Delivery The Arun District Council 'proposed' Draft Local Plan 2012, which claims to be a 'Consultation Document' is at best 
seriously flawed and at worst is an insult to the inhabitants of the 5 villages area. The ill considered and maverick 
approach to this dumping of an indeterminate number of houses (between 2000 and 2400) in the Aldingbourne, 
Nyton, Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham area shows scant care or consideration for any of the economic and 
environmental issues or indeed the present residents and can only be seen as a quota filling exercise. 

1689 Housing Delivery Surely a better plan would be to develop the east west routes in and out of Bognor creating better commercial links 
with London, Gatwick and Southampton. Put simply this plan is flawed from start to finish. There is no factual 
evidence that the proposed A29 bypass will in any way help the area or Bognor Regis and its aspirational desire to 
become an 'economic power house' in the south. I have lived long enough now and in enough places that have tried 
similar projects to know that it just does not work. The conveniently ignored fact that the whole country is on an 
economic down turn, coupled with the un-missable demographic of the area being it is predominately one of 
agriculture and that Bognor Regis is nothing more than yet another seaside town trying to make itself into something 
it is not, is astounding to say the least. There are no guarantee's nor any actual factual proof in the proposal that if the 
project goes ahead it will attract any inward investment to the area or improve anything other than the purse of the 
developer and maybe some others to. It fails magnificently to even begin to address the issues around the deprived 
areas in Bognor and their need for investment. So in the end what is it all for one may well ask? 
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1690 Housing Delivery Many others and I are not against development and growth when it does bring something to the area. But I fail to see 
how any of the options proposed can improve the lives of the inhabitants of the 5 villages. I can only foresee the 
degradation of village life in favour of an aspirational notion that 'build it and they will come' I can assure you they will 
not. The plan fails to address any of the following major issues. · The re-routing of a bottleneck to another bottleneck, 
which will solve nothing. · The re-routing of heavy traffic that has two schools on its route to a road that presently has 
children crossing to gain access to the 4 schools on its route. · The arrival of up to 4000 extra vehicles on the re-routed 
road. · The addition of up to 4000 children all trying to find places within the already over stretched schools. · No real 
mention of extra facilities in the new development, schools, community centres, medical centres etc. · Affordable 
housing for local people that is not in line with the average wage in the area. · The choice of 'green field' and not 
'brown field' sites. 

1698 Housing Delivery Page 110 bullet point 2 I have raised before and this was not corrected. There are no glass houses on the eastern 
boundary of Binsted Valley. 

1700 Housing Delivery Finally I cannot support the option for 2500 houses in the villages as the means of building the Woodgate by pass as it 
is against the urban extension we have always supported and the people who live in the villages will not benefit at all 
and in fact if you close the Woodgate crossing it will cause considerable inconvenience to people who live near the 
crossing and add to traffic movements in the area. The only people who would benefit from bridging the railway there 
are the businesses and people in BR and hence the greater argument for urban extension. I know this is dependent on 
having to build 565 houses pa but my bet is that the Inspector may well force this on us. 

1701 Housing Delivery I am writing to you with regards to our family concerns and objections for your planned development for 2230 houses 
and the new A29 Bypass in the villages of Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate. We have enjoyed living in Barnham 
for twelve years now, we moved from East Preston and the surrounding areas to get away from Traffic! Now here in 
Barnham, we are about to face the same traffic congestion and long hold ups as we experienced in and around the 
Worthing Area. It has become so frustrating as a motorist to make good time for appointments or for work due to the 
increase traffic on our roads and on your viewing your plans for our villages I can only see the long delays as we 
experienced living in the Worthing Area coming our way soon!!! We have seen several drainage problems occur in 
around our villages over the years and by increasing the population to such a degree we will surely be adding 
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unprecedented pressure to the already poor quality drainage system to all our villages. I run a Bed and Breakfast and 
have recently looked after an elderly disabled couple living in the Bognor Regis area, their home was flooded due to 
poor drainage conditions, they are still today out of their home and do not expect to return till Christmas. They were 
living with us for over a month and it became very apparent to us how distressing it is to have all your belongings 
destroyed by sewage and have leave your home for six months, they were confused and very unhappy!! If your plans 
go ahead, this situation will become even more common than it is today and how long will it be till the Insurance 
Company's can no longer manage with the increase claims coming their way for flooded homes, shops and businesses. 
Eventually, it will all full back to you guys at the Council offices, it's your responsibility to look after the welfare of the 
countries residents and their homes, villages and towns. Already in our area, schools are full to capacity, you have no 
plans for further GP surgeries, dentists, play groups, I can go on !! We appreciate more housing has to be built, we are 
all entitled to own our own home and the these needs need to be met but please not in such great numbers, not in 
our villages..... Please consider us village residents, we have to live here!! 

1702 Housing Delivery We as a family who have lived in the village of Aldingbourne since 1929 would like to object strongly to the proposal 
of new housing and bypasses being built within our villages. Unfortunately there is not a lot of available work in the 
area so to bring more families in would obviously put pressure on this. We have seen over the years the devistation 
caused by flooding from the Aldingbourne Rife. To build more houses would obviously increase the amount of sewage 
etc. There is also running sand underneath alot of the area. We do not want to become a suburb of Bognor Regis or 
Chichester, we do not want to become a town! With the amount of available housing in the north of the country 
which is unoccupied at the present time surely it would make more sense for these to be refurbished rather than 
build yet more housing. There wo! uld be an enormous extra demand on health facilities and schooling. We already 
have two large comprehensive schools in the villages we do not really want a third. Thank you for taking note of our 
objection and we will be watching what unfolds with interest. 

1703 Housing Delivery We dont need or want a by pass, our village facilities cannot cope with more houses- doctors cannot cope, schools are 
over subscibed, land is dissapearing! we are turning the countryside into cities and soon there will be no green and 
pleasant land left. Where is my democratic choice as to where the houses are built? There seems to be only onechoice 
– the Villages. Also, whatever happened to Option 1 which was the lower rate of house building of 400 per annum. 
Why are you targeting Prime agricultural land when there are many suitable Brownfield sites in the district? At a time 
of growing food shortages it is morally wrong to cover such irreplaceable food growing land with concrete, when 
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there are suitable brownfield areas elsewhere. Where is all the extra flood water going to end up when we have more 
deluges with even less Green fields to absorb it. To concrete land North of Bognor Regis and Felpham is surely 
madness when the last floods recently were blamed upon the Aldingbourne Rife ! We already have regular sewage 
overflows in the area, on the actual propoised site- I have photographs ot prove it and the system cannot cope. #A 
protected water vole lives in the rife on that site - what will you do about that! Mr David Cameron's comments on 
Large Housing Developments Posted on August 11, 2012 I have just come across a very relevant comment made last 
January by the Prime Minister concerning 'Not plonking housing estates next to Villages' . 

1708 Housing Delivery I'm writing to clearly state my opposition to any large scale housing development on the green fields between Arundel 
& Chichester. I have grown up in Barnham and have managed to stay in the local village area as I now live in 
Walberton. I have seen the villages slowly expand over the past forty years. However the infrastructure has hardly 
changed and is totally over whelmed at times. There are many issues with what is being proposed and I do not agree 
that removal and by-passing of the A29 crossing at Woodgate has any bearing on the future economic development of 
Bognor Regis. What happens to the waste from an extra 2,230 homes. Does this all end up in our back yard? 
Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham all suffer badly with flooding. My local village dentist in Walberton is already 
oversubscribed with 5000 patients. The local doctors surgery is also stretched to its limit, as I struggle to make an 
appointment. Mr David Cameron stated in January 'Sprawling housing estates will not be 'plonked'  on the edge of 
villages against the opposition of local people under planning reforms' . Will this be another 'U' turn? Why is prime 
agricultural land being targeted when there are many suitable Brownfield sites in the district? 

1730 Housing Delivery We are extremely worried about this. We will feel we live in suburbia instead of a village. The traffic will be impossible 
and what about the Doctors' surgeries that are already overcrowded? 

1734 Housing Delivery Description: Strategic housing development shall be accommodated as follows: (i) through sustainable urban 
extensions in Littlehampton and Bognor Regis and within inland villages identified on the Key Diagram. Potential 
Effect : Increases in household units and population could potentially lead to increases in crime and therefore put 
increased pressure on existing provision of emergency services. Suggested Considerations : Increase police numbers in 
line with population increase and identify opportunities to maintain the current anti-social behaviour provision within 
Arun which focuses upon early intervention for crime and disorder. Developers of new housing should be expected to 
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conform to Secure By Design standards. Planning Policy Comments: The projected population increase as set out in 
Policy SP8 of the Draft Local Plan should help to determine how policing budgets could be used in the district in the 
future. The Local Plan should also provide a useful basis for funding a new team which focuses upon crime prevention. 
It is proposed that a reference to 'Secure by Design standards is added to para. 14.1.24 of the Draft Local Plan. 
..................... Description: The council will support development proposals that provide an appropriate mix of housing 
types and sizes in all new development in order to create inclusive and sustainable communities. For all developments 
of 15+ residential units the Council will seek 30% affordable housing to be provided on-site as part of the 
development unless for agreed viability reasons this is not possible. For all developments of 1-14 residential units the 
Council will seek 15% affordable housing to be provided through a number of identified options. Potential Effect :  A 
good mix of housing types and sizes can create a basis for a well balanced community. However, the impact of layout 
and design of residential development must also be taken into consideration to avoid potential conflicts between the 
lifestyles of different groups. Suggested Considerations : The SHMA will inform housing mix. Residential developments 
must be designed to ensure cohesive and sustainable places and provide an appropriate mix of community facilities. 
Good involvement with Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) involved with the new developments will be required with 
consultation with SAP to avoid problematic families being placed in vulnerable neighbourhoods. Planning Policy 
Comments: Comment noted Para 14.1.25 of the Draft Local Plan sets out how new development can be designed to 
ensure cohesive and sustainable places. Policy DM20 of the Draft Local Plan promotes the protection and creation of 
open space, indoor and outdoor and cultural facilities. Crime prevention is included in Policy DM14 of the Draft Local 
Plan. The policy should make reference to 'Secured by Design'  and adhere to Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) principles. The council has a Housing Allocations Scheme produced in January 2012. 
The council works with registered partners to ensure the objectives of the Housing Allocations Scheme 2012 are met 
..................... Description: The Council will take into account criteria to guide future provision of traveller sites and 
determination of planning applications. Potential Effect : The location of gypsy and traveller sites is a contentious 
issue which can have an impact in the surrounding area due to the perceptions of potential increase in crime, disorder 
and environmental damage leading to an increase in community tensions Suggested Considerations : Notice should be 
taken to the guidance in the DCLG publication 'Designing Gypsy and Traveller Sites Good Practice Guide'. It is 
important that the criteria ensures that the location and design of gypsy and traveller sites are well related to schools, 
health care facilities, provide proper consideration of the effect of local environmental and promote integrated co-
existence between sites and the local community 
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1755 Housing Delivery I feel I must write to object about the plans to build over 2000 new houses and the proposal to change to route of the 
A29. I am at a loss to understand how these proposed plans have been decided upon – where is the evidence that 
these changes are either needed or wanted? Building over 2000 houses on green field sites in an area that has little or 
no available employment in itself seems an odd proposal. I would like to ask the planners where are the jobs for the 
4000+ residents of the new homes and where are the schools, doctors' surgeries, shops and general amenities. The 
proposed change of the route of the A29 does not appear to go anywhere. The route cuts across swathes of open 
farmland which grows crops and vegetables - what happens to the livelihoods of the farmers and where are the crops 
going to be grown once the fields have been built on? Are we not being encouraged to lead 'greener' lives and how 
would this proposal support these environmental issues? The brilliant thing about living in the Aldingbourne, 
Westergate and Barnham area is that residents have made a concerted effort to be a community and I feel these 
proposed changes will completely destroy the community feeling that has built up over the years as the new rout of 
the road will split the areas. The new houses will bring more traffic to the roads, the area will be less environmentally 
sound and, in general, the area will become one huge housing estate with potentially a less than aesthetically pleasing 
outlook. Building so many houses will inevitably put even more strain on the drainage and sewerage systems that are 
in place at the moment – do the planners have any plans to improve these systems because I can see no evidence of 
that. If over 2000 houses are built and no improvements are made to the drainage systems then it is obvious that 
further problems will occur, particularly through the Barnham area which suffers enormously from poor drainage. Can 
the planners provide evidence that the Lidsey wastewater treatment works will be able to cope with the increased 
demand when 2000 additional houses are built in the area. Whilst I walk around the area I am currently aware of the 
risk of flooding because of the many drainage ditches that are currently in place and flooding has occurred in the past 
despite these ditches being in place. Can the planners provide evidence to show that the issue of flooding has been 
considered and what plans are in place to deal with surface water, run off and flooding in the future when the area 
has been covered in concrete and tarmac. I remember all too well the flooding in Chichester in 1994 and foresee 
similar occurrences happening in this area if the issues and implications of flooding in the area are ignored, just for the 
sake of building more houses in the area that, as this time, there is no evidence are required. My daughter was born 
and brought up in this area and it was a safe environment for her to grow up in. I am concerned that with the 
proposed changes to the area, the roads would become increasingly busy with the extra traffic from the residents of 
the houses, probably in excess of 4000 cars, and I am concerned that walking through the area would become more 
risky leading to potentially more traffic accidents. Are there any plans in place for amenities for young people and 
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families? If we are inviting potentially 2000 new families in the area then surely plans must be in place to build new 
schools, community centres, playgrounds, safe areas for young people and families to walk, play and relax etc On a 
personal note, as I get older I appreciate the countryside more and more and I regularly walk my dog in the green 
fields that surround my house in Westergate. If these houses are built, many of these fields would disappear. The 
consequences of not being able to walk in the countryside close to my house would be many fold - it would 
significantly reduce my quality of life and it would damage the environment as I would need to drive to somewhere 
else in order to walk my dog to name just a couple. I am not a NIMBY – I am not against change, improvement or new 
housing per se but I do believe that these plans have not been thought through and there is not enough evidence for 
me to support the changes. Until the evidence has been produced to prove that this plan is sustainable and that the 
new housing and road are necessary I will have to register my objection to the Arun District Councils Local Plan. 

1756 Housing Delivery I have no objection to modest sustainablehousing expansion in the villages as agreed in earlier decisions made by the 
Parioshes affected as I am conscious of the need for additional housing; it is the scale of the proposals in the Plan to 
which I object. 

1763 Housing Delivery Barnham, Eastergate and Aldingbourne are grouped in a village area surrounded by greenfield land with little or no 
spare capacity for any large scale housing development. The road infrastructure through the villages is now at 
maximum capacity, especially the B2233 from Barnham through to Aldingbourne which is now used as a cut through 
from the A259 at Climping to the A27 at Nyton. The only reason for 2000 + houses being put forward is the forlorn 
hope that some developer is going to pay for a railway bridge and road improvements. We know these would never 
be constructed before housing and the additional massive costs of flood prevention, sewage plant upgrades, new 
schools, doctor surgeries along with existing road and junction upgrades in the villages and A27 junctions mean this 
Local Plan would never be a viable proposition. The area of Bognor and Littlehampton could not provide employment 
prospects for upward of 2000 newcomers which would result in a high proportion having to commute out of the area. 
This would place a minimum of 2000 extra cars a day onto local roads. The rainwater run off from such a massive 
development will increase the amount of flooding. The area is so flat that flood water has no chance of a quick drain 
off and would back up again in Bognor and Felpham with results already seen recently. A huge drainage type canal to 
the sea would be the only option.. who would pay for this? My last comment is on sewage.. I have use of 2 fields 
alongside the Barnham rife. The rife is regularly flooded with sewage which overflows from manholes on the main 
sewage pipe running from Barnham to Lidsey therefor it doesn't take much imagination to see what effect another 
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2000 discharges into the system would have. The proposed development is not sustainable, no wanted and there is no 
demand for it. 

1765 Housing Delivery The draft Local Plan ignores the draft Angmering Neighbourhood Plan when 40% of Angmering residents responded to 
the questionnaire in April this year, 75% of whom voted for 'up to 100 houses'. There is not a local need for the large 
scale development of 590 houses proposed on the greenfield site to the east of Roundstone Lane, there are already 
empty residential properties in Arun which remain unsold. Both the housing and employment site proposals go 
against the policies stated in the Local Plan and by the government by using greenfield sites, therefore impacting on 
the countryside, changing village character apart from the sustainability issues.   

1947 Housing Delivery I do not agree to the building of 2230 houses in Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Barnham. It would make more sense to 
build on unused farm land in Lidsey at the end of Sack Lane. There is a footpath which connects with Felpham and it 
could become a road to join with the large estate at Flansham, with a bridge over the railway line would leave the 
smaller villages unspoilt and less congested on the A29 at Woodgate. North Bersted has been classed as a 'flood 
plain'  but has been built on in recent months. If Lidsey is also classed as a flood plain the land could be successfully 
drained too. Residents of a new estate would be close to Bognor Felpham for Drs and dentists more schools and bus 
and train services Lidsey comes with the parish of Aldingbourne. 

1972 Housing Delivery Re: Local Plan – Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate I am writing to strongly object to the proposed development in 
the villages Eastergate, Barnham, Westergate, and Aldingbourne for the following reasons: -The rationale for 
developing the houses to fund a new flyover the railway is unsound. -The suggestion that it is unlocking employment 
land seems very tenuous'¦ -There is not the demand for new properties – who will buy them. (Chap 13 Policy SP8) 
There is already congestion along the Eastergate Barnham Road and up Fontwell Avenue, this will only increase 
causing further congestion in the villages (Chap 16 Policy SP 30) -The 3 proposed options are all on green field sites, 
there is a duty and legislation to uphold the green field sites and to keep the villages as separate entities. I do not 
understand why this area has been chosen when it is clearly shown on your map outlining the proposed development 
that it is the only green field development. Why choose this area? (chap 13 Para 13.1.14) There are already a number 
of issues in this area as a result of recent development that have not been addressed or resolved and in fact I have 
outlined these in the letters I have written objecting to the five developments that have taken place in Barnham 
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during the last 10 years. As a reminder please see these below: I do not believe our Council - Arun District Council - 
has our neighbourhood's interests at heart and is ignoring the Green Gap policy as well as DEV1, NE2 of the West 
Sussex Structure Plan and GEN7 of the Arun District Local Plan. As a reminder I objected to both 144 Main Road 
Barnham and 12 Downview Road, as well as the option to backfill farmland between Barnham, Eastergate and 
Westergate for the following reasons: I am extremely concerned about the continued submission of planning 
applications for this area, has this specific area been designated a potential area for development? If so I would like to 
be made aware of the developers plans and I seek reassurance from you that the Planning Committee and Council will 
reject future applications. My objections for this specific application are in addition to objections I have previously 
raised on other planning applications, which are also relevant to this particular planning application. Therefore I would 
like my previously submitted objections to also be considered. My objections are listed as follows: 1 We moved to 
Downview Road in 2001. We have young children and need the quiet and safe environment that we enjoy now. We 
were also given to believe that very little would change in this area to alter the ambience, andgreatly appreciate the 
location as it is now. We are disappointed to learn that there are a number of radical changes being proposed that are 
not in keeping with the existing environment. 2 The environmentwas damaged ina number of ways, including tree 
removal.Water pipes were broken leaving pools of water on the surface of the road for over a week. This is a private 
road that the residents have to maintain, developments and landscaping such as this cause undue wear and tear to 
the road. 3 The risk of flooding would be increased from extra necessary drainage and the removal of areas of current 
natural soakaway. The amount of surface water that can sink naturally into the ground would be reduced - this was 
proved in the mid 1990's. The risk of flooding has already increased, as we are on the flood plain, so we cannot 
increase the riskfurther.Is thedeveloperable to confirm that the proposed development would not have any adverse 
affect on the environment, the drainage, and sewage systems of other residents etc?We believe not. 4 The design of 
Downview Road is well laid out, with spacious plots and space between residences, this proposal will permanently 
alter the ambience and design of Downview Road in a negative way. The existing properties on Barnham Road, Elm 
Grove and Downview Road are well laid out with space between the properties. Back filling in gardens and between 
houses and roads, would damage this environment and change the overall ambience. The number of houses proposed 
would alter the quiet and spacious appeal to this area, in turn directly reducing the value of properties and causing an 
increase in the cost of insurance due to population density. 5 The number of proposed applications and approaches 
by developers to build more houses would permanently change this environment. The Main road is already a very 
busy and dangerous road (without pavement or verges in places). The proposed number of properties (alongside the 
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number of properties on the Cedars development) would only increase the number of cars using the road, thus 
increasing the risk for the children traveling along the road to school or to the train station etc. We are sure that Arun 
Council is already aware of this, as a speed camera was installed on the Main Road at least six years ago to slow the 
traffic and minimise the risk of accidents. This development would therefore only increase the pressure on this road. 6 
We are also very concerned about the number of properties that builders are intending to buy, to convert into 
developments of new houses, and the nature of those developments.We understand that the area from halfway 
along Downview Road to Thimbles on Main Road, Barnham is designated as an area of special character and interest 
because of the number of Victorian and Edwardian houses. We are concerned that if this development is given 
approval it will encourage other builders to exert pressure on other residences to sell land for in-filling with other 
additional housing. 7 We are also concerned about the aesthetics of the developments. For instance, the 
development on the old surgery site on Barnham Road was initially approved as a development of retirement 
properties, and we are extremelyconcerned that an application was submitted for change of use,which leadsus to 
believe that it was always the intention of the developers.We do not believe that their intentions have been 
honourable or honestly communicated, andwe are understandably not reassured by this latest application. 8 The local 
schools and Doctors' surgeries are all at capacity already.The parking for the Croft Practice, Eastergate (surgery) 
already daily overflows onto the verge and main road. This is especially noticeable since the closure and demolition of 
Barnham Surgery (and subsequent building of "retirement" apartments). How does the developer propose that the 
new developments will not increase the pressure on the capacity, or adversely impact the local services and amenities 
that are already under pressure? As a point of interest, when we moved here in 2001, we were unable to register with 
the Croft practice, as they were at capacity and unable to take any new patients. Any new residents would, we are 
certain, have a large problem being able to register at a local surgery. If the number of houses is to be increased 
within the area, obviously the number of local services and local government spending would have to be increased by 
at least the same ratio. 9 My original objections to development within this area still stand and are reinforced by the 
major disruption that occurred in Barnham last year. This disruption was scheduled for 6 weeks, with traffic diverted 
through a residential area, past a school. In fact this disruption lasted a lot longer than 6 weeks and continued well 
into December 2004. The disruption was caused by the need to extend the capability of the utilities so as to provide a 
good service / supply. It is apparent that the current services and utilities are unable to support the new development 
on The Cedars, Main Road, Barnham. Alongside my original objectionsI am concerned that the infrastructure will be 
unable to cope with a further development within this area. The flooding in June this year (2012) also proved that the 
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current infrastructure – roads, sewage and drainage is unable to cope with the current volume of residences and 
traffic. (Reference: Chap 13 Section 13.1.8, Chap 20, Chap 13 Policy SP8) These issues remain unresolved and are 
therefore relevant to my objections to the proposed development of houses in the villages and the building of a new 
road across the railway line. I would therefore like these points to be considered as part of my objection to this Draft 
Local Plan. This proposed plan cannot go ahead. I look forward to hearing your response by return 

1821 Housing Delivery Comment on proposals to allow the construction of 590 properties at Angmering village sites At Variance with Draft 
Neighborhood Plan It does not echo what our draft Neighborhood Plan wants. Of the 40% of people who returned 
their Survey, 75% wanted 100 houses or less over the lifetime of the plan . The building in the Local Plan for 
Angmering goes against its policy of not building on greenfield sites. The sites are 'outside the built up area 'and 
should remain green. The Local Plan states brownfield sites should be built on before on greenfield ones, so why it this 
not the case for Angmering? I n April 2012 local volunteers delivered voting forms to every house in Angmering parish. 
Of the 5,882 registered voters, 38.4% (2261) responded to the question 'Do you support new large-scale housing 
developments in the parish of Angmering such as the one currently being proposed by Barratts/David Wilson 
Homes?'  7 voted 'for'  and 2,254 'against'  Therefore 99.69% of those voters were against large-scale housing 
developments in Angmering Sites chosen by developers are wrong for Angmering on the basis of: Flood Risk (Water 
Lane, Station Road and Village Green flooded in 2012) Drains and sewerage unable to cope. Overcrowded schools. 
Medical services at near capacity. Local leisure facilities at near capacity. Inadequate infrastructure. Village roads 
unsuitable for the extra traffic. Houses too expensive for our local people to buy. Lack of local jobs with sufficient 
wages to pay the mortgages (if you canget a mortgage). There are unsold properties in Angmering. These new 
properties may well remain unsold or occupied by people who have to commute long distance to work increasing CO2 
emissions. 

1969 Housing Delivery We would object to any large scale building/development (2000 houses) especially option 2, until the drains/sewage 
system, roads, schools, surgery and transport was good enough to cope. 

1857 Housing Delivery It would seem that the last government and the current, has based the current house-building program on a rather 
loose survey of 18 to 35 year old, asking would you like to own your own house and the results were 61 percent in 
favour. So the house-building target is based on this rather narrow and targeted survey with little or no actual back up 
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facts to support it. I am sure if the same survey was conducted but the question was changes to 'would you like to be 
a millionaire'  the results would have been 100 percent, These are not figures to be used in planning anything, least of 
all a national house building policy as they come under the heading of pipe dreams. Of course we would all like to be 
millionaires, more surprising is the low percentage (61) of people who wanted to own there own home, I would have 
expected it to had been higher. None of these surveys take into account that the actual percentage of home 
ownership that has not changed very much over the past 40 or so years despite the most prosperous period over the 
same period. The UK has one of the highest percent of home ownership in the world and the UK also has more empty 
homes than most any other country in Europe so we should be addressing some of these problems befor converting 
prime farm land into housing estates in an already over populated region with poor infrastructure. We already have 
plenty of new houses standing empty and on the largest site (six) building has been stopped because lack of demand. 
We are constantly being told about the need to grow more food in the UK and yet Arun seems to want to build houses 
on prime farmland. Jobs are few and far in this area but building on farm land which is our local industry and has 
provided many sustainable job for hundreds of years in the past and probably more in the future due to the expected 
food shortages. Remember once this productive farmland is concreted over it is lost for good. 

2065 Housing Delivery It is essential that there is a goodratio of all new homes to open space be allowedfor the well being of all residents. A 
minimum number of trees per unit should be included. Young people need space which is often not available with 
new houses as plot sizes are small. Older people might not need their own space but still need public space -areas for 
walking. Cycle tracks and traffic calming should be included in all new develolpments. Sustainable energy provision 
shold be mandatory on all new housing and business construction. There seem to be some new developments being 
undertaken e.g. near Middleton, which do not appear on this Plan. How do these other develpments impact on the 
Plan? i.e. are these houses to be deducted from the future needs figures? Has consideration been given to smaller 
developments rather than the large development planned for e.g. Angmering? 

1986 Housing Delivery I am in favour of the Local Plan with Option 1 regarding housing and an alternative realignment route for the A29 to 
the west of any of the existing proposed routes. The problems with Option 2 are many: It runs counter to the vote last 
year by the full parish council of 400 dwellings a year. If 2000 houses were built in The Villages (Barnham, Eastergate, 
Westergate) it would create a new large village or a small town by merging the villages of Barnham, Eastergate and 
Westergate changing the character of the area. There would be a massive funding gap as the cost of extending 
secondary schools, building a new two form entry primary school, a village hall, playgrounds, medical facilities, etc. 
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and the new bridge over the railway would far outweigh any contributions from developers. Building on a flood plain 
without providing adequate drainage seems unbelievable. The sewerage system leading into Lidsey can not at present 
cope adequately with the existing wet winters so it would lead to even greater surcharging and more sewage flowing 
down the watercourses. There are no plans to increase employment in the area so any new inhabitants would 
commute to work – mainly outside Arun district as higher remuneration can be obtained elsewhere. Congestions of 
road in the Villages at peak times would be even worse as would connections on to the A27. The problems with the 
posed A29 realignment are: They do not start from a logical place – the new roundabout a Shipney so leave the 
winding old route with sharp bends. None of the proposed routes connect to the A27. Arun planners choice is for 
Route D which would demolish glasshouses (which does provide so employment in the area) and if the route was 
extended would connect with the A27 at the Fontwell roundabout which is already very congested at peak times. 
There is lack of credible evidence for these contentious issues. The Woodgate Study (Parsons Brinkerhoff, 2012) 
shown as evidence actually recommended Route A not Route D. A Housing Needs study has not been produced. The 
South East Plan is given as a justification for Option 2 yet this is in the legal process of being formally abolished. There 
is no justification for the location of the 2000 houses nor evidence of provided of impact on existing settlement in the 
immediate area and downstream. A drainage study of the area has not been shown. No evidence is given for the cost 
of the infrastructure need to support the 2000 houses. 

1877 Housing Delivery Section 13 Housing Delivery I amextremely concerned over the impact of Option2 stated in the table under section 
13.1.13 quoting 8487 houses. This would result in over 2000 homes being developed, I see no factual evidence in the 
local plan for the need for this number of houses, especially in this current economic climate. I accept the fact that our 
communities will and must grow toaccommodationthe ever increasing population, however, I can find no facts that 
point to this level of demand. If the proposed Option 2 were to proceed then sudden migration into the Arun area 
would result destroying the villages and creating an unwanted town. The plan mentions the unique character and 
preservation, this would be impossible to retain with the influx of circa 4800 people. I fear the houses are purely a 
means to develop the A29 ByPass, again I see no sound reason for this either. The local plan states "A flood risk and 
drainage impactassessment shall be undertaken and mitigation measuresincorporated into 
anydevelopmentscheme...". The Barnham Roadfrequentlyfloods, the worst I believe was in June this year. I see no 
evidence in the plan of the surrounding areas being considered for flood protection, The newdevelopmentmay well be 
well protected from flooding, however, the existing surface water runoff management and highways drainage are 
already unable to cope. I do not believe that the revenues generated from proposed housing is anywhere near 
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enough to cover the required infrastructure improvements, again this plan is unsustainable. I would hold Arun District 
Councilentirely responsible for any flood damage to my property as a result of theincreasedhousing unless there is the 
correct planning, execution and management of flood water prior to, during and post any newdevelopment. The 
proposed site for the development of Option 2 andassociated circa 2000 houses is on a greenfield site. I understand 
this is classed as Grade 1 & 2 Farmland and is against the national planning policy which has to consider Brownfield 
sites prior to greenfield. Agricultural land is an ever decreasingcommodityand is vital to thesustainability of both the 
human andanimalpopulation, the local plan in its current state is therefore unsustainable. This appears to be in 
conflict with Section 12 Soil, Horticultural & Equine Developments in Policy DM 8 "Unless designated by this Plan or a 
Neighbourhood Development Plan, the use of Grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification for any form of 
development not associated with agriculture or forestry will not be permitted unless need for the development 
outweighs the need to protect such land in the long term. Where development is permitted it should, as far as 
possible, use the lowest grade of land suitable for that development." The provision of infrastructure for the increase 
in housing also has no factual data behind it. The local plan in my opinion would need to cite exactly the commitment 
ADC would make in terms of infrastructure including but not limited to schools, hospitals, sport, health. Far too often I 
have witnessed grand plans and a severe lack ofdelivery; as tax payers and a customer of ADC I think it is only fair to 
request a firm commitment and factual evidence for the need of both housing and road increases. 

1890 Housing Delivery We are writing to you to express our opinion on the Arun District Council's draft local plan 2012 for the parish of 
Aldingbourne (inc. Westergate / Woodgate) Barnham and Eastergate. Whilst we are all for the growth and 
regeneration within our local community, Option 2 in this current economic climate is unrealistic. It would require an 
extensive solution to the current infrastructure deficit in order to support the needs of an average 2000 householders. 
Having read through the consultation draft local plan comments below explains our justifications and ultimately our 
fears for our Village regarding option 2. · Housing - We feel it would be unlikely that this many houses would sell. 
Considering the current economic climate and considering the new housing development ruling that developer no 
longer need to provide affordable housing. Especially in light of housing costing up to 5 x the average wage. Even if 
this climate should turn there would be a need to generate more employment opportunities. Present employment 
opportunities such as the new Sainsbury Bognor Regis, will be providing work for local residents who are currently out 
of work. This area alsohas a high risk of flooding, Option 2 is highly likely to make this worse, due to building and 
concreting the natural drainage system the countryside provides. We would have thought considering the recent 
flooding events in June 2012 this is catastrophe is to be avoided, not encouraged. Chapter 13, Policy SP8 
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1823 Housing Delivery As a local resident of Westergate, I would like to make known my objection to the proposed building of houses in the 
local area. I think the proposed Option 2 would put far too much pressure on the local infrastructure and would result 
in coalescence of the villages, something that I thought was to be prevented. Add to that the recent bad weather and 
the inability of the current drainage to manage with roads being blocked off, the difficulties in getting any 
appointment at the local surgery without additional residents and the destruction of our greenfields to provide homes 
for over 2000 people who are obviously moving here to take up work in all the job opportunities that will be available 
and we have a recipe for disaster. 

1889 Housing Delivery I am writing to question the rationale of the local plan, in particular concerning my local village of Angmering, which 
will be sadly ruined by the plans being proposed. Despite the fact a recent survey proved that the majority of local 
residents are opposed to any more than 100 new homes being built, the plan shows another 590 houses for 
Angmering. This is in addition to the huge Bramley Green estate which was recently constructed. The sites for these 
houses are currently green fields on the edge of the village. These sites are outside a built up area and should remain 
green. Arun has a policy of building on brownfield sites before green ones and yet in the plan for Angmering this is 
being ignored. These proposed new housing estates would be on the edge of a Conservation area which includes 
historic and listed buildings. Large new housing estates are not sympathetic to such areas and detract from the charm 
and desirabilty of the village. The character will be lost completely. There are currently many unsold properties in 
Angmering, so why the plan to build so many more?There is not the local need for so many homes. There are not the 
jobs here either so it will be more people living here and commuting out to work....increasing the traffic on already 
stressed roads. And actually, there will be no attraction to live here if all the green spaces are concreted over for 
housing. We need to keep fields and countryside not destroy it all. Angmering is one of the most regularly flooded 
parts of Arun. It is also in an area where water reserves are usually low. Land in Angmering is already prone to 
flooding and concreting over green fields will reduce the surface area for rain to soak away. This in turn will increase 
both the problems of flooding and drought. Water lane has a river running beneath it which rises after heavy rainfall. 
The Square was historically prone to flooding and the river running beneath was re routed to prevent this. In June 
2012 The Square was under 2 feet of water and Water Lane was also closed due to flooding. Yet the 'Local Plan' wants 
to locate Employment Sites in the North of Angmering, around Water Lane. The infrastructure in and around 
Angmering is inadequate even for the current amount of homes. There are queues on Roundstone Lane,Water Lane 
and Station Road. There are bottlenecks on the A259 and all major roads leading out of Angmering. The A27 in both 
directions and the A24 are all stretched to full capacity and traffic is unbearable at peak times. The village is already 
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busy with traffic due to the fact that the Bramley Green housing estate is on one side of the village whilst the schools 
are on the other. To go ahead with the plan to build even more homes on land adjacent to Roundstone Lane and to 
site an Employment area around Water Lane would only exacerbate these problems. The proposed Employment site 
is not near a train station which means even more traffic on the village roads as people will need transport to get to 
work. Increased congestion and further pollution will be the result. There is no real reason businesses would actually 
choose to relocate to Angmering anyway unless the infrastructure is tackled first. Surely there are other places where 
the infrastructure is already in place? There are other sites with empty and rundown buildings which could be 
developed first. The old village roads are unsuitable for extra traffic. These old roads were built for the quiet village 
that Angmering used to be. As well as the worry that these roads will not cope with heavier traffic, is the concern of 
the damage the heavier traffic flows would cause to the old houses along Roundstone Lane and High Street. Many of 
these historic houses were deemed important enough to be Listed yet would not be protected from heavy 
lorries,increased bus services and general increasing traffic. Drains and sewerage systems are unable to cope, they are 
already collapsing around the Dell. Increased housing would put further stress on them and likely lead to further 
problems for local people. My family and I moved to Angmering,a village in the countryside,a few years ago for an 
improved quality of life. Ironically if these plans go ahead we would have been closer to green spaces if we had 
actually stayed in London! Our quality of life will suffer as the traffic along Roundstone Lane will increase greatly, 
bringing with it noise and air pollution. My children already have to go to school outside of the area as the local 
schools are so overcrowded, with 37 children in a class deemed an acceptable number! Why is Angmering being 
targeted? Surely the opinions of Angmering residents should be taken into account and this plan be rethought? I urge 
you to look again and consider leaving the fields green and not adding another housing estate to Roundstone Lane. 
Please do not tag another large housing development onto the edge of this charming and historical village thereby 
ruining it forever. 

1778 Housing Delivery I am concerned that this draft plan has been drawn up with complete disregard to the concerns of Angmering 
residents and of our Neighbourhood Plan which is still being prepared. I understood that this was a public consultation 
butit will bepointless if the public concerns are then going to be ignored. Arun says that 590 new houses are required 
in Angmering. For whom? There is no demonstrated need for this number of houses in Angmering. It will result in 
increased traffic congestion and pollution and pedestrian safety would be even more of an issue when walking along 
the narrow pavements with speeding traffic passing by so closely. 590 houses would also put pressure on existing 
facilities and infrastructure. Schools are already full and flooding could become even more of a problem. 
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1816 Housing Delivery 3 The proposal for 2,230 houses between Eastergate and Barnham It seems clear that for members of the Woodgate-
crossing-must-go faith, the 2,230 houses currently proposed ( upped a few hundred since the summer, arbitrarily, by 
removing them from Angmering's numbers ) are needed to pay for the road. For the developers, on the other hand, 
they'll happily build the road if thay can sell enough houses. Neither set of considerations addresses the needs of the 
immediate locality. The plan isn't anything to do with local housing 'need'. It's the expression of an alliance between 
an irrational perspective on Bognor's future, and a desire to make a killing by building lots of houses. The basic 
objections to this part of the plan are simply, then, that there is no logic to it; and that it has nothing to do with 
planning for housing. My other objections relate to the area's status ( the very large area proposed for possible 
housing development ) as a green gap, consisting exclusively of agricultural land, between two villages. The proposal 
to build on it undermines commitments given elsewhere in the document: 1 There is frequent and continuous 
reference in the plan to Arun's determination to protect and preserve the natural landscape, its 'outstanding 
lanscape', the 'special character of the district's natural'¦environment ( 3.9 ). 2 There is regular reference in the plan 
to the need to preserve the individual 'character' of villages. 3 There is regular mention of the need to preserve 'gaps' 
between villages. The A 29-with-2,230 houses proposal is an egregious example of the kind of irresponsibility that 
David Cameron objected to not long ago – of 'plonking housing estates next to villages.' 

1838 Housing Delivery Please can you register for me a vote for Options 1. I have been coming to this area for 50 years and decided to move 
here to Westergate Chichester 4 yrs ago. Where I lived in Thornton Heath for 31 yrs every blade of grass on an open 
area has now been taken to put houses on, and I mean ever area even the roundabouts in the Pollards Hill area next 
to where I lived now have houses on them. I do not object to 230 new homes over 15 yrs being built,as long as the 
housesin our areas that are no longer occupied are taken up by the council to home people in first. I hope I am on 
time to express my views, 

1850 Housing Delivery I am writing to register my opposition to the proposed housing at the Eric Wall nurseries, off Lake Lane at Barnham. 
Permission has already been granted for new houses nearby and to add to that would be putting untold strain on the 
infrastructure. Doctors surgeries are already full, dentists too, while the village of Barnham is already a nightmare to 
drive through during the day. With the extra houses proposed for Barnham and the surrounding area, then the village 
will soon become gridlocked. In addition, the eastern end of Lake Lane is already busy with HGVs that are totally 
unsuited to the narrow Lane, further housing and the additional traffic that this will bring with it will only make 
matters worse. 
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1865 Housing Delivery apologies for rather late objection but still in time. My wife and I would like to make the strongest objection to the 
plans affecting the 5 villages, we moved to Norton some 3 years ago as our previous home of 46 years in Fishbourne 
had been destroyed by the allowed development, no longer a village but a annex of Chichester.We are sure that we 
have no need of 2230 homes , nationwide we have empty new builds, people cannot afford to move and in lots of 
cases jobs are not available. We are all aware of the flood/sewage problems, lack of school spaces, before building 
houses on such a scale jobs should be present, infrastructure in place not the other way round. We need to keep a 
village environment and we would be in favour of option 1 Parish allocations of around 230 homes over 15 years, we 
would say know to all 5 Bypass options 

1871 Housing Delivery 13 housing Angmering will cease to be a village if the land on the east of Roundstone Lane is developed for homes. 
This land is greenfield, which is not meant to be built on and it currently has commercial premises, which should be 
encouraged to stay. The character of the village has already changed since the development of Bramley Green. The 
land on the east of Roundstone Lane is currently used for recreation , is home to wildlife and plants and helps absorb 
rainfall and CO2 emissions. The schools and doctors surgery are already at capacity so what provisions are there that 
will not involve people travelling? The High street and Arundel Road cannot cope with any extra traffic. Any 
development is very likely to increase the traffic within Angmering. A lot of the houses being built are not affordable 
to the typical working family who already live in West Sussex. Do we really want to encourage people to move into the 
area, who will most likely travel out of the area to work? 

1884 Housing Delivery We live in Walberton and are writing to express our very serious concerns about the proposed strategic allocation of 
2000 extra houses in the Barnham/Aldingbourne/Eastergate area. We are in total disagreement with this for a 
number of reasons, primarily: our local infrastructure - rail, water, sewers, schools, doctor surgeries and hospitals can 
not absorb this additional population rather than improving the road links it will exacerbate the congestion on 
Fontwell Avenue and the A29 and lead to gridlock the houses are unlikely to sell and may well end up providing social 
housing for people from outside Sussex bringing an additional cost strain on the county it will change the nature of 
the area, this is a greenfield site and many of us have moved here, and want to stay here, because it is a relatively 
rural area with true village communities this proposal is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework which 
demands brownfield sites over greenfield. We agree that additional housing is needed to meet local and existing 
demand but feel strongly that this can be met through option 1 i.e. the parish allocations. There are, we are sure lots 
of small plots inside and outside of the local planning lines that would allow additional houses to be built without 
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fundamentally changing the area and damaging the quality of life that we all have. Chosen well this would enhance 
the villages not destroy them. We are dumfounded that anyone can actually think that option 2 is a sensible way 
forward and hope and trust that you will support us in this view. 

2108 Housing Delivery MY OBJECTIONS TO ADC DRAFT LOCAL PLAN, I urge ADC to adopt OPTION 1 for the lesser number of house building in 
preference to Option 2. I think ADC should build houses according to local needs eg. Barnham and Eastergate parishes 
have a need for 100 affordable new homes for the foreseeable future and 30 for Aldingbourne. I do not think it is right 
nor morally justifiable that our villages should have to pay the price for Bognor Regis convenience with two thousand 
or more houses, ( and how many would be affordable. Anyway ? ) According to one of Arun's own planning officers, 
this strategy would 'decimate the villages.'  Re STRATEGIC HOUSING: If Central government decrees the higher 
numbers for house building I think the housing should go on Brownfield sites. Large scale development in the 
countryside is contrary to the |National Planning Policy Framework ( Chap 13, Para 13.1.14 ) In USA and Russia I heard 
recently that 80-85% of the grain harvests were destroyed due to drought and in the UK 25% due to flooding. The UK 
is not self sufficient in its food supply ( 60 – 65% ) and at present there a huge hike in food prices. For this reason I 
believe that Building on Greenfields is against national interest. Re- LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE: 2300 New homes would 
require new schools- primary and secondary, doctors surgeries, shops etc and a sewerage system that actually 
worked. I have heard various estimates for this including the proposed road ,is between £60 -85 million, so there 
would be a huge shortfall in funding. For this reason alone the scheme is NOT SUSTAINABLE. SEWERAGE: The existing 
sewerage system is unfit for purpose. It is well known that when it rains heavily, sewerage backs up into Eastergate 
and Barnham. Perhaps what is less well known is that Southern Water is often forced into releasing sewerage into the 
river. This act must threaten Bognor Regis Blue Flag status, which will certainly not help in the regeneration of Bognor. 

2153 Housing Delivery My impression is that information revealed as a result of your 2009 and 2011 consultations, including the responses to 
them, and more locally through development of Angrnering's Neighbourhood Plan and the efforts of SAV is that the 
community overwhelmingly feels there is only a very small need for further residential development to meet truly 
local need and apart from very limited infill development any further development should not be as extensions into 
the green belt surrounding our existing communities. I have not seen any evidence whatsoever of any need for 
significant further development. There are many empty dwellings and dwellings for sale alongside vacant shops and 
commercial properties across Arun's area.. Localism is in vogue with the current Administration and if the above is the 
view of the community I believe you should follow it. What I have seen of your Draft Local Plan suggests you are not 
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following the stated wishes of this community. In 2009 your consultation leaflet presented three Options for 
development. The sustainability commentary, presumably undertaken by your consultant, indicated that for flood risk 
all options had a negative effect based on negative strong evidence. For Options 1 and 3 the effect was strongly 
significant and for Option 2 it was slightly significant. My recollection is that Options 1 and 3 were variations of urban 
extensions and that Option 2 was a freestanding new community at Ford. By your consultant's analysis it seemed that 
of the Options then offered Option 2 must have been the more sustainable one. You did not propose a sustainable 
and precautionary option which, for flood risk, would have had a positive effect that would be strongly significant 
based on strong evidence and I suggested at the time you should do so through objective consideration of a fourth 
option (Option 4) alongside the original three. 

2220 Housing Delivery SP8 I reject the option 2 plan for housing development for the following reasons IIt is quite clear there is no demand 
for this level of housing in the area up to 2028. There are not nor will be the jobs to sustain this influx of people. This 
coastal area is not going to attract business/industries to provide jobs. Therefore out-commuting will increase to even 
greater levels than at present. Option 1 some affordable housing has been thought through and calculated on the 
basis of local need.It is quite clear that the larger number of houses (option 2) has been calculated purely on the basis 
of the number of houses around for developer funding of a by-pass! (A29). This purely at the behest of the Bognor 
commuter. There is no other reason for the 'by-pass' funded by that level of housing. I reject all the by-pass 
alternatives proposals. Good new technologies are now available to speed up the Woodgate crossing at ? cost. 

2203 Housing Delivery 13.2.3 / 13.1.4 Paragraphs 13.23 and 13.14 quotes housing demands but not housing needs. There is no note of the 
criteria needed to get inclusion on the housing register. How many of the applicants are families or how many are 
single persons? How is abuse of the system monitored? How many are local residents ? 

2044 Housing Delivery One can not help but wonder for the reasons make a decision to build 2000+ houses for the villages. Could it be to pay 
for a bridge over the railway? Could it be that a slightly quicker route into Bognor would somehow help increase 
employment in Bognor? No evidence is given for either nor is the any evidence for justifying the chosen location for 
these 2000+ dwellings. The cost of providing the infrastructure for the 2000+ houses would vastly exceed any revenue 
gain from the Community Infrastructure Levy or similar. That many houses could not be built in the proposed area 
without new primary school, extended secondary schools, health service facilities, improved drainage and sewerage 
system – especially as the existing structure is not adequate in a wet winter. There is no evidence given for the impact 
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of 2000+ houses. Without creditable evidence both the A29 route and option 2 are flawed. 

2020 Housing Delivery I appreciate the need to get this plan in place to prevent the speculative developers taking advantage of the lack of 
creditable plans for housing numbers. I am in favour of the Draft local Plan Option 1 for housing with an alternative 
route for the A29 to the west of existing four suggested routes. 

2021 Housing Delivery Supports 

1932 Housing Delivery From what date is the development plan coming into being in respect of housing? If considerable planning application 
is being received under the 2003 plan---will these numbers be counted towards the fifty new houses suggested under 
the 2012 plan. If these present applications are granted they could well exceed the fifty new houses wanted in 2013 

1950 Housing Delivery Totally against any new house being built Totally against any plans Already too much traffic want our village to remain 
a village 

1952 Housing Delivery 13.1.14 I strongly resent building so many (2230) houses on Greenfields land. I thought that large scale development 
in the countryside is against the NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK. Why not build the homes on Brownfields 
land such as Ford airfield? Whatever happened to option 1 (changed on 20 th June 2012) for just 400 p.annum house 
required up to 2028? 13.1.8 I definitely think the building of 2230 houses in one place is very detrimental for the local 
infrastructure, i.e. the roads, Drs surgery, primary & secondary schools. Also there is already sewage and road 
problem as Arun definitely is an 'area of serious water stress' . IF and only IF more houses are needed why not build 
them across every village/area of arun on Brownfields only. 
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1954 Housing Delivery 13.1.14 Development of 2000 houses south of Eastergate. Westergate and Barnham is impossible to imagine without 
destroying remaining green fields. 1 Please do not call it 'Garden City'  scale is too large and contrary to policy to save 
green areas. What happened to option 1 which will allocate 150 houses in this area? 2 WHY 'BROWNFIELDS' ARE 
PROTECTED (FORD AIRFIELD) BUT GREENFIELDS TO BE DESTROYED. How is it possible that Ford area is not even 
considered to take some houses too close to Arundel? Obviously congestion will be a problem SP8 All villages in Arun 
district should carry burden of development equally to avoid accusation of partiality. Option 1 address this, option 2 
gives impression that Arundel district5 council is bias! 'brown fields of Ford must be included in this development LETS 
BE IN IT TOGETHER!! 

1957 Housing Delivery SP8 The full public consultation gave us 2 options, now it seems Arun have changed their minds and suggest that 
option 2 is the only option they wish to consider!. No thought of future infrastructure our schools are over subscribed, 
our surgeries cannot cope. This will only get worse if this large development is allowed to take place. More thought is 
needs to be given as to how this will effect our villages which will in fact be turned into a small town!. Better roads, 
improvements to drainage and ideas to reduce the traffic problems all need to be looked at before any building 
should be allowed to take place. Some housing is required but not on such a large scale! 2230 house to be built in our 
villages is unthinkable. Most of the 6 villages would be welcome some houses to enable young couples who live in 
these communities the chance to stay there. i understand that it was government policy to build on Brownfields sites 
or on Greenfields sights. This would go against this policy. More jobs need to be created in the area before we can 
think of introducing houses on this sort of scale. 

1974 Housing Delivery With regard to the above application for our local area, I would like to object to all of the proposals that have been 
put forward, for various reasons. I have lived in the Six Villages area for the past 18 years, and would like to point out 
some reasons why I would object to your application. We have two children who attend local schools, and we have 
had issues with too many children in the classes due to not enough spaces available . There are increasing issues with 
numbers attending local schools. At our local doctors practice, it is virtually impossible to book an advance 
appointment, because there are too many patients on their books. Flooding has become an ever increasing issue, with 
local roads becoming impassable during heavy rain. With the building of 2000 + houses this will increase the above 
problems and also increase greatly the amount of traffic on the local roads, which are already busy. This would also 
mean there would be more danger of accidents happening in and around the local schools. This area has greenfield 
sites, which should remain so. We do not want or need more housing, traffic or residents, and the local area would be 
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unable to handle it. I hope that you are able to take local opinion into account. 

1977 Housing Delivery · The Strategic Housing Policy 'annualized as an average of 400 units each year'  is nothing but a charter for 
Developers to profit from an assault on the West Sussex countryside. No matter how it is dressed up The Strategic 
Housing Policy is still an assault on the countryside. 

1981 Housing Delivery Below are my objections to all the planned "improvements"which are proposed for the village of Eastergate and the 
four surrounding villages. I have lived in the village for the past 16 years, and before that I lived in Westergate for 16 
years. The reason for living here is that it is a real village community,friendly and supportive. I would like to bring to 
your attentionmy following objections:- Where will the extra jobs come from. We have no demand for houses in this 
area,so who would buy the houses. We already have a problem with flooding - Felpham June 2012. These houses 
would be built on greenfield sites. The surrounding roads would need extensive upgrading for the volume of traffic - 
2,000 approximatehouses would create at least 4,000 more vehicles. There are no provisions for extra schooling, 
doctors, or sewerage. It would turn the five villages into 1 town. It is not a sustainable rural area. Please consider my 
objections sympathetically. 

2032 Housing Delivery Having been down to St Marys Hall Felpham on the 21 st looking at plans to build 2000 plus house, no mention of 
flooding. Before you even think about building more houses get the drains sorted out before we get flooded out 
again. For the last 3 yrs every time the heavy rains come I get flooded. So I am saying no more houses to be built 

2088 Housing Delivery Earmarked sites for development Apart from the sites in the village itself you have earmarked (which are very unclear 
on your map as to where and what exactly is going to be built) other sites for development which seem totally 
inappropriate, i.e. on a flood plane or greenfield site which goes completely against your principle of building on 
brownfield sites first. 
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2072 Housing Delivery Why do we need all these extra houses? Who is going to live in them?. More commuters there isn't enough work in 
the area for local people. Why does the council want to turn the villages into another useless town. We were willing 
to except the plan for a few extra houses to be built where suitable , we have enough flooding, sewage problems 
already without increasing the problems 

2075 Housing Delivery 13.1.8 Chapter 20 I am passionately against further development in Barnham and surrounding villages due to a 
number of current on-going problems in the area. Not least of which is the running sand under Barnham village and 
nearby areas which causes many problems with the drainage system. I have been a Barnham resident for some 45yrs 
and we have always had a constant on going issues with drains collapsing, flooding issues and bad road surfaces. For 
example Lake Lane in Barnham has been closed at one end or another on and off several times in the past few years 
where the road has collapsed and urgent drain work has had to be attended to. The drains appear to 'bubble over' 
very quickly all through the 6 villages after a downpour and Lidsey too is highly susceptible to flooding. We have also 
lost a Dr's surgery, shops, banks and local school is now on one site so the village infrastructure is slowly disappearing 
the only thing increasing is the number of planning applications for multiple developments! So in summery I am afraid 
I cannot support any large development sites in the area. SP8 The policy of the council does seem to have fluctuated. 
Originally the villages were to be kept as such and not to be 'joined up' by housing to become a town. The six village 
area has been a rural environment until recent times and residents were led to believe no large housing estates would 
be built. Now the applications just seem to be getting through despite MAJOR OPPOSITION FROM LOCAL RESIDENTS 
most recently the 75 houses at Goodacres off Lake Lane and I feel this will just open the ' floodgates' for more large 
multiple site applications which seems to be the case with this latest departure from the local plan. 

2279 Housing Delivery As a former Business Analyst I would like to make some general comments on the Draft Local Plan, and in particular 
with regard to the large number of housing developments being planned. Any development of housing needs the 
availability ofjobs either locally or within a reasonable commuting distance, unless its for retired people. I would also 
suggest that the geography of this area does not lend itself to business development. Most businesses need easy 
access to their customers and the ability to ship products to customers readily, this is being hindered in Anin by the 
poor transport infrastructure that we are saddled with. Areas where business development seem to be healthy are 
places such as Gatwick and the M4 corridor where the infrastructure is very good. With the Downs in the way to the 
north and the sea to the South most transport links have to be squeezed within a narrow East/West corridor. 
Consequently in my view businesses will not be attracted to the area, and in the meantime people will have to 
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continue to travel to where the work is e.g. Brighton, Crawley, Gatwick. With the existence of the South Downs 
National Park it is unlikely that road improvements will take place to the North. To the East and West as everyone 
knows there are great bottlenecks on the roads which may take years to sort out. The railway also has its own 
bottleneck of only two tracks in places and an improvement of this would need a massive investment. This East/West 
corridor will continue to give a squeezing effect if development of housing continues with an increase in population. 
There will be more traffic and even less land to make improvements to the transport infrastructure. Consequently 
without the incentive for businesses to settle here, it seems ludicrous to allow these large housing estates being built 
if the jobs are not going to be available. 

2370 Housing Delivery 2, Plan fails to give justification for building over 2000 houses. 

2281 Housing Delivery I live in the west of the District and am dismayed by the proposals for housing in this part of Arun. Sadly in any 
consultation process, the voices of the people who matter most '” those who will live in the newly built homes '” 
cannot be heard because they only enter the process at the stage when the properties are being marketed, long after 
the design and planning stages. Because, nationwide, so many poorly designed developments have made it through 
the planning process over the years, a public view has understandably grown that all development is undesirable. This 
leads to the responsible authorities tending to ghettoise' new development by cramming developments at very high 
densities into locations where they will be as unobtrusive as possible '” out of sight, out of mind. The Draft Pan 
proposal to build at high density on farmland to the east of the A29 has all the hallmarks of this mindset. If we look at 
mature settlements from the pre-planning era we see that the texture that gives them a sense of place and home 
arises from most buildings having been built to accommodate the needs of a specific occupier, and there being a 
rhythm brought about by the juxtaposition of buildings originally erected for different uses '” bakers '” farriers '” 
merchants etc. In modern times when most housing is provided by speculative builders, the closest approach to this 
kind of traditional texture is seen in places where individual developments are small-scale and ideally carried out by 
local builder/developers. Before moving here I lived for some 35 years in Bosham, where one local builder in 
particular, D.G. Phillips, has over the decades made a hugely positive contribution to village housing, mostly in 
schemes of no more than half a dozen units. During that period I made my own modest contribution by designing and 
self-building four family houses in the village, all of which were well received by the community. Large-scale schemes 
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by a single developer are never to my mind successful in recreating this texture '” at best a kind of Disneyland 
pastiche. At worst they comprise a selection of types A, B,C and D thrown together in random fashion. By allocating 
large parcels of land for this development monoculture, windfall site opportunities are denied to small builder-
developers and self-builders whose contributions can do so much to enhance the built environment. The purchasers 
of homesin these monoculture estates can look forward to cramped homes with minimal storage and poor site 
layouts and vehicle management. Three years ago there lay on the table an imaginative, well researched proposal for 
comprehensive development in this area, which dealt elegantly with the issue of the Woodgate crossing and would 
provide mixed development by numerous developers woven into the existing settlement structure and utilising a 
good proportion of pre-used land. Of particular significance, the proposed road links were designed to provide good 
access to the west and A27. (We find that, living in Hook Lane, over 90% of our departures are to the west, either via 
Oving road and Shopwyke, or the A27 via the B2233.) While this proposal attracted its own share of opposition, that it 
was fundamentally soundly based was born out by the consultants retained by the council to evaluate the strategic 
options who I understand favoured this proposal, promoted I believe by Hallam Land. It's ethos also reflected the 
expressed desires of public consultees to see new development woven around existing settlements. I understand that 
this proposal was undermined at a late stage by the withdrawal, possibly under political pressure, of a landowner who 
had made a commitment to the development consortium, and whose land was required to deliver the Woodgate 
bypass. One factor which was not in play when the options were reviewed in 2009 is the New Homes Bonus '” which 
could give the Council the opportunity to be more pro-active in delivering the right sustainable solution, using where 
necessary powers of compulsory purchase. I strongly believe that the Hallam Land proposal should be re-examined, 
with compulsory purchase to be used where necessary to obtain the necessary land to complete the Woodgate 
bypass and associated development. The proposed development to the east of the A29 offers nothing to the 
community save further ghetto housing, and should be abandoned. I'm not sure that in this case a bad solution to a 
problem is better than doing nothing. 

2253 Housing Delivery I write regarding the proposed developments in the 6 villages area '” and to register my reasons for opposing them. 
The population of the Arun District is, I believe, about 150000 '” do we really need so many new houses here? Those 
at Bersted are not selling now. Where are the employment opportunities for the proposed incomers? Certainly not in 
the 6 villages [I do not think that any proposed rail freight facility in Barnham will provide many!] '” which means that 
the new villagers will just add to the commuting population '” adding to the existing traffic problems. Employment 
opportunities in the local city/towns are hardly extensivÃª either In addition, building on greenfield rather than 
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brownfield land is supposed to be contrary to the Government's National Planning Policy Framework '” and David 
Cameron is said to have opposed 'ploriking housing estates next to villages' [see Daily Telegraph 09.01.12] - though 
recent suggestions that the government is proposing the loosening of planning restrictions does not augur well on 
that front. 

2255 Housing Delivery I have lived [and worked] in the 6 villages for more than 40 years and 1 do not think it ¡s NlMBYisrn to claim that the 
imposition of over 2000 new houses in the area will destroy what was a green and pleasant part of the land. Current 
planning proposals would seem intent on creating Bognor, Littlehampton and Chichester mini-conurbations with all 
the local villages losing any distinctive character to become a sprawling faceless suburbia. Nobody I know would 
object to a sustainable and locally assessed appropriate level of new housing, together with provision of sorne 
improved educational, medical and social facilities which are all currently very stretched : Option 2 is not acceptable, 
Could you not co-operate with. For instance, neighbouring authorities, the local strategic road planners and Network 
Rail to develop an overall logical road network plan, radically improved sewage networks and sustainable levels of 
housing? 

2342 Housing Delivery The members of the Forum of Arun District Amenity Groups are concerned that the draft Arun Local Plan contains two 
significant errors. First, it uses figures for the supply of sites that are substantially smaller than those in the 
background paper '1 lousing Land Supply Assessment'  of May 2012. Secondly, at different points in the draft, both 
400 a year and 565 a year are described as the Council's preferred option for the level of building in thc district. The 
figures for the supply of sites in the draft Plan are the same as those in the 2012 updates of the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment. The largest difference between these figures and those in the Housing Land Supply 
Assessment is in the number of sites with planning permission, in particular in the number granted planning 
permission between April and December 2011. The SI-ILAA puts the number at 643; the Assessment gives 2260. This 
difference is surprising, because the number of planning permissions granted is a matter of fact. It appears that the 
SHLAA contains an error that has been transferred to the Plan. The Assessment also proposes that an allowance for 
windfall sites should be added to the supply. The number proposed is 66 a year, because the Planning Policy 
Framework states that garden sites should be excluded from such an allowance. Over 15 years, windfalls could add 
about 850 to the supply. The Assessment does, however, also reduce the contribution of sites identified in the SIILkA 
from 2522 to 1084. The reasons for this reduction are not stated. The combined effect of the differences between the 
Plan and the Assessment, produces an increase of at least 1000 in the number of sites available. If the Plan was based 
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on this increased figure, its policies would change: there would be little need to ask town and parish councils to 
identify sites for development. The confusion about the preferred target for housing exists between paragraphs 2.6 
and 13.1.2, which both state that the preferred target is 400 units a year, and paragraph 13.1.12, which states that the 
preferred housing target is 565 units per annum. Policy SP8 then states 'Strategic housing shall be accommodated as 
follows'  and describes the provision at Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate and at Angmering in detail. It also specifies 
the infrastructure that should be provided by the developers. The Forum believes that the Council should withdraw 
the Plan for revision. This step is drastic, but to continue the consultation process with a document that contains such 
errors carries significant risks. Applicants for planning permission on large sites, and the appellants at the hearing on 
Grenyers' Field, may well use the difference between figures in the Assessment and in the Plan to cast doubt en the 
figures in the former. They are likely to publicise this difference, to the disadvantage of the Council. Town and parish 
councils will not be pleased to find that the draft proposes that they find sites which may not be needed. Planning 
inspectors may argue that the consultation on the draft Plan Ã¬s flawed, because the draft did not incorporate 
accurate and up to date information on housing supply. Residents may feel they have been misled. The contradiction 
about housing targets, and the nature of policy SP8, helps to produce unnecessary alarm among residents near the 
proposed strategic locations, who believe that the Council does plan large developments near their homes. The 
Council's policy should be made clearer. ¡ hope you can agree that admitting errorswill minimise the damage that the 
errors can do to the Council's reputation, and to the important task of preparing the new Local Plan. I am copying this 
letter to Councillor R. Bower and Mr Simon Meecham. 

2096 Housing Delivery In Conclusion: It strikes me that there are far too many conflicting statements and policies within the Plan to 
substantiate the need for 590 houses and a light Industrial Site in Angmering Village. The plan needs reassessing and 
more notice taken of the Angmering Neighbourhood Plan to ensure the integrity and character of Angmering as a 
village is not abused. Protecting the greenfield sites on east side of the village along the A280 to maintain a green 
buffer zone adjacent to the National Park is vital to "... preserve the individual character and identity of Arun's towns 
and villages, avoiding over-development......." as in Point 4.53. If Arun is going to take notice of the people who have 
taken time to respond to your plan and comply with the Localisation Agenda it would be appreciated that they read 
and digest everyone's comments thoroughly and give them the attention they deserve to see their true worth. I would 
urge you to take note of the people's comments and not fast forward the completion of your plan to fit in with a fixed 
deadline. Give the people a chance to be listened to. The Neighbourhood Plan has been developed for a reason! 
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2104 Housing Delivery SP8 No Infrastructure for the building of 2300 in a basically rural area. No analysis for the need for the above. Housing 
2000+ houses west of Westergate or east through Eastergate and Barnham is not sustainable in a rural area. No job 
no public transport lack of schools lack of medical facilities. No mention of sports facilities for the doubling of the 
population in the area. 

2125 Housing Delivery 13.1.3 This statement needs to be rewritten to reflect the new target of 400 dwellings and remove the automatic 
assumption that strategic Greenfield locations are part of the supply. Recent rates of building, recent large planning 
approvals and the sources of these sites, whether allocated or windfall need to be included 13.1.4 The NPPF allows for 
windfalls sites to be included in the supply of sites and as these have supplied around 75% of sites in Arun over recent 
years this needs to be clearly set out. It would appear that about 66 dwellings a year are delivered from windfall sites 
and this should be included in the plan 13.1.6 - 14 This needs to be rewritten to accurately reflect the supply of sites 
provided by the SHLAA and the Housing Market assessment. The total number of sites with planning permission to 
Dec 2011 plus the SHLAA sites up to date figure. Plus windfall sites gives a total of 7130 sites. This is 1300 more than 
required if the target were 400 per year and 1345 less than required if the target were 565 per year.The draft states 
that a shortfall of 1365 does not justify development at strategic locations. The figures also call into question the town 
and parish allocations which should be revised to reflect the figures. It should also be made crystal clear that these 
allocations are only necessary if the figure of 565 was imposed. There will be inevitably be windfall sites arising in 
towns and villages and these are likely to be sufficient to meet local need. 13.1.9 - 13 The rationale for local 
allocations should be better explained and justified than at present-crucially, the Total Housing Supply number should 
only include sites with consent and not include 'sites with potential within settlements in SHLAA' as this will prejudice 
the role of NDP's in determining local housing supply and allocations. SP8 Should say that local allocation targets 
should be used to test their suitability based on land availability etc and should not be used as minimum targets as the 
rationale for how they have been arrived at has not been provided 13.3.4 Should acknowledge the 'self-build' option 
to meet local demands as distinct from affordable housing need, should also allow NDP's to identify exception sites. 
13.5.2 Should identify the 'self build' option to meeting the needs of elderly people wanting to downsize, either alone 
or collectively, but remain in their own homes (more a self-develop model than a self-build but still an issue the NPPF 
encourages LPA's to consider)   
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2136 Housing Delivery Re Option 2 Having lived in Westergate for over fifty years and has seen every spare piece of land from the old labour 
in ? down to the Woodgate crossing, filled in with houses but the infrastructure hasn't changed. The same goes for 
Eastergate and Barnham and since the free parking disappeared around Barnham station, the local streets are getting 
g cluttered up with commuters cars using the station and that's causing concern at the moment, let alone the future? 
And now your proposal for over 2000 houses and building a ? around Westergate with road going no where but grid 
lock. The answer would be a proper by pass that would keep traffic moving not the mesh mash set of proposals you 
have at the moment. I must say NO to option 2. Note- What happened to the Ford Airfield development? 

2193 Housing Delivery SP8 Options 1 & 2 Option 1 is a far more reasonable and realistic plea for house building in our area. Option 2 appears 
to be plucked out of the air without proper research or concrete evidence in order to ' tick the boxes'  and create a 
'quick buck'  for a small minority Drainage The area for potential housing appears to have been picked out by 
someone sticking a pin on a map! It is a beautiful open space, well suited for agriculture and leisure activities not to 
mention being an essential sponge and flood plain for a vast area south of the downs. Environment The area for 
potential housing development is 'Greenfield land' and is not supposed to be used, whatever the money making plan. 
Once covered with houses, driveways patios etc, we will lose the peaceful and special environment, complete with all 
its wildlife for ever. Housing Who on earth is going to be able to buy all the planned houses? Wealthy people to use 
them as second homes or for renting? Where are all the jobs? Buses? Schools? Dr's?, Dentists? Open spaces? Bognor 
Regis certainly can't provide these.   

2212 Housing Delivery Housing - supply and demand We note that the Plan is not supported by updated evidence of the Housing Market 
(SHMA) at a time when the market lacks stability and when demand for affordable homes is rising whilst supply is 
moving in the opposite direction. Provision over the next 15 years for those families unable to compete ¡n the open 
market can be little more than guesswork. The SHLAA was factored into the Plan at a very late stage and some key 
findings are presented in the appendices. embers of the public are unlikely to be aware of the information and will 
not, perhaps, be aware of the intention to rule out all but piecemeal development on brownfÃ¬eld land at Ford 
Airfield before the year 2027 ¡n spite of the assessment finding the opportunity it clearly presents in this Plan period 
to avoid the creation of a new settlement on greenfields embracing much of the traditional Five Villages. We note that 
the Plan shows the Council has two very different figures as the rate at which new housing units should be built during 
the Plan period; infrastructure issues are significantly affected by this dichotomy and proposals therefore lack 
credibility. OBJECTION: We object to the absence of up-to-date housing market intelligence to properly inform 
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councillors and residents and the resulting hiatus in assessing need, especially Ã¬n the provision of affordable homes. 
We welcome the existence, albeit at a very late stage, of the 5H LAA and the light it throws upon the opportunities for 
major development on Ford Airfield during this Plan period. We object to any intention to proceed with plans for what 
amounts to a new settlement on greenfield land at the expense of the character of three of the traditional Five 
Villages community until both that scheme and proposals for a new settlement on Ford Airfield have been considered 
openly by the council on equal terms. We object to significant uncertainty ¡n the target rate for building new homes 
and feel that proposals for infrastructure therefore lack integrity, a factor which may put the Plan at risk during public 
examination. We support the Government's intention to meet housing needs and regeneration in the national 
economy and therefore, at this stage, support the rate of building as 565 new homes per annum. 

2209 Housing Delivery Formal submission of comments and objections by Ford Enterprise Hub (FEH): In considering the Core Strategy for its 
Local Development Framework Arun District Council has, since 2005, consciously avoided objective consideration of a 
new settlement on brownfield land at Ford Airfield on the same terms as it considered other LDF options. Examination 
of this Local Plan for 2013-2028 will be the first opportunity for independent scrutiny, in public, not only of the 
proposals in the Draft Plan but the nature of the process followed by the Council, a procedure which is felt to be 
seriously flawed. At a special Cabinet meeting in April2008 the Council launched a campaign against development at 
Ford Airfield though it was, at the same time, one of three options under consideration within the Council's own LDF 
process. The Council went further to provide accommodation and support for meetings held by a special interest 
group campaigning against development at Ford. This was in breach of responsibility to take a district-wide appraach 
to strategic planning and to treat equally with all areas and groups. The Draft Local Plan, at 13.1.14 says 'The 
development of land that has not been previously been developed (greenfleld) should only be considered where 
brownfleld land cannot be developed.'  It is remarkable, therefore, whilst no use is to be made of the dis-used airfield 
it ¡s proposed that up to 2,300 houses be built on greenfield land just 2 miles to the west where access to the road 
network, and the A27 in partÃcular, is no less problematic than at Ford. In 2004/2005 the case for re-use of a very 
large area of previously developed land, alongside the little-used railway station astride the regionally important 
railway line was considered by the Joint Downland Area Committee (JDAC), the community forum created by District 
and County Authorities in order to draw parish councils into local governance. A formal motion called for the LAs to 
consider the concept for a new settlement on Ford Airfield parallel with improvement to the A27 in both the LDF and 
the Local Transport Plan, the issues of major development and transport infrastructure being inextricably linked, and 
was a forerunner in 'Localism' some 7 years ahead of developments in government policy. The authors were a former 
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District Councillor, a former County Councillor and a serving Parish Councilior, each free of Party political influence or 
beneficial interest in development in the District. It was taken forward as Ford Enterprise Hub (FEH - see 
www.fordenterprisehubcom) and became the basis for an Eco Towns submission which gained government support 
and was one of only ten schemes which reached final consideration. In the intervening years Arun DC has signally 
faÃ¬led to meet the housing and employment needs of a growing population. The result is economic regression ¡n the 
District and a long and growing waiting list for social housing. Paradoxically this occurred during years of business 
confidence and economic buoyancy across southern Britain. A low pay economy is too dependent upon low skilled 
and low paid work in tourism, horticulture, warehousing and the retail sector. It is over-reliant upon expansion in the 
public sector, spending by pensioners and above all upon a high level of out-commuting. Two of these mainstays, jobs 
in the public sector and pensioner spend, are subject to contraction for the foreseeable future. The Draft Plan sees the 
third, out-commuting, as a feature of the local economy to be significantly reduced and we strongly support that 
objective. Government priorities reflected in the NPPF and the Localism Act require local planning authorities, in the 
national interest, to meet housing demand fully and to provide for high levels of economic growth. The expectations 
for this Local Plan will be way above achievement in Arun when business confidence was relatively high. In 2012 ¡t is 
time, therefore, to be clear on meeting national and local needs for growth in the economy and the provision of 
homes; time to re-configure the District transport infrastructure and its place in the sub-region; time to make full use 
of wasted land before taking greenfields, time for Arun to become more attractive to investors. OBJECTION: Major 
development on Ford Airfield provides a unique opportunity to attract new industry and commerce, restructure local 
transport, maximise private investment, provide new homes, meet social, economic and environmental needs in the 
2l century and set new aspirations for young people. We object to exclusion from the Draft Plan of full and balanced 
consideration of mixed development Ã¬n a new settlement on the dis-used airfield on the same terms as its 
preference for expansion ¡n the coastal towns and absorbtion of the villages. 

2214 Housing Delivery I am very concerned that the Plan will have a most detrimental impact on Angmering village. If it is implemented, 
Angmering will be turned into a small town, but without the necessary infrastructure and amenities to sustain the 
increased population. The Plan ignores the wishes of the inhabitants of the village as recently expressed in surveys by 
the Parish Council and SAV from which it is clear that the village does not want any large scale housing developments. 
This also contradicts the Prime Minister's policy statement in January 2012 that villages should not suffer 'housing 
estates being plonked down from above' . This ¡s precisely what the Plan threatens to do to Angmering because the 
village is identified as a site for strategic expansion and will be required to absorb a minimum of 590 new houses. 
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Worse, the Plan implies that this new development will take place outside the built-up area and on greenfield sites, 
both of which contradict government and the Plan's policy. The Plan also fails to take into proper account the impact 
of development on the local roads, which are already overcrowded. Nor does it provide plans to improve the village 
infrastructure, which is already inadequate. Nor does it address the flood risk and ignores the floods which the village 
suffered this summer. The Draft Plan needs to be revised to reduce the unfair burden of new housing which ¡t 
currently places on Angmering. 

2216 Housing Delivery To Head of Planning ahdConservatin, Arun District Council 1 I have lived ¡n Arundel, Middleton and now Barnham 
since 1992 2 In the present economic climate I cannot see that some 2000 new houses are needed. I know Bognor has 
some development taking place and other small industrial sites are trading quite well. Where will these new home 
owners work? I am not aware of a fact based study to support this. 3 Infilling between the four villages will threaten 
their distinctiveness. 4 If building a large number of houses to finance a new road is the aim it seems me to put the 
'cart before the horse'. 5 The heavy traffic on the existing A29 will be ¡ncreased. 6 The level crossing is what backs-up 
the traffic especially ¡n rushhour and to build a cut and cover underpass would get rid of it and may be cheaper than a 
bridge 7 Large numbers of houses would mean much out-commuting to unknown jobs and increase traffic on the A29. 
8 The flood plain problem in the area is well known. 9 The water and sewerage agencies are at their maximum with no 
plans in the next ten years I understand to enlarge. Medical services, too. 10 To remove growers and farmland by 
house and road building when the country already grows too little to avoid importation seems wrong. 11 I know that 
the economy needs growth and infrastructure and home building can provide this, but ¡t needs balanced and careful 
sustainable planning. Therefore Option 1 with the smaller number of houses in a way that retains the distinctiveness 
of the four villages is for me the best way forward, with a 'no'  to all four bypass options. 

2218 Housing Delivery I find Option 1 acceptable to the Parish of Aldingbourne with the proposed 30 extra houses allocated. With the 
existing problems of Drainage and sewage and flooding, more properties would increase the troubles. With these 
extra 2,230 houses, will the medical services and schools be increased? What of public transport? Will this be 
increased to cover all areas 

2226 Housing Delivery Having moved to the above address from Gloucestershire under a month ago, I have not been familiar with planning 
concerns in this area. However having attended a meeting of the Eastergate Parish Council concerning the local plan, I 
would like to make you aware that I am totally against all the proposed development in this area. My reasons are 
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listed below: 1. I moved here to enjoy the community of all 5 villages where I believe children can attend any of the 
primary or secondary schools within this area. Any large development will negate this friendly village situation where 
all the amenities can be enjoyed by us all 2. The infrastructure for such a large development would add to what will 
become an urban sprawl. 3. I also understand that there is a considerable risk of flooding in this area and I am aware 
of the many dykes and high water table in this area from walking my dog. I also understand the capacity of dealing 
with sewage and waste water is at its maximum. 4. I would ask where the jobs for these households are to be found. If 
the new development is to be purely a dormitory for access to towns further afield, the traffic and pollution will be 
unbearable. Surely pollution is a major issue as well as the environmental impact on this overcrowded area. This is a 
huge proposed development and I do wonder what the effect on the current residents will be if it is decided to go 
ahead; not only environmentally but the inevitable increase in local taxes and efficiency of all services i.e. public 
transport, doctors surgeries, hospitals etc etc. 

2234 Housing Delivery The selection of Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham as the preferred location for what , in effect, is a 'new town' of 
2000 new homes is both unsubstantiated and contray to the National Planning Policy Framework regarding 
brownfield over greenfield sites. It would undoubtedly destroy the character of all three villages. no mention is made 
of a possible similar link between Fontwell and Walberton yet there would appear to be many advantages to such a 
pairing if expansion is truly necesary. 

2517 Housing Delivery One therefore has to ask the broader question concerning the accuracy of the limited data collected on which your 
visions have been based. HOUSING and BUSINESS NEEDS. We understand that local Parish Councils had agreed that 
reasonable but very moderate levels of new houses would have to be accommodated in the future. Numbers were 
agreed and supplied to you. Given that you wish to see more employment opportunities in the local district under 
review, adequate local services such as '” water supplies '” drainage /sewage - phone and broadband- library '” health 
facilities amongst many other services require be accurately assessing and most importantly projecting for the future. 
The especial problem of local drainage and detailed modelling to project ground water levels in the future is largely 
ignored in your visionary statements when balanced against the rush to build more houses on such an enormous 
scale. You also fail to demonstrate that these houses are actually needed because the evidence database is so sketchy 
and only feeding the needs of property developers and not the populace in the present or the future. Population. The 
vast size of the housing proposals (currently 2350 dwellings) aside from straining already strained local facilities will 
considerably increase the number of people travelling daily out of the district although it is hoped that a proportion 
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will work in the area. You fail to explain what incentives there will be for them to be locally based. 

2524 Housing Delivery 590 Houses: This is the Parish AUocation of 100 plus the 490 figures from the SE Plan. The SE Plan is soon to be made 
obsolete, and the figure should not be in the Local Plan for the next 15 years. I strongly object to the figure of 590, it 
should be nearer 100. 1. The Draft Neighbourhood Plan is with ADC, and should be considered when writing the Local 
Plan. Even David Cameron said 'Our vision is one where we give communities much more say, much more control. The 
fear people have in villages is the great big housing estate being plonked dowr, from above. Our reforms will make it 
easier for communities to say 'we are not going to have big plonking housing estate landing next to the village, but we 
would like 10, 20, 30 extra houses and we would like them built in this way, to be built for local people''  The 
Neighbourhood Plan survey indicated that of the 40% of people who replied, 75% want only 'up to 100 houses'  in 
Angmering over the next 15 years. They only want small pockets of development of up to 10 units, NOT the large 
housing developments which would be required to take 590 houses. Save Angmering Village's referendum also 
returned 38% of the votes and 99.6% of those did NOT want large-scale housing developments. Neighbourhood 
Planning is a bottom up approach, and ADC should listen to the views of the people of Angmering. 2 The 
infrastructure cannot cope with 590 more houses. The sewers on The Dell have backed up due to worn our pipes. The 
roads of Angmering are village lanes and many do not have pavements. Already the busses struggle to pass each other 
on Weavers Hill, which is a rat run for traffic coming through the village. 3 The By-pass A280 does not do its job, and 
Angmering has through traffic of vehicles cutting off the part of their journey which would take them along the 
congested single lane section of the A259. 4 To build 590 houses, the only site available is the one east of Roundstone 
Lane. This is Greenfield land. It goes against the Plan's policy to build on Brownfield land before Greenfield sites. 5 The 
Roundstone Lane site is outside the build-up area and according to the Plan, land outside the built-up area is not to be 
built on. 6 The bus service is only hourly, stops at 6pm and does not run on Sundays or Bank Holidays. People wIll have 
to use their cars, and this is contrary to the Plan's policy encouraging use of public transport and trying to cut down on 
emissions from fuel consumption. 7 Basically, the development would be unsustainable, and the Plan is all for 
sustainability. 8 The schools ate overcrowded, some with 37 in a class. Pupils from Angmering have to go to schools 
outside of Angmering. If this is the situation now, what will happen when children from 590 new homes appear? 9 
Similary the doctors' surgeries are at capacity. Some have to wait weeks to see their own doctor. This situation will 
only get worse with families from over 590 houses coming into Angmering. 10 The purchasers of these new homes 
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wiH not be Angmering people. There is not the need for 590 new homes for Angmering residents. Neither could the 
Angmering people afford the large mortgages to go with the type of property being built. Not on low local wages. No, 
out of area people will fiN the houses, and commute (mostly by car- again putting pressure on the roads and more 
fuel emissions) out of the area to the better paid jobs. Angmering needs small one or two bed flats or bungalows for 
the older residents and for those needing starter homes. It does not need 4 and 5 bed luxury houses. The big lure to 
Councils is the Section 106 and payoffs received from Developers. There must be a better way of raising much needed 
money'”not at the expense of villages who do not want or need such housing estates. Please listen to the people who 
have to live in the areas that these money-driven developers want to come and irreversibly ruin forever. Don't have 
the legacy of being the government/Council that ruined the green spaces of England forever. Please take my 
comments into consideration when drawing up the next Draft version of the Local Plan For Angmering. Sue Ware This 
Draft Local Plan does not take into account the needs of Angmering and its residents. The Draft Neighbourhood Plan is 
with Arun District Council and should be taken into consideration. The recent survey shows that the residents of 
Angmering only want 'up to 100 houses ' over the next 16 years, in small developments throughout the village of up 
to 10 units per development. They do not want, or need 590 houses. 

2499 Housing Delivery It seems that the current move from Option I, previously favoured by Arun DC relies for its justification on the need to 
by-pass the Woodgate rail level crossing, primarily because of its perceived effects on 
Bognor's  regeneration!economic development. [Surely Bognor does not rely solely on the A29 and the Woodgate 
Crossing to generate economic progress?] However, in whatever way a by-pass is effected, it will have major costs, 
apparently meetable by developers only by very large-scale housing development. The last housing need assessment 
of which I am aware, noted a local need of 30 units in Aldingbourne, 100 in Eastergate, ad 100 in Barnham: a notable 
differencÃ© from the 2230 proposed. The quoted 3000 famihes in housing need thus presumably relates to current 
population figures elsewhere in the district. I gather an updated Arun housing needs assessment is not yet completed. 
Evidence for the housing need for 2230 Ã¹nits in the 6 villages is, therefore, lacking 'and whilst relatively small scale 
development within the villages, to meet local current and projected needs, is, despite some perceived problems, 
certainly acceptable, sustainable and absorbable, development on the Option 2 scale is unfeasible, impractical and 
unacceptable for many reasons. These include inadequate local resources [e.g. schools, health care provision], 
transport, employment, waste water management, flooding, effects on the environment and on its value to the 
affected communities. Re flooding '” considering the effects of this year's rainfall locally, and having seen the local 
flood map, covering this vulnerable area with concrete and tarmac seems increasingly unwise! Local educational 
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provision, at all levels, GP surgeries and transport facilities are all already overstretched '” an influx of a further 2000+ 
families would take them to break point. Above all, the creation of that amount of housing and concomitant 
infrastructure would impose a totally unacceptably increased risk of flooding, both locally and with knock-on effects 
on north Bognor and Felpham and total overload of the already inadequate waste water treatment! disposal facilities. 
As a medical microbiologist, this last particularly concerns me '” the public health implications of raw sewage 
contamination '” as has occurred more than once with the current population 'output' '” must be obvious. What 
happened to the proposed District Council's ban on new building developments around the 5 villages, the 
'presumption against any future development which will produce extra effluent in the catchmerrt area...'  reported 
by the Bognor Observer [8th October 2010]? This also noted an Environment Agency statement that 'Additional 
development is likely to cause an adverse environmental impact Until a sustainable solution is found we will advise 
against development if it results in a net increase in the flow to the sewer network' . recognise that some 
improvements have been made '” but I understand these relate primarily to improving the quality of the outflow, not 
to dealing with increased volumes '” and the effects of climate change as well as the proposed vastly increased hard 
sur1ce footprint of the proposed developments must be considered. It seems to be considered that the costs of the 
by-pass road options [some £20 million?] could/wouki be met by the developers from the profits of the houses built '” 
what happens if those houses do not sell '” as is happening in Bersted? Given the current economic downturn and 
i]ling house prices, this does seem a possibility. Moreover '” and more importantly '” what about other necessary 
costs : for health centres, schools, flood defences, sewage networks, green spaces....? I have lived here for over 40 
years and have seen a lot of change in that time '” the villages have certainly grown considerably '” but effort has, I 
understand, always been made to keep a separation between the different villages andthese are still communitiei. 
Development on the scale proposed by Option 2 would change that: to the detriment of both the current population 
and incomers. Primary Å¡chools are already bulging at the seams, increasing numbers of patients registered with the 
GP services stretch their provision, roads are congested, threatening road safety, there is threat of flooding especially 
after heavy rain, as we have seen this year. Imposing 2230 more households on your 'green infra-structure corridor'  
can only be seen as unsustainable '” and unacceptable - by our communities. Please think again : for instance, is a by-
pass for the Woodgate crossing/A29 through the villages really necessary Could you not collaborate with, say, 
Chichester and the West Sussex road planners, to develop a road network improvement plan for the wider area? I 
understand the A29 is NOT part of the 2011 Strategic Road Network Plan and has been downgraded in some way so 
that it is. not eligible for major improvements '” widening, further dual carriage way Construction etc. Given the 
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current and planned further improvements to the A259 east and west of north Bognor, could further traffic 
assessments wait until these are complete tand e.g. Lidsey Tip dosed) to re-examine the traffic flows through the 6 
villages?. Together with this, could Arun DC not make a further strategic housing needs assessment and then develop 
a sustainable development Local Plan ? A Local Plan is, after all, needed to enable effective control of random 
speculative building developments, i it not? 

2462 Housing Delivery I write to draw your attention to the fact that all your plans for housing are flawed - owing to the fact that the entire 
area where fÃ¹ture housing is proposed is on the coastal plain which is, as you must surely realize, consistently 
flooded every year thus causing traffic chaos, misery to surrounding flooded homesteads, our local highways and 
byways, and particularly affecting the A27 from the War Memorial in Eastergate down to Bognor Regis, taking in all 
the surrounding villages surrounding this area and ultimately closure of the road. Reference Chapter 13 section 13.1.8. 
Chap 20: Before any more development is done in this whole area, something must be done about the above-
mentioned flooding. I feel sure that Arun Council ewill say that this is Southern Water's problem but this is just passing 
the responsibility on down the line. For instance I see the road development is proposed to start north of Lidsey. This 
is ridiculous, as you really must know that Lidsey regularly floods and all traffic comes to a halt, causing as I said in my 
first paragraph numerous problems and hardship. 

2251 Housing Delivery Draft Local Plan for Arun as it concerns Angmering I find it difficult to do other than wholeheartedly support the 
comments and objections clearly set-out by both the Angmering Society and the 'Save Angmering Village' 
organisation. They have produced very cogent and well argued objections and taking these into account together with 
the overwhelming opposition by the Angmering community to any large scale development, if local democracy is to 
have any credence at al!, plans for such developments must be turned down. It is remarkable that at no point does 
there seem to be any consideration given to the infrastructure needed to support such development whether it be 
traffic management, schools, medical facilities, risk of flooding, sports facilities, (which should also cover 
enhancement of such facilities as at present exist), the destruction of the character of a local community, never mind 
the fact that such gross errors as not being able to correctly identify the site of the proposed industrial estate would 
suggest that ADC, having alighted on the fact that some spare land is available, seem determined at all costs to 
impose on the Angmering community, their will to inflict development of any nature on that land. 
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2260 Housing Delivery [This is the same as ID:2339] Commercial Planning Application for land at Water lane, Angmering, West Sussex I refer 
to the application currently before the Council for a commercial planning consent for land at Water Lane in 
AngmerÃ¬ng and write to put forward the following objections: 1. The site is on the outskirts of the village and will be 
too far from rail and bus services for employees to be able to use them to travel to and from work. 2. As a result, 
employees will be forced to use private vehicles, causing additional C02 omissions. 3. The Angmering Bypass was 
constructed to divert traffic away from the village centre, but granting a commercial planning consent for this land at 
Water lane is bound to increase the flow of traffic through the village, which is already congested. 4. There are already 
unoccupÃ¬ed commercial premises within the area, so it seems unlikely that any additional units are required. 5. It 
makes more sense to maintain the existing commercial use at the VHB site in Roundstone Lane, rather than 
converting that site to housing and erected new industrial/business units in Water Lane. . 6. This land lieS within the 
South Downs National Park and as such the erection of a new industrial estate would seem inappropriate, as it will be 
a llot on the landscape and will be out of keeping with the agricultural and resldential uses of the surrounding area, 7. 
It should be obvious from its name, but Water Lane is low lying and subject to flooding. If more of the surrounding 
land is concreted over, this will only add to the flooding risk and depending on the useof sites to be constructed, this 
may also lead to contamination. I would be grateful if the above points could be taken into consideration when the 
application comes before the Planning Committee. 

2318 Housing Delivery ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL – DRAFT LOCAL PLAN (2013 – 2028) CONSULTATION Blue Sky Planning act as planning 
advisers to the Croft Practice (Dr. Buchanan & Partners) the owners of the site which is outlined in red on the attached 
plan. The site extends to 1.95 hectares (4.8 acres) and is located in the settlement of Eastergate on the northern side 
of the settlement. As you may be aware outline planning permission was granted for a new medical centre, 
incorporating pharmacy retail unit (Class A1) and other ancillary uses together with access off Barnham Road and 
associated car parking on 3 rd February 2010 (LPA Ref: EG/67/09). This permission has not yet been implemented. The 
officers report accompanying the application states that although the site is located outside the built up area it is 
adjacent to residential development. The properties in Collins Close, to the west are two storey and the proposed 
scale of the surgery would be in keeping with these and it would not therefore appear as an overly dominant feature 
in the area. It was concluded that the provision of an enlarged medical centre would provide an important social 
benefit to the local community which is a material consideration which accords sufficient weight to offset the 
fundamental policy objection. In May 2012 the Council produced the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
update (SHLAA) for villages within the district, including Eastergate. The SHLAA provides an estimate of land 
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availability for housing to inform plan making and to ensure that the Council maintains a 5 year housing supply of 
land. It is relevant to note that the subject site has been identified as a potential housing site lying outside the 
settlement where there is future potential should there be a future need that cannot be met from existing suitable 
sites. Whilst the site is located outside the settlement boundary within the countryside the site is located within an 
area which is being considered as a potential location for strategic development within the Core Strategy options for 
growth. As noted above the Council recently granted planning permission for a medical practice on land within the 
open countryside, contrary to the Council's planning policy. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was 
published in March 2012 and provides guidance from central government in respect of, inter alia the preparation of 
local plans. Paragraph 14 sets out the central theme of the NPPF which is a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development running through the planning system. For plan making this means that: · Local planning authorities 
should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs in their area; · Local plans should objectively 
assess the needs, with sufficient flexibility to adopt to rapid change. In planning for housing, paragraph 159 requires 
local planning authorities to have a clear understanding of housing needs in the area; by · Preparing a strategic 
housing market assessment to assess the full housing needs, identifying the scale and mix of housing and the range of 
tenures that the local population is likely to need over the plan period. · Preparing a Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment to establish realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely economic 
viability of land to meet the identified need for housing over the plan period. Paragraph 173 states that pursuing 
sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in plan making and decision taking and that 
plans should be deliverable. The sites and scale of development identified should not be subject to such a scale or 
obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of 
any requirements likely to be applied to development such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, 
infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of development 
and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing landowner to enable the development to be deliverable. The 
Site's Suitability and Availability It is noted that the Council have stated that given the site's location outside the 
settlement boundary that currently development of the site would contravene policy and therefore the site would not 
be considered suitable. However, the site is considered suitable in principle for future housing because of its 
accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public transport and because there are no insurmountable constraints. 
The site could contribute to the creation of a sustainable mixed community, although the site is located within flood 
zone 2 appropriate mitigation measures could be implemented to alleviate the flood risk issues. On the basis that the 
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site is within one ownership following acquisition of the site by the Croft Practice it is considered that it is available 
and there are no site ownership constraints in relation to developing the site for housing. On the basis that there is no 
availability constraints in terms of developing the site for residential use it is concluded that there is a reasonable 
prospect that the housing can be delivered on the site in the medium term in accordance with the Council's SHLLA 
assessment. We note that the Council have indicated that the site would be developed for approximately 58 units at 
an average of 30 dwellings per ha. It is important to note that part of the site has an extant planning permission for a 
new medical centre and on the basis that this is implemented the area available for residential use will be the surplus 
area to the north. We consider that the tightly drawn settlement boundaries limit the opportunities for development 
in villages and with the current economic downturn there is no realistic prospect that all of the sites with planning 
permission and those allocated for residential development will be implemented over the plan period. On the basis of 
the above and that there are no identified constraints with bringing the site forward for residential development it is 
proposed to amend the settlement boundary of Eastergate to include the site within the built up boundary as 
identified on the Proposal Map. We look forward to receiving confirmation of receipt of the representations. 

2339 Housing Delivery [This is the same as ID:2260] Commercial Planning Application for land at Water lane, Angmering, West Sussex I refer 
to the application currently before the Council for a commercial planning consent for land at Water Lane in 
AngmerÃ¬ng and write to put forward the following objections: 1. The site is on the outskirts of the village and will be 
too far from rail and bus services for employees to be able to use them to travel to and from work. 2. As a result, 
employees will be forced to use private vehicles, causing additional C02 omissions. 3. The Angmering Bypass was 
constructed to divert traffic away from the village centre, but granting a commercial planning consent for this land at 
Water lane is bound to increase the flow of traffic through the village, which is already congested. 4. There are already 
unoccupÃ¬ed commercial premises within the area, so it seems unlikely that any additional units are required. 5. It 
makes more sense to maintain the existing commercial use at the VHB site in Roundstone Lane, rather than 
converting that site to housing and erected new industrial/business units in Water Lane. . 6. This land lieS within the 
South Downs National Park and as such the erection of a new industrial estate would seem inappropriate, as it will be 
a llot on the landscape and will be out of keeping with the agricultural and resldential uses of the surrounding area, 7. 
It should be obvious from its name, but Water Lane is low lying and subject to flooding. If more of the surrounding 
land is concreted over, this will only add to the flooding risk and depending on the useof sites to be constructed, this 
may also lead to contamination. I would be grateful if the above points could be taken into consideration when the 
application comes before the Planning Committee. 
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2352 Housing Delivery Arun District Councils Draft Local Plan Having viewed the various proposals to both Angmering, and Arun District as a 
whole, the possible impact to these areas far exceeds any measures to maintain character to local areas, for desirable 
and ease of living. Having got the South Downs National Park, itvital to see that due regard is placed upon this status. 
With respect to Angmering The possibility to develop new employment areas, on quoted sites has severalfiaws. This 
Summer has proved, how vulnerable these areas are to flooding, as well suitability due to 'all'  the required 
infrastructutres. Are all current sites within Arun operating at full capacity, assisted to the best commerce usage, and 
new sites, Market Force driven? Only last Friday it took over an hour to get to Chichester, without the frequent 
accidents to blame. The Angmering bypass too, has not had the desired effect, and would continue to fail in doing so. 
Any light industry, or operational quarters, would not pay the kind of salaries, to cover new homes within the area. 
Within my own family members, who where born in Arun, and want to continue to live in Arun, need to work outside 
the area, in order to maintain local homes on a liveable salary. One, commuting to London. With regard to new 
housing. There is always a need to ensure that some older properties that do not meet good and effecent amenities 
and fall into disrepair, are replaced, and maximised for better usage, as well as good usage of old browfield sites as 
seen locally. These have been most welcome, but further vast land masses developed into cloned housing areas, as 
with other sites, has a detrimental effect. The human living requirements, as well as the utility infrastructures 
requirements, necessitate existing residents to have their needs and life qualities eroded. Which also encompasses all 
those key areas of community infrastructure, in providing core services, and fundamentals. Many newly development 
homes within the Arun area, remain unsold, due to several factors, including suitability within a long-term 
commitment budget. Gone are the days of camping outside new site offices for days, in order to secure a property. 
Much of The Local Plan appears to be at odds with its self on local policy, and does not offer to honour government 
pledges, to safe guard its open spaces. 

2357 Housing Delivery Arun District Council Draft Local Plan public consultation I object very strongly to certain proposals in the Draft Local 
Plan. (1) Housing Option 2; which seeks to neourage development of more than 2,000 unwanted new homes in the 
parishes of Aldingbourne, Bamham and Eastergate,. (2) All four suggestted re-routes for the A29. Housing option 2 is 
unacceptable because: • The strategy ofjob creation in Bognor and Littlehampton is over-optimistic and unachievable. 
• The cost of infrastucture required by the proposed new setlement would far exceed fmancial contributions 
obtainable from developers. • No adequate assessment of drainage and flood risk on the proposed locations for so 
many new homes has been carried out. • This scale of development would destroy the unique 'village character'  and 
quality of life for Aldingboume, Bamham, Eastergate and Westergate residents. • This quantity of new homes would 
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harm the villages & provide hem with no discernible benefits. • No evidence is provided in the Draft Local Plan to 
demonstrate a need for so many new homes. None of the four A29 re-route 'options'  in the Draft Local Plan is fit for 
purpose. Each would cause devastation in a rural area without achieving the supposed objective of improving 
vehicular access to Bognor Regis, because they don't link to the A27. The suggested routes to the east of Westergate 
village would cause massive traffic congestion on already crowded B2233. Arun should confer with neighbouring local 
authorities such as Chichester DC & WSCC to design a viable alternative nw route for the A29 hat incorporates the 
Bognor Relief Road and connects to the A27. The new Local Plan should provide more protection for green fields, 
agriculture and horticulture. 

2384 Housing Delivery 2. Chapter 13, Paragraph 13.i.14. emphasises the se of Brownfield sites before Greenfield. The proposed building on 
Greenfield Land is in direct opposition to the National Planning Policy Framework. It is green vegetation which 
supplies Oxygen vital for life, and acts as a de-toxifier for the noxious emissions from traffic. Without green spaces 
there is an increase in respiratory illness (asthma, lung cancer). These conditions can take 20 years to develop. Any 
failure to forsee the consequences of our long-term decisions can mean that we have failed future generations in our 
responsibilities and duty of care towards them. Finally, new homes are essential, but not at the expense of 
generations destined to live in flood areas, with poor health, simply because of a knee jerk reaction to push through a 
decision without due consideration to present and future residents. I do not believe a development this size, on that 
parcel of land, will be compliant with the laudable sentiments set out in the Arun Draft Local Plan. 

2397 Housing Delivery I am writing to express my concerns and objections to the Draft Local Plan for 2013-2028. I have four main areas of 
concern: 1. Demand for housing I recognise and support the idea that there is a need to provide affordable local 
housing, indeed we have seen additional building over the past six years within the area. It is the scale of development 
to which I object. Original proposals (Option 1) made provision for smaller parish housing allocations in Eastergate, 
Barn ham and Westergate; it now appears that the bulk of housing from various additional areas is being placed in 
one area for no clear reason other than to justify bypassing the road. With today's current recession and a static 
housing market, I question whether there is actually a demand for an additional 2000 houses within this small cluster 
of villages, as well as feeling that use of Greenfield sites is against policy. 
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2402 Housing Delivery I am writing to you with reference to Awn District Council' s proposals to build in excess of 2000 new homes in the 
Westergate area. I am alarmed that these plans have made it this far. down the line as I believed they would be 
dismissed shortly after they were proposed due to the many obvious factors and concerns I believed would honestly 
be considered such as infrastructure, displaced wildlife, Doctors surgeries etc. 

2408 Housing Delivery I am writing to oppose all the options submitted by Arun District Council re-routing the A29 through the villages of 
Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate, Aldingbourne and Nyton, and the building of 2000 houses ¡n the green gap 
between the villages. Arun District Council state that they need to build 2000 houses in order to pay for the bridge 
Why do we need a bridge over the railway? Where is the evidence to support this argument? Where is it in the Local 
Plan? Why do we need to build the equivalent of another village between the villages in an area which is a flood plain 
and a food growing area to fund a bridge of which there is no evidence to build in the first place and gambling that 
those houses built will even sell in this present economic crisis. This year Felpham suffered flooding due to the change 
of the water table caused by the new build in that area. Has this lesson not been learnt? It appears that planners are 
constantly having the wool pulled over their eyes by developers with regards to issues of flooding. 0f Course there 
needs to be some building in the area to cover the expected growth of current inhabitants but 2000 dwellings far 
exceeds the growth particularly when built on green land when the government are promoting brown sites. Where 
are these new inhabitants going work? Where are their children going to receive their education? In conclusion this 
project has not been properly thought through. The cost financially would beseveral times more than the planners 
have budgeted for and socially would destroy village life and turn the area into an urban sprawl with no evidence of 
need. 

2411 Housing Delivery Financially expensive as the proposals to build 2000 houses to pay for the construction does not take into account the 
additional infrastructure needed to support the project. In the region of 60 million pounds short of the proposed 
budget. Where is the extra money going to sourced? The figures set by central government to build a certain quota of 
housing in the area is undergoing judicial review and will shortly be overturned. So their will be no government 
funding. 

2551 Housing Delivery 4. Brown Sites Has the ADC looked at all the possible 'brown fill sites'  before using up precious green fill sites? For 
instance, have you looked at the Ford Airfield for the development of new houses. The site is not only big enough for 
all the houses, but it would also take the extra infrastructure required. Secondly, regarding easing the traffic problem 
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it could also have links with the A27 Arundel by-pass, when it is eventually built. Once again there is nothing in the 
planto show that ADC have done their homework. 

2416 Housing Delivery I voice my objection to the above as follows: We are afready crowded in this area with high volumes of traffic, building 
a further 200 odd residences will only add confusion to the above. Construction traffic will also disrupt an already 
overcrowded traffic system. The local water supply is at its peak and will not be able to cope with further demand. 
The above proposal does not meet the local education needs as schools in the area are already crowded and at peak 
demand. 

2422 Housing Delivery 3.2 HOUSING Yes we do need more housing, but not on the scale and in the places you propose. Drainage and 
Sewerage. Every time it rains Barnham floods. The drajns and sewers cannot cope currently. Yet your proposal makes 
no mention of how you would resolve this. Building 2,000 houses without any provision for new flood defences, dra 
¡nage and sewerage is total negligence. As the water will drain even further downstream and create more problems 
to these othercommunities in Awn. No road infrastructure Lack of schools, doctors etc. ALL your houses are proposed 
onGreenBeIt not really sustainable.ThIs contravenes what the Government and David Cameron said. On the ADC 
video on line CounciliorRicky Bower said: "We wish to prevent villages lookIng like they all merge into one' . I would 
suggest that Councillor Bowes takes another Look at the proposed plan ... 

2428 Housing Delivery I am writing to object most strongly to the proposed plan to inflict a new road and over 2000 houses on beautiful 
green fields kin the Eastergate/Aldingbourne area. If there is a case to be made for building this number of houses, 
which I very much doubt, why aren't brownfield sites being used first? The required number could also be reduced by 
bringing empty and near-derelict houses in the district which already have water, electricity gas and mains drainage 
back into occupation. There are no jobs in the area designated therefore no pressing need for housing '” surely the 
logical order would be to create employment first to generate the need and wealth to justify building housing and 
roads. This so-called plan seems to be the result of a rushed process that has had no real thought: it seems, in fact, to 
be back-to-front. Arun should wake up, and take into consideration that this area is presently agricultural in nature, 
producing food to help feed our ever-growing population. Where is the sustainability in covering agricultural land with 
concrete? Not only will this eliminate food production, but promote flooding as the water run-off rate is increased. 
There is no point in planning for houses that cannot be sold as potential owners find that they are uninsurable due to 
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flooding risks. This is already the case in some parts of Arun, with much associated heartache and expense. Before this 
poorly conceived plan is considered further, surely the surface and foul water drainage system should be given 
priority and upgraded to a condition where it is fit for purpose. I have lived ¡n Barnham for over 30 years and the 
village has suffered flooding on several occasions. Despite promises and 'investigations' little has been done to solve 
the problem. In fact the various agencies concerned '” Arun, Southern Water, Highways Agency and Environment 
Agency '” seem to take great delight in blaming each other and doing nothing, rather than getting together as a team 
to solve an obvious problem. When a development plan is proposed for this area that is of benefit to it, and that is 
based on factual evidence I may be prepared to accept it. This does not satisfy these principles. 

2434 Housing Delivery Proposed A29 Bypass and Housing development We are writing to register our deep concern over the proposals being 
made for an A29 bypass and the resultant infill of housing. Whilst recognising the need for an alternative to the 
current bottleneck created by the level crossing, much consideration needs to be paid to the volume of traffic that is 
involved. Housing infill ¡n the vicinity of the Lidsey landfill site would also be most inadvisable. The stench regularly 
arising from the site is a matter of environmental concern. Very careful consideration and indeed control measures 
need to be implemented before housing is proposed in that area. A visit either morning or evening would be 
recommended to experience the environmental impact of escaping gas from this site. Therefore my wife and I would 
like to register our objection to proposals for an A29 by-pass and housing development to the west of the present 
A29. 

2436 Housing Delivery I accept that a local plan giving a broad outline to facilitate responsible, sustainable development is required to give 
controlled growth that, at the same time, protects the environment in its broadest sense. Nevertheless, any process 
that will result in a viabJe and relevant plan must be based on solid evidence and informed by facts. The part of the 
plan that refers to the proposed developments in the Eastergate-Westergate Aldingbourne area appears to be totally 
devoid of these attributes. There is no identified need for the building of in excess of 2,000 homes. There are no jobs 
that are causing commuting into the area; indeed the immediate effect of this scale of development will be to 
increase commuting out of the area. Currently the majority of this land is in active use for agriculture; loss of this land 
to housing development will therefore result in the need for more imported produce affecting both the local and 
national economy. Statistically there is sufficient brownfield land nationally to support the building requirements for 
many years to come and no greenfield areas should be sacrificed as long as that is the case. 



Page | 481  
 

2466 Housing Delivery Comments about Arun District Council's draft Local Plan Whilst the draft Local Plan has some laudable principles, 
many specific details defy these. As a resident my concerns are about Angmering Village and the two things that stick 
out are the proposed housing provision of 490 houses plus 100 already allocated to the Parish which together is too 
big a burden on the village and secondly the development of an employment site North of Water Lane which is 
currently greenfield. I have reproduced paragraphs 4.53 and 13.1.4 from Arun's draft Local Plan for reference: 4.53 
'Arun will need to accommodate substantial new development over the next 15'”20 years. New development needs 
to be planned to minimise impacts on the countryside and environment and, where possible, make best use of 
available brown field land and buildings. At the same time it ¡s important to preseive the individual character and 
identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over development or the merging of settlements'  13.1.4 'The 
development of land that has not previously been developed (green field) should only be considered where brown 
field land cannot be developed'  I will address my main two issues separately with reference to the above: 1. Housing 
- Recommending what ¡s actually a 590 house increase to the village is disproportional to its size. There has been large 
scale development ¡n Angmering leading to a population increase of 35% in the last 10 years and if 590 more houses 
were built, this would further increase its size substantially. Policy 4.53 says: it is important to preserve the individual 
character and identity of Arun 's towns and villages, avoiding over-development or the merging of settlements'  
Additional housing of this order will not preserve the individual character and identity of the village as it would be 
overwhelmed. The quality of village life would inevitably diminish as there is insufficient infrastructure to support 
these numbers. The character of the village would inevitably change as the housing sprawls out from the existing 
housing boundaries without increasing local facilities such as shops. - Lack of infrastructure would compromise 
sustainablity e.g. narrow roads, drainage, sewerage and water supply. There are no guarantees that developers would 
or could provide what is really required without putting strain on existing infrastructure. - There are sites east of 
Roundstone Lane earmarked which are greenfield sites. This is against the policies 4.53 (impact on the countryside) 
and 13.1.4 (greenfield should only be considered where brownfield land cannot be developed) - Although the VHB site 
is brownfield it provides employment. It makes little sense to redevelop it for housing when there is no real demand 
so it should remain as an employment site being useful to the local residents and local economy. - There ¡s a current 
problem with school spaces now but no mention of new or expanded schools for Angmering to support expansion. 
Increased population of this order will also put pressure on the doctors' surgeries. - Frequent congestion already exists 
along the A259 and the A280 at the Roundstone roundabout often has tail backs of 200m or more and sometimes as 
far as the footbridge. This is before Asda is opened not far from the Roundstone roundabout. Traffic from any new 
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development along the east of Roundstone Lane will spill out onto the A259 and join this traffic congestion. On the 
other hand drivers may try and go north through the village via High Street and/or Weavers Hill which will cause real 
problems in these areas. - Aruns draft Local Plan seems to have completely ignored Angmerings draft neighbourhood 
plan which has been in ADC's possession before their draft plan was published. Apparently, around 75% of the 
villagers that responded to the neighbourhood plan selected a housing expansion of up to loo houses. 

2492 Housing Delivery The whole plan seems very short sighted. We could probably cope with 200 houses '” just. But what about water, 
sewage, drainage, schools, GP services and policing for 2000 plus? Added to which there is no guarantee that any 
large firms will come to the area to provide employment for such an increase in population. 

2501 Housing Delivery ¡ am writing to inform you that I am totally opposed to the option 2 choice for the Arun District council's draft Plan for 
2012 and how it will affect Aldingbome, Westergate, Eastergate, Bamham and the surrounding areas, for the 
following reasons. 1] The option I is acceptable for the area and would meet the needs of the local people. The reason 
for option 2 is to be able to afford a bypass which would probably not be needed if the signalling issues at the 
Woodgate crossing were addressed. This would also be a much cheaper option. The bypass would also only be built 
after all the houses were sold , which if the present situation in Berstead is anything to go by is certainly not 
guaranteed. [Chapter 13, Policy SP8J 4] Who would be living in these houses? At the moment there is vague talk of 
creating new jobs in Bognor and Littlehampton. However in our experience we know that we have quite a number of 
people in the area who travel daily into London and surrounding areas because it is cheaper for them to commute. Is 
it not irresponsible to encourage this trait? If we want local houses for local people, spend the money available to 
create these new jobs before spending vast amounts of money unnecessarily, on unworkable road schemes. 

2528 Housing Delivery 590 Houses: Angmering does not need aN these houses. The viHage grew by 27% when Bramley Green was built- that 
is a far greater rate than the rest of the country. The surveys done by Save Angmering ViNage and for the 
Neighbourhood Plan both indicate 40% of the village do not want large housing estates. They want 100 or less houses 
over the next 15 years, and 10 houses in each development - ie in small pockets of land through the village. The Plan 
states that Brownfield sites should be used before Greenfleld ones. The only area of AngmerÃ¬ng that could take 590 
houses (east of Roundstone Lane) is all Greenfield land Therefore to state 590 houses if in effect going against the 
Plan's Brownfield policy. Building 590 houses on the land outside the built up area, goes against the Plan's statement 
'Outside the BuNt-Up Area Boundary, the countryside will be safeguarded against inappropriate development' . There 
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is no need for all these houses for Angmering. The houses will be out-priced for AngmerÃ¬ng people on local wages- 
that's even if they could get a mortgage in today's lending climate. Therefore these 590 house are targeted at people 
from outside the area, who would have jobs outside the area. This means more out-commuters using the already 
congested A259 to get to work- increasing fuel emissions, which is against the Plan's policies. The Plan states 
'increasing car use has negative impacts on the environment, health, safety, and contributes to clImate chan ge Some 
improvements to the local road network are likely to be required to support new development and economic 
regeneration in Arun District, but road improvements alone cannot provide a sustaInable or long term solution.'  The 
Infrastructure has not changed in Angmering for many years. The sewers are failing. We have hose pipe bans in times 
of drought. Angmering's roads are narrow and cannot be widened, they are village roads, not build for the extra traffic 
generated by all these proposed houses. The school children do no have a safe route to school as some of the roads 
do not even have pavements- nor the room to build any pavements. The schools are overcrowded and some village 
children have to travel out of the area to go to school. The doctors' surgery has long waiting lists for the existing 
population, let alone any new people from 590 houses. There are already many unsold properties in the area. Why do 
we need these 590 houses? This is just a figure to satisfy government's needs, without a thought for the people of 
AngmerÃ¬ng's needs or requests. Please consider these points when you prepare your next Draft Plan. 

2543 Housing Delivery 13.1.8 Infrastructure is already inadequate: sewers, flooding, lack of doctors surgeries, primary schools places and lack 
of long term jobs. It appears that funding for these would not be included in developers costs. They should be put in 
place before road or houses are built. SP8 We need packets of affordable housing for local people – not large scale 
expensive housing for those moving into the area from urban or other counties. 13.1.14 We need to retain greenfield 
sites for food production, rather than increasing imported food. There are brownfield sites i.e. Ford Airfield. Barnham 
station and surrounding roads would be overwhelmed with commuter traffic with little benefit to the area.   

2544 Housing Delivery SP8 It is evident from the large scale developments currently being built within the relief road at Bognor that houses 
are not selling and therefore the demand does not actually exist. If there is a genuine need for more housing there is 
still plenty of room, even allowing for expansion of business development, to accommodate many more houses in this 
area without encroaching on a new Greenfield site. The number of proposed homes could easily be accommodated 
on existing Brownfield site by supporting smaller developments having less impact on the environment. Once our 
countryside is built on it can never be retrieved and this particular proposal destroys prime agricultural land. 
Development of new Greenfield sites goes directly against government policy of using Brownfield sites first. 13.1.8 
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The prime motivation for allowing the proposed development seems to be that Arun DC cannot afford a replacement 
to the Woodgate level crossing and is therefore willing to grant planning permission if the developers fund the road 
and the bridge regardless of whether there is a genuine need for the housing. If there is no money available from Arun 
DC where is the money for the vital upgrades to the infrastructure coming from? Undoubtedly this will not happen. 
The area has suffered for years with poor drainage and sewage resulting in wide scale flooding. Concreting over the 
land will add to these problems increasing the probability of flooding over a wider area. renege on their promise of 
funding. 2. The houses will get built and be used to accommodate overspill/relocation from inner cities. This will result 
in increased levels of crime as has happened recently in the Littlehampton area. Additionally medical facilities and 
schools are already over-subscribed and yet the plan does not include any proposals to enhance existing facilities to 
cater for the additional households. The plan completely ignores the community aspect of forcing four parishes to be 
conjoined by a massive development, effectively turning the area into a small town with a major dual carriageway 
running through it. We function very well by having strong community links while retaining our individual identity. 
None of the people I have spoken to wish this to change when there are other more environmentally acceptable and 
viable options available. The proposals seek to destroy our way of life and will turn a peaceful rural area into a noisy 
congested urban sprawl. In pursuing this path you risk destroying the charm of the area which attracts visitors in the 
first place. If you press ahead with these plans and the houses do not as I suspect sell, one of two things are likely to 
happen: 1. The builders will withdraw or renege on their promise of funding. 2. The houses will get built and be used 
to accommodate overspill/relocation from inner cities. This will result in increased levels of crime as has happened 
recently in the Littlehampton area. 

2855 Housing Delivery ADC'S DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 2012 I have attended two ADC consultation events regarding the proposal to build over 
2,000 houses on the fields adjoining Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham. I have asked several of the ADC's 
Representatives why so many houses should be built in one area. The answer given was invariably in order to fund the 
proposed diversion of the A29. However, in the handout 'Frequently Asked Questions'  it says that infrastructure 
requirements are often (sic) paid for by developers through planning obligations. Could you please tell me:- 1. What is 
the legal status of these obligations? It would appear that Berkeley Homes, in spite of a 57.7 increase in pre-tax profits 
(Sunday Times 12.08.12) is seeking to downgrade substantially the conditions agreed on in 2006 when given approval 
for building in North Bersted. 2. In the last ten years how many developers have failed to comply with the conditions 
imposed when awarded contracts by A.D.C.? 
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2615 Housing Delivery Re Presentation at Aldingboume Village Hall 2 August 2012. Following the presentation given at the Aldingbourne 
Village Hall on 21 August 2012, I am writing to include my comments on the Local Plan 2013 to 2028. As mentioned at 
the presentation to one of your representatives I was very disappointed at the displays and information given. I also 
said that I was keen not to give any response which could be viewed as NIMBYish (Not In My Back Yard) and wished to 
be as constructive as possible. While new housing is needed by the community and country as a whole and quotas 
have, I believe, been set down by the Government in Westminster, this should not be considered as a requirement on 
its own without consideration being given to other areas where the community as a whole, including those in new 
developments, needs changes and new investment. I attach my response to the Local Plan 2013-2028 and hope that 
any decisions made are on a wide consideration of necessities not on the narrow view of housing only. I hope the 
recent changes made on planning made by the Government enable this to happen. 

2718 Housing Delivery SP8 I object to Option 2. As this proposed development of 2,000+ houses in this area is not sustainable there is 
insufficient infrastructure to cope. There would be traffic gridlock and the loss of the greenfield would ???? be 
irreversible. 

2878 Housing Delivery Introduction 

In February 2012, the council confirmed that there were 4,933 households on its housing waiting list,  
individuals and families unable to get a foot on the housing ladder, often trapped by hereditary  
deprivation and many of these households are in priority housing need. 
Band A 90  
Band B 212  
Band C 1,530  
Band D 3,102  
TOTAL 4,933 

OBJECTION: In paragraph 13.2.3 the draft Local Plan quotes a housing register figure of 1,800 and  
appears to be excluding residents in band D. 
In the five years to 2009 Arun had the fastest growing Housing Needs Register in the entire South  
East Region. 
According to Shelter, in Arun it takes 12 times the average wage (£17,888) to purchase the average  
priced house (£214,953). The lower the average wage the greater the need for affordable housing is  
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likely to be and, not surprisingly, Arun has a deficit of affordable housing. 
Ham, River, Pevensey, Marine and Hotham wards all suffer from serious deprivation – amongst the  
worst in the South East. 
The council has persistently under delivered on housing provision, over many years – that is why it’s  
housing allocation was increased in the SE Plan. There is now a need to catch up. The wording is  
unclear but I think that the council is consulting on two options – 400 and 565 houses p.a.  
SUPPORT: I support the need for 565 houses p.a. 
This submission will make the case for a new settlement on brownfield land at Ford Airfield (possibly  
the largest available brownfield site in West Sussex). 
It will also provide evidence that the council has breached the laws of natural justice in its attempts  
to avoid open minded consideration of a new settlement at Ford Airfield, on equal terms and  
alongside all other LDF/Local Plan options. 
As a former District Councillor, I am aware that each member is individually responsible for his/her  
own conduct. 
Through this submission I seek to make members aware of concerns relating to the conduct of the  
council and to provide them with an opportunity to address any perceived misconduct on the part of  
the council. It is for each individual member to decide what action, if any, to take. 
(I recognise that some of the issues relating to the conduct of the council could have been reserved  
until the Examination in Public. However, if the Local Plan is found to be unsound at the EiP it will  
leave the district wide open to predatory planning applications and a further 18 months will have  
been lost. This would be disastrous for the district. I believe therefore that it is in the best interests  
of the district if members are given an opportunity to address these issues at an earlier stage.) 
However, I must also acknowledge that some of the points relating to the conduct of the council  
have been brought to the attention of members before ......... and I am not aware that any member  
has done anything, other than to support the council’s conduct. 

2879 Housing Delivery The case for a new settlement on brownfield land at Ford Airfield  
Use of brownfield land 
One of the 12 core planning principles of the new NPPF is that planning should “encourage the  
effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land),  
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provided that it is not of high environmental value; 
Paragraph 13.1.14 of the draft Local Plan states: The development of land that has not previously  
been developed (greenfield) should only be considered where brownfield land cannot be developed.” 
SUPPORT: I support the statement in paragraph 13.1.14 
OBJECTION: The council has deliberately avoided consideration of a new settlement on brownfield  
land at Ford Airfield (possibly the largest available brownfield site in West Sussex), on equal terms  
and alongside all other LDF/Local Plan options. 
OBJECTION: The council seeks to use the findings of its Eco Town Select Committee as justification  
against development on brownfield land at Ford and instead to justify development of large swathes  
of greenfield land across the district. This submission will argue that the findings of the Eco Town  
Select committee are unsound. 
Advantages of a new settlement 
New settlements offer many advantages over village extensions. 
New settlements can be carefully planned from their inception – enabling planners to introduce  
current best practice techniques in addressing housing, open space, leisure, recreation,  
employment, energy, transport and environmental issues. 
They help to protect the existing urban built environment by reducing the need for “town  
cramming” or “infill development”. 
They offer an opportunity to build family homes rather than flats. Affordable housing deficits can be  
addressed in a substantial, rather than piecemeal manner. 
A new settlement, utilising brownfield land, would reduce the pressure on greenfield locations  
elsewhere in the district. Every acre of brownfield land used is an acre of greenfield land saved! 
The main objective with village extensions is to utilise and therefore increase pressure on existing  
infrastructure like health facilities, schools, roads, sewage etc. New settlements, on the other hand,  
provide their own infrastructure – placing much less burden on existing infrastructure, effectively  
spreading the pressure. 
For instance, the existing sewage network across the district already struggles to cope. A new  
settlement at Ford would utilise the adjacent sewage works, placing no additional pressure on the  
existing network. 
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A new settlement on Flood Zone 1 land at Ford would reduce the risk of flooding in areas like  
Felpham (which is downstream from the council’s proposed strategic allocation at  
Eastergate/Aldingbourne/Barnham) – with easy drainage to the River Arun. 
Onsite energy production becomes more viable with larger settlements. Combined heat and power  
becomes possible – improving energy efficiency and sustainability. 

2880 Housing Delivery Road layouts in a new settlement do not evolve over years – they are carefully planned from the  
outset. A link road between the A259 and A27 (bridging the railway at Ford) becomes possible. 
The new NPPF makes it clear that local planning authorities should take account of the need for  
strategic infrastructure including nationally significant infrastructure within their areas. A new  
settlement at Ford could generate a substantial contribution towards an A27 Arundel bypass. 
A single new settlement can offer infrastructure contributions on a far greater scale than a number  
of smaller developments peppered across the district. For instance, the promoters for Ford Eco  
Town calculated their total planning obligation as £200 million. 
See http://www.bognor.co.uk/news/local/developers-pledge-163-200m-towards-services-for-fordeco-  
town-1-1492326 
OBJECTION: The council is settling for a much lower level of planning obligation than might be  
realised through a new settlement. 
We should ask – if the urban/village extensions of the last 60 years have been so successful that we  
would want to repeat them – then why is the local economy in Arun in such a poor condition? 
New link road from A259 to A27 
To attract inward investment the council must first recognise that businesses need easy access to  
the Strategic Road Network (SRN) which, for Arun, means the east/west bound A27 and the  
north/south routes of the A3 and M3 in the west and the A24 and A23 in the east – all of which are  
largely dual carriageway and can support commercial traffic. 
For instance, a new link road from the A259 at Comet Corner, bridging the railway line at Ford, to  
the proposed Arundel Bypass (pink/blue route) would provide Bognor Regis with improved access  
to/from the A27 and the SRN in the east. 
By providing a new and additional route to/from Bognor Regis traffic would be dispersed over three  
routes to/from the A27 rather than two – effectively spreading new and existing traffic and thereby  
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reducing congestion on existing roads. By contrast, proposals to focus large-scale development  
around the A29 would simply add pressure to the existing infrastructure. 
A “diamond” shaped “ring road” would effectively be formed around the Five Villages by the A27,  
the A259, and the new link road, channelling traffic to/from Bognor north-eastwards and northwestwards  
to the A27 and onwards to use the designated SRN north/south routes of the A3 and the  
A24. 
A “ring road” would preserve and protect the rural designation of the Five Villages. 
OBJECTION: The council has not properly considered the possibility of linking Bognor Regis to the  
Strategic Road Network in the east. 

4 Housing 
Allocations 

Given the large-scale housing development that has already taken place in Angmering, I consider the allocation figure 
for Angmering is at least 50% higher than what it should be. I object to any development south of the High Street that 
borders the conservation area as this will destroy the character of that part of the village Any development East of 
Roundstone Lane on green open space is highly inappropriate and should be resisted at all costs. ADC is being oblique 
when it talks about improvments to the A259 in the vicinity of Angmering. It is common knowledge that the road 
needs updating to dual carriageway status along its length. Why do you refer to 'proposed improvements' unless 
there is no intention to insist upon the road being completely upgraded? Traffic on this road is already intense and the 
creation of more houses on the scale proposed will further exacerbate the problem. The amount of houses proposed 
would place undue pressure on primary school places and you simply have the cheek to refer to 'possible' new places 
being secured. Outrageous. The loss of green open space amenity areas would be tragic and the developments 
proposed would blight ngmering forever and completely change its character. Existing open space within the Bramley 
Green development is hardly sufficient as it is. The proposed use of land to create employment is also far to great and 
should be reduced by 4 hectares. 

12 Housing 
Allocations 

New development needs to be planned to minimise impacts on the countryside and environment and, where 
possible, make best use of available brownfield land and buildings. At the same time it is important to preserve the 
individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-development or the merging of 
settlements. The development of land that has not previously been developed (greenfield) should only be considered 
where brownfield land cannot be developed. 
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13 Housing 
Allocations 

New development needs to be planned to minimise impacts on the countryside and environment and, where 
possible, make best use of available brownfield land and buildings. At the same time it is important to preserve the 
individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-development or the merging of 
settlements. The development of land that has not previously been developed (greenfield) should only be considered 
where brownfield land cannot be developed. Total disregard of the Neighbourhood Plan – 75% of the villagers who 
returned the Survey ticked 'up to 100 houses'  Ruining our quality of village life Overcrowded schools and doctors' 
surgeries Not sustainable - lack of infrastructure/ sewerage/drainage/water supply Small village lanes Flooding risk 
House prices too high Mortgages unavailable to low earners so high earners from London and other areas take all the 
housing. Lots of properties in the area remain unsold Wages from any new jobs in Angmering would not be enough to 
buy these new houses Traffic from an employment site at Water Lane would travel through the village as exiting 
Water Lane would only take them north There are empty business premises in Arun already, why not fill those first? 
For businesses to come to Arun there has to be a supporting road system- the A27 bottleneck at Arundel and the 
congestion on the A259 would have to be sorted before any firms would be interested in moving to the district   

30 Housing 
Allocations 

Of the magic 400 housing units discussed, please can portion be assigned for 'Self Build'? In europe large portions are 
common e.g. 50% in Germany, Ireland also big. Now the need for 'Affordable plots and supply is paramount'. 
Government and District owned land could be released and the best situation of all would be for 'serviced plots to be 
organized for sale' as the Minister for housing has sugested. Now as an example Swindon Council are just releasing an 
old school grounds for 'self build'. This is much admired and Arun could also be at the Vanguard of approach to this 
need for 'self build'. Self Build or Custom Build does actually achieve many goals. Self builders are apt to build to a 
higher standard than the 'dragged along general building trade, and major builders who are just in it to build to 
minimum and offer very limited choice! Also a 'Passive House" usually wanted by discerning self builders. What better 
way to raise standards.  

23 Housing 
Allocations 

There is still much talk of more housing despite figures showing that around the UK there are possibly in excess of one 
million unocupied homes, Jobs must be a higher priority than has been the case 
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26 Housing 
Allocations 

As a resident of Aldingbourne, I am very familiar with the area proposed and can see the sense in this. The bridge 
across the railway is desperately needed and there could indeed be biodiversity gains. The tree and hedgerow 
enhancements will be a big bonus. 

31 Housing 
Allocations 

The sites for housing east of Roundstone, Angmering are unsuitable.  According to your own document (4.53) these 
sites would go against Arun's policy to build on brownfield sites before greenfield sites.  These sites should remain as a 
green bufferzone to ensure developments do not encroach on or are visible from the South Downs National Park. 
There also seems to have been a total disregard of the Angmering Neighbourhood Plan - 75% of villagers who 
returned the survey ticked "up to 100 houses" in any development.  Any development larger than this would ruin our 
quality of village life. We already suffer from overcrowded schools and small village lanes are not suitable for the 
volume of traffic generated by parents dropping off and collecting children.  I live opposite St Margarets School and it 
can be ridiculous at times. The current infrastructure, i.e sewerage, drainage, water supply, is not sustainable for more 
development.  Plus there can be a problem with flooding as seen earlier this summer. House prices will be too high 
and the mortgages would be unavailable to low earners.  There are quite a few properties in the area which remain 
unsold.  I doubt that wages fom any new jobs created in Angmering would be enough to buy any of the new houses. 

35 Housing 
Allocations 

I consider that, in principle, an extension of Barnham makes sense in view of the existence of a main line railway 
station and the possibilities of improvements to it's centre. I would have thought that an eastwards or south eastern 
extension of Barnham would be more appropriate than a westwards extension into the open agricultural landscape 
but no doubt there are environmental and other related reasons for doing so. In drawing up any design briefs for 
future major development special care will be needed to ensure that the rural settings of the Eastergate Conservation 
Area (especially as seen from the south and indeed from the railway line) and the Barnham Conservation Area are 
protected. 

42 Housing 
Allocations 

Its difficult to picture how 2000 homes would look on the Aldingbourne/Eastergate/Barnham land. Could we not show 
this more clearly in the plan. It is scaring locals as hard to imagine what potential development will look like, and its 
impact on the landscape. 



Page | 492  
 

174 Housing 
Allocations 

Firstly I do not understand where the demand for all the planned housing comes from. Where are the jobs and where 
are the people coming from? The area is congested already, the roads ( A27 and A259) are appallingly bad at dealing 
with the existing traffic and the village has virtually lost its village feel, too many cars too many lorries and too many 
rat run vehicles. The village lanes are over run now, It is crass stupidity to plan to make it worse. There is no capacity 
for schools and medical facilities where it is already impossible to see a Doctor of choice within 2 weeks! There is no 
water and no need to increase the demand. Specifically, 4.53 "Arun will need to accommodate substantial new 
development over the next 15-20 years. New development needs to be planned to minimise impacts on the 
countryside and environment and, where possible, make best use of available brownfield land and buildings. At the 
same time it is important to preserve the individual character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-
development or the merging of settlements" Why will Arun need to accommodate new development. I challenge that 
13.1.4 'The development of land that has not previously been developed (greenfield) should only be considered where 
brownfield land cannot be developed'  Housing east of Roundstone Lane and the "employment site" at Water Lane 
are completely unsuitable. These are Greenfield sites and an immediate departure from the policy stated above about 
brown field preferences . Obviously the VHB site should remain an employment site rather than be sold for housing. 
This is far better positioned and is in existing use for employment The 590 (490 plus the parish allocation of 100) 
houses and the employment site stated in the Local Plan show a blatant total disregard of the Neighbourhood Plan – 
75% of the villagers who returned the Survey ticked 'up to 100 houses'  The Plan disregards the views of those of who 
live here. As I stated at the beginning this would ruin our quality of village life and result in overcrowded roads, 
schools and doctors' surgeries Traffic from an employment site at Water Lane would travel through the village as 
exiting Water Lane would only take them north Why on earth don't we all use the vacant business premises in 
Littlehampton and Bognor Regis before even thinking about building for that purpose on Greenfield sites where there 
is no discernible demand and huge resentment? 

194 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing in this area is, in fact, already a problem, not a solution. Is it a self-evident truth that Arun must build more 
houses? Quite the contrary. It is already a bad place for many of the housing developments which have already taken 
place. 

132 Housing 
Allocations 

Infrastructure 4) Finally, I hope Arun and West Sussex have learnt their lessons from the ill-starred Site 6 in North 
Bersted. Never again should private developers, whether of houses or anything else, be allowed to lay a single brick 
until all the roads, bypasses, and other services have been fully completedat each site. 
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I went to the Pagham Neighbourhood Plan presentation and was totally saddened and disgusted with what they had 
proposed for our village, this I felt was conflicting with your draft. This area is so unique and beautiful I feel, and along 
with many others, this will totally ruin our fields and wildlife habitats. I'm particularly concerned about the field in 
Hook Lane . This has amazing views of the fields, South Downs and the wintering birds such as Curlews, Herons etc. 
This has always been considered, within the community, to be the boundary of the village. Why so many houses 
within a small area when the areas of North Bersted, Rose Green and Felpham have been developed? 

196 Housing 
Allocations 

As a resident of Aldingbourne, I would like to add my support for the easternmost route for a new bridge across the 
railway. This makes sense in terms of access to public transport. 

101 Housing 
Allocations 

I understand the allocation of new housing around Angmering has been reduced with allocation in Westergate area 
increased by equivalent amount, just so in a 'backwards' means the sheer number of houses in the Westergate may 
enable a developer to fund re-routing of the A29. This equates to the re-routing of the A29 (incl addressing the railway 
crossing at Woodgate) being the primary objective behind the new housing planning. This is the wrong way round and 
represents a flaw as well as conflict with the supposed objective of this planning exercise being employment. How can 
this be when the A29 has never been viewed as 'strategic' by WSCC ? ... I object to this increase in allocation to the 
Westergate / Woodgate area. The resources in the area are already over loaded - including schools, dentists & doctors 
are overloaded. There is than the issue of water treatment and flooding. The resources here are frequently 
overwhelmed and nowhere is there consideration of this in the plan. Surely any sizable development in the Six Villages 
area is impossible without a commitment to increase the capacity for water treatment AHEAD of any development 
commencing ? Where is this covered / addressed ? DOCTORS Angmering has a fine Medical Centre but, even now, it 
can take many days to get a doctor's appointment and can take a couple of weeks to obtain an appointment with the 
doctor of your choice. There appears to be no prospect of further doctors being appointed to that practice. 

997 Housing 
Allocations 

1. I believe we are in great jeopardy in this area with regard to flooding due to run off and inadequate drainage, 
therefore building should be severely limited. 2. No development on greenfield land, it is needed to grow food now 
and more so in the future as the population increases. 3. Build houses to cover local need only. We need jobs for 
economic growth not houses 4. Adopt a scheme like they have in Kent to refurbish existing derelict properties - please 
take time to visit this site ........ http://www.no-use-empty.org/index     
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Turning to the Draft Plan itself, it seems that ADC has taken absolutely no notice of the views of Angmering residents 
at the ADC consultation at the Angmering Community Centre on 26 January 2011 which fed into the latest Local Plan 
draft. Nor has ADC been taking notice of the "Save Angmering Village (SAV)" referendum, or the latest Angmering 
Parish Council "Neighbourhood Plan" which agree that Angmering must provide new homes up to 2028 but indicate 
that the number should be somewhere between less than 100 to a maximum of 150 over the next 15/16 years. From 
the SAV referendum, the response from 99.69% of responders was that they did not want to see any further large 
scale housing developments in Angmering. Nor does ADC seem to have taken any notice of the present Government 
aims, preferring to base their Plan on the previous Government's outdated views, presumably for their own self-
aggrandisement. The current Government has, since before the last General Election, stated that they will abolish the 
South-East Plan to allow local communities to determine their own housing and other needs. ADC need to again be 
reminded that, in January this year, the Prime Minister clearly stated:   "Our vision is one where we give communities 
much more say, much more control. The fear people have in villages is the great big housing estate being plonked 
down from above. Our reforms will make it easier for communities to say 'we are not going to have a big plonking 
housing estate landing next to the village, but we would like 10,20,30 extra houses and we would like them built in 
this way, to be build for local people'." Neither does ADC provide any recognition of the fact that Angmering has made 
probably the greatest percentage contribution to new housing in the District in the last 10 years. Bramley Green, 
together with other housing developments in Angmering , have increased the number of houses in the parish by some 
27%. This was imposed with little thought to infrastructure, Bramley Green being a bolt-on estate on the east side of 
Angmering with no direct access to the village.   In its Draft Local Plan, ADC identifies the possibility of 490 houses 
being built in Angmering plus a parish allocation of 100, a total of 590 new homes, most of which would be bolted on 
to the east side of Angmering - far away from the village hub and even further away from schools.   Taking Bramley 
Green as an example, a high proportion of buyers came from outside Arun District and a high proportion do not work 
in the District either, many commuting to London, Gatwick , Crawley and Horsham.   With thousands of new homes 
already planned (or already approved) across the District and 800 planned in Durrington - close to ADC's boundary 
with Worthing - one has to ask the question for whom these additional new homes - identified in the Draft Local Plan - 
are required. When analysing Angmering's current needs, it transpires that there were only 7 cases where really 
urgent housing is currently required by Angmering residents (i.e. Arun Category A), and only a total of 21 cases in the 
wider Categories A & B. With the roads, schools and other infrastructure elements creaking at the seams across the 
District, it is necessary to examine why ADC is proposing such housing and business requirements, and the only 
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pointer again is self-aggrandisement with perhaps a fear that ADC will be a casualty in any future local government 
de-layering. 

161 Housing 
Allocations 

SCHOOLS Angmering's primary and secondary schools are already full and some primary school children from 
Angmering already have to go to school in other villages some miles away. ADC seem to be unaware that WSCC have 
already ruled out building another school in Angmering on the basis of even the upper levels of new housing 
proposed. Therefore, if the 690 houses were built, hundreds of children would have to find school places many miles 
away – that is not improving the standard of life which ADC states it is trying to achieve.   The two primary schools are 
faith schools. St Margaret's CofE School, on the edge of the village in Arundel Road, only give priority to children 
whose parents are members of that church and who have attended services for 6 months.   Additionally, if substantial 
new housing were to be built east of Roundstone Lane, and some children were able to obtain a place in one of the 
two primary faith schools, they would have to traverse the dangerous village centre – also a distance of some 1½ 
miles. There is currently difficulty in establishing 'safer routes to schools'  in the parish and some routes have narrow 
paths or non-existent paths. HOUSE PURCHASE There appears to be an over-supply of houses at present. Houses put 
on the market are not selling and developers are struggling to sell new builds. As was found with Bramley Green, the 
prices charged by developers for new builds is, even with low cost housing, generally too high for young families trying 
to get onto the housing market. 

163 Housing 
Allocations 

I read with interest the Local Plan and was dismayed to hear about the proposed development of 590 houses (490 
plus the 100 parish allocation) on sites to the east of Roundstone Lane and the proposed 'employment site' at Water 
Lane. While I accept that some new housing on a small scale may be required over coming years, the proposals as 
they stand are entirely out of proportion to the local area and will ruin the character of Angmering village. The roads 
and infrastructure around the village simply cannot cope with such increases and it will be short-sighted in the 
extreme to permit development on such a scale. The roads leading through and out of the village are already too busy 
for the size of the village and the problems will only be exacerbated by the additional traffic. My daughters cross the 
Arundel Road to get to school and the traffic coming up that road is already at dangerous levels. The capacity of the 
local schools and doctor's surgeries are two further areas where such increased development cannot be 
accommodated because they will be so detrimental to the existing villagers. Trying to gain an appointment to see your 
family doctor when urgently required will become nigh on impossible and classroom sizes will become even larger 
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than the 36 already experienced. Strong consideration has to be given to such essential services as health and 
education. The environmental impact of such development would also be unacceptable and would fly in the face of 
the Local Plan's sentiment to minimize the impact on the countryside and environment. There simply is not the 
demand, either residential or commercial, to justify the increased burden that would be placed on the environment 
and village life in general. You only have to look at Bramley Green which always has houses for sale, together with the 
empty business premises in Arun already, to see that there is not a demand to merit such an over-inflated 
development plan. I work in the construction industry and welcome initiatives to boost this sector of the economy. 
However, we need to be careful that we do not take the easy option to allow large scale developments where there is 
not the demand and where the consequence will be the loss of character to beautiful villages such as Angmering and 
the legacy of those villages to our children. More creativity is required to identify smaller, more suitable sites which do 
not impact so heavily on the environment and which can be incorporated into the village at it evolves. Most people in 
the village would accept some small scale development but nowhere near the levels that are being proposed. I would 
urge you to take into account the results of the Neighbourhood Plan and stand firm against the proposals of the large 
developers who will come in, make their money and leave the village with an irreversible burden for decades to come. 

551 Housing 
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To be honest all this is rather a lot to take in. All I know is that if you continue to build these large scale developments 
you will without doubt ruin our lovely coastal environment. Yes I can understand that you would like to largley 
decrease the amouint of long distance travel to work, but a south coastal location is never going to be the best placed 
business area for access to the rest of country. I truely believe all you are doing is wanting to build housing for those 
people who for similar reasons cannot use the normal property purchasing route ie via estate agents and mortgages. I 
still believe a lot of these people are on benefits and many of them earn enough from these so will not be needing or 
looking for a job.  I wonder how many hundreds of peolpe from other counties will migrate to this propsed housing as 
well? Is Arun really catering for the people of Arun, or are these people on other council housing waiting lists too? 
Therefore giving a false figure for housing need in Arun etc. I can really only specifically comment on the proposed 
developemnt of Angmering, and immediate surrounding area, as this is where I live. But I have no doubt that a huge 
majority of residents in the other villages are dead against the amount of housing Arun is insisting on too. Arun should 
listen to it's residents. Arun must accept the overwelming response to the Angmering Neighbourhood Plan - 
Where three quarters of the village clearly stated that up to 100 houses only should be built in Angmering during the 
life of this plan.  Angmering has already had it's fare share of large scale development, the last being Bramley Green. 
We are still a village, but with your propsed house building figures our village will cease and you will definitley destroy 
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the unique charater and environment of Angmering. As it is Angmering will greatly suffer from the increased 
traffic caused by the large scale building that has already got the go ahead in Littlehampton. Namely the North 
Littlehampton and Courtwick Lane developments. The Angmering area that is proposed for the employment site at 
Water lane is totally unsuitable. For a start it is greenfield land, and prone to flooding. To concrete this over will 
exasperate the problem. The consultants state that this is the number one site in the whole of Arun and yet they 
conclude by saying that it is less clear that there is sufficient market demand in this location for employment 
development of this scale. ARUN PLEASE TAKE NOTE. I also understant that there are vacant business sites in Arun, if 
this is so, then without doubt these should be used first. If this area was to be deveopled there is no public transport 
that covers this part of Angmering, meaning that private cars will have to be used by employees, adding further traffic 
congestion through Angmering and pollution to the area. This area and indeed the the area East of Roundstone 
Lane should remain rural buffer zones to enhance our South Downs National Park. If business development in 
Angmering is a must then Arun must use the VHB site, which is already a business location. I would like to add the VHB 
site should never be considered for housing.   Angmering cannot cope with any further large scale developments. It 
has many country lanes that are not suitable for any further increase of traffic. As it is Angmering is used as a major 
cut through to get to East Preston, Rustington and Littlehampton areas. Many choose not to use the bypass. Sussex as 
a whole is already a water stressed area without any further development. Why is Sussex not looking at building a 
couple of new resevoirs? At least this could be done without ruining the landscape to any large degree. The main 
roads, the A259 and the A27 are the only two that can be used to access other routes. The A259 is already grid locked 
at certain times in the day. To widen the A259 from Angmering to the bypass roundabout would not solve the 
problem long term. Also by widening this part would mean cutting down the beautiful trees and to loose the pretty 
grass verge that runs along most of this stretch. Again ruining the look and the environment of our 
area.  The Rustington, East Preston and Angmering areas(I know these areas) are just not suited for any further large 
scale housing because of the lack of infrastructure and the inebility to add it without the total distructions of our 
beautiful surroundings.  There will not be enough doctors surgeries or available places in the schools and to consider 
building more again destroys our environment. House prices are too high and any wages from employment in this 
area will be far too low for anyone to aply for a mortgage. Many properties in the area remain unsoled, even new 
builds. The housing that is being sold is by far sold to out of county residents. Meaning that those people who come 
from other counties, if not retired, will chose/ have to comute. The trains are already overcrowded and due to 
platform lengths and electricity needed are most probably unable to increase in length with additional carriges. 
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Therefore bringing even more traffic congestion and pollution to the area as people will have to use their cars.   I am 
also stronly against the development of residential gardens. The council should not allow this. It is not right that 
people who have purchased a home taking into consideration it's location and surroundings should all of a sudden be 
subjected to the shock and stress of their neighbour deciding to make a quick large profit by selling off some of their 
garden to a developer!   Greenfield land should never be built on, only brownfield. The proposed housing 
development East of Roundstone Lane and the employment site at Water Lane are both greenfield sites. This 
completely goes against Aruns policy! As soon as you start allowing building on greenfield sites this will open the flood 
gates, there will be no stop to it. The majority of people who choose to live in Arun and indeed Sussex as a whole do 
so because of the rural environment the fact that we have green spaces of beauty that not only allow and encourage 
wildlife but provide the necessary gaps between our villages and towns. If Arun and other Sussex councils continue to 
large scale build, Sussex will just become one of many urban sprawls.  

191 Housing 
Allocations 

No more houses should be built until Site 6 is fully occupied, and then 400 units per year but not on or near the flood 
plain. 

95 Housing 
Allocations 

Within the boundaries of Eastergare there are a number of historic and listed sites including Eastergate House and the 
farmhouse, tithe barn and St. George's Church to the south.  The exceptional rural and historic nature of these sites 
call for urgent attention and preservation.  The peaceful, elegant and historic nature of Church Lane, Eastergate from 
Nyton Road, past the Wilkes Head pub, to, and beyond, the farmhouse deserve particular mention and should not 
under any circumstances be the subject area of delvelopment of either additional housing or road 
improvements.  Due regard and respect should be accorded in the development plan for the full preservation of 
quintessentially English rural sites.  The encroachment of medium to high density, modern housing developments on 
these areas detract from thier essential "Englishness" and result in an overall denegration of the beauty and historicity 
of the English Countryside. Increased traffic, potential crime upturns, vandalism, pollution, vagrancy, littering and 
parking problems will inevitably destroy the essence of this area and another beautiful corner of rural England will be 
lost forever. 
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The proposal to situate thousands of houses south west of Eastergate and west of Barnham is not sustainable in a 
rural area. The use of the PR-type words "Garden City" are a smokescreen behind which an unsympathetic high 
density development will emerge thoroughly ruining the rural and historic nature of the area. Were are all these 
people going to work?  Where are the recreational facilities?  How will the already overburdened medial centres in 
the area cope?  Where are the shops that will serve this number of residents adequately?  Where is the paring for all 
the cars that will flood into the area?  Also, the current public transport links are questionable. Additional schools wiIl 
have to be planned and already overused roads will be overfilled with resultant traffic congestion.  This will add 
pressure to the A29 and A27 which are already congested at circle approaches during rush hours. The beautiful, rural 
nature of the area will dissolve into another bland, uninteristing town with little to recommed it other than being low-
cost and affordable. 

98 Housing 
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The proposed area to the West of Barnham and South West of Eastergare has a history of flooding.  Houses built in 
the areas will inevitable attract higher insurance premiums.  Continual flooding will degrade the houses and residents, 
having bought low-cost, affordable houses will find themselves unable to sustain the necessary repairs, maintenance 
and works that are necessary to keep cellars, garages and rooms free of flood waters.  The development will gradually 
decline in value and homes will devalue concommitantly.  In time, as this happens, crime will rise, social problems will 
increase and slum conditions will develop.  This in not what Arun should aspire to. 

119 Housing 
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The allocation of more than 2000 houses on the six villages area cannot be sustainable when there are not the jobs or 
infrastructure to support them. The villages would become conjoined as one town so the uniqueness of each village 
would be lost. Is there really the demand for so many houses when the parish estimates there are no more than 30 
houses required for Aldingbourne? There are still empty properties on the recently built estates in North Bersted and 
Flansham. The economic down turn has made people redundant, stopped them getting mortgages so they will be 
unable to buy houses however "affordable" they are. David Cameron was quoted in the Daily Telegraph in January 
2012 as saying "Housing estates will not be plonked next to villages against the opposition of local people". Small scale 
sustainable development to meet the needs of local people is a different matter, but this is not proposed. Below in 
13.1.14 it quotes "The development of land that has not previously been developed (greenfield) should only be 
considered where brownfield land cannot be developed." Are any brownfield sites being considered? Once the 
greenfield land is built over, then this agricultural land and recreational space is lost forever to the detriment of the 
area and local residents. 
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The existing infrastructure in the six villages area would be unable to support 2000 or more houses. The primary 
schools at Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Barnham are excellent and over subscribed. There is no room for expansion 
of these. People who moved into the villages in order to get their child into the school may find they don't get into the 
catchment school because new houses have been built closer. The secondary schools may also run out of places 
forcing children to travel outside of the area for their education. This generates more traffic! Public transport is not 
great, I have never used the bus service as it has never run at a time useful to me or doesn't go to Chichester, for 
example. The doctors surgery is busy now so would hate to think how busy it would be a potential 5000 new patients. 
Lack of green space would be a detriment to local residents quality of life. All these new houses built to join 
Aldingbourne, Barnham & Eastergate together will generate extra traffic on the roads, more waste to put to Lidsey, 
more sewage to overload Lidsey sewage works, more pressure on Olivers meadow park, pre-school and school places 
and potentially ruin some beautiful green fields. 

138 Housing 
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The fact that housing development in the future is necessary, is understood and accepted by many local people. What 
is completely unacceptable is the proposed scale and concentration. The original 'Option1' spread equally throughout 
the complete area is acceptable in my opinion and I know to other local residents with a viewWhat I strongly object to 
is the circa 2250 houses crammed into one area, with absolutely no understandable justification, other than the 
funding of a spurious 'relief 'road. 13.1.1 We currently have a happy and sustainable community in the 3 villages of 
Eastergate, Westergate and Aldingbourne. A development crammed into the midst with all the suggested 
ifrastructure, additional 4000 cars, loss of green space and all that goes with it, will not enhance that quality of life. 
How will all this infrastructure of health centres (previous one closed), doctor's surgeries, schools (all currently full), 
leisure and entertainment be funded and where will it all be built - sounds more like a small town rather than distinct 
villages retaining their individual characters. 13.1.14 Clearly this is already being ignored as the proposed 
Eastergate/Westergate development is mainly on Grade 1 agricultural land - doesn't come much greener than that. 
When will the results of the following surveys be published: Landscape visual study - Flood risk and drainage 
assessment - assessment of water quality study - ecological survey of site and environmental impact study, 
archaeological study? Might be useful if thease were available before this stage, so that all are properly informed. Will 
the environmental impact study look wider at the added impact of the CDC proposals for Tangmere, which are of a 
similar scale - both waste water treatment works will be pumping an additional 5500 households worth of treated 
water and sewerage into the already volatile Aldingbourne Rife. Can this be done sustainably, particularkly in terms of 
carbon footprint and without compromising water quality? Upgrading of the A29 is completely without justification. If 
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it is regarded as essential in the regeneration of Bognor, then it will not make any difference to flow of traffic or in 
attracting busness to the town. The thought that building a new relief road will do anything but speed increased levels 
of traffic to an already congested and hopelessly inadequate A27 is farcicle. Without addressing the bottlenecks at 
Arundel and Worthing first, along with properly by-passing Chichester will achieve nothing but additional grid-lock at 
those points. The Plan seems to be set in glorious isolation of everything around the immediate area - Tangmere with 
a further 2500 houses added to our 2250 all producing more traffic to clog up the A27 is a serious issue that seems to 
be ignored. In anycase, the existing A29 outside of peak periods is a relatively quiet road. The hold-ups at Woodgate 
are only caused by rediculaous phasing of the gates, which should not be beyond the wit of man and modern 
technology to overcome. This would be cheap and effective with none of the implications of a massive bridging 
structure and a road to nowhere.   Also the argument that the current hold-ups at Woodgate produce pollution, 
would be far outweighed by an additional 4000 cars that would come with the new housing Is the council aware that 
current and future car technology includes 'stop-start' technology that ensures engines are not running when the 
vehicle is stationary. This is currently optional, but will become standard fitment in the next few years.   Also in 
theinformation provided by the council concerning the proposed road options, they are so incomplete and inaccurate 
that it really makes informed opinion impossible. The impact of any new road through this area will have a 
tremendously negative effect and is completely unjustifiable.  I strongly object to the draft Local Plan in its current 
form. and hope that all my comments and objections are taken seriously and into account 

197 Housing 
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Dear Sir/Madam:  I am writing to inform you of the reason why i am opposed  to the planning of having over 2000 
houses built in and around Westergate as: - 1. There are not enough infrastructure to support this built. For eg. THe 
only surgery that we have - the Croft Surgery couldnt even cope with the current population already. The last time i 
went, in order to see my own doctor i have to wait 4 weeks which is ridiculous!  2. The traffic is bad enough now 
during rush hour, how are we going to cope with 2000+ cars?  3. Shutting Woodgate crossing will not help to improve 
anything but will bring more inconveniences to people who lives around the area. And by directing the traffic to a B 
road isnt going to achieve anything. Also this will also cut the village off from the rest of the area and cut off all the 
passing trade, which in return kill off all the 4 local shops along the road.  4. The drainage and sewage system could 
not cope now, how is it going to cope with over 2000+ houses extra? Have we not learn anything from the flood 
happened few months back in felpham and north Bersted where new homes have been built?  5. Our children in this 
modern world already losing out on many things that we could do as a child but they cant now. Are we going to take 
away more green areas and stuck them indoors to look at TV and Computer games? The six villages are a lovely village 
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to be benefit with lots of fields and outdoor area to run about. Are you going to take this away from them and change 
the village into just another village in the country?  Thank you for reading my comment. I hope you will reconsidered 
the plan and listen to the people voices who is affected the most.    yours sincerely,   Sau Fun Chu 

190 Housing 
Allocations 

Having visited the exhibition at Ferring I am concerned about what I see as a fundamental problem concerning the 
building of over 11000 new houses in Arun District. This is the matter of water supply. The Southeast is already the 
most densely populated part of the country. It is also the driest. With climate change this is expected to become more 
severe. Life cannot exist without water. What is the solution? 

166 Housing 
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Angmering - Any increase in fresh residents to the village would put an unacceptable increase in patients numbers at 
the Angmering Health Centre. It takes me three weeks to get an appointment with a doctor of my choice at the 
present time. Any increase in people using Lloyds pharmacy at the Medical Centre. A chemists shop that is already not 
fit for purpose! would be incapable of serving any extra customers. Something you might like to tell me is that with 
1800 extra houses to be built North of Littlehampton,a site of develoment just seven miles from Angmering, would 
you wish to destroy the environment and happiness of the good people of Angmering with lmore large scale housing 
developments. 

167 Housing 
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I wish to object to the proposal to build new houses on the area of Worthing Rugby Club and surrounding site. This 
would spoil the village. Would cause even more congestion to the roads that already exist. We have not got the 
infrastructure to support more houses in the area. With the new Asda being built as well the roads will be unbearable. 
I still cannot understand why, when the Haskins site was re-built, that with the wide verges alongside the garden 
centre, that slip roads were not created to go into the Garden Centre which would relieve traffic congestion along that 
stretch of the road. The road calming system alongside Angmering School and in to the village just causes more traffic 
jams and stops the flow of traffic in both directions. Speed hums would slow the traffic speed but would allow 
movement of traffic in both directions. The current system just creates a tailback of traffic which, at peak times, goes 
back towards the Virgin Sports Centre. 

168 Housing 
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Whilst I recognize the fact that the population growth necessitates additional housing, I would like to suggest that you 
consider building upward rather than outward in village areas. The reason being that other than housing of historical 
value, most local housing will need to be rebuilt within the next 20-30 years anyway. If 1 and 2 storey properties not 
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listed as being of historic value were rebuilt 4-10 stories high, this would allow for additional housing without 
destroying land currently used by wildlife. For example, in the Angmering area, proposals have been made to build 
upon grassland that I have personally observed to be a habitat for wildlife. When walking along the byway from the 
village to the A259, I witnessed several species of bird amongst other wildlife. If you build housing on the land - 
currently a rugby ground and grassland behind nurseries - this would diminish the area available to non-human 
species. Part of the benefit of living in a village as opposed to a big town or city is the abundance of wildlife. Were you 
to consider building upward instead of using this land, there would be room for both additional housing and wildlife. I 
believe it was/is the policy to build on brownfield sites rather than greenfield - yet this seems to have been 
overlooked in the case of the village in which my father and I dwell. My father is approaching 89 and remembers 
Angmering when it was a small village as he has lived here all his life. At first, he did not mind new houses; however, 
now he is very sad to see the character of the once-country village under threat as there is little room for further 
expansion without ruining its appeal to those inclined towards a country village of historical interest. I myself also 
oppose extending sites for new housing as I am a keen ornithologist and have witnessed how the birds have been 
affected by the growth in housing both here and abroad. I would like to point out that part of the appeal of dwelling in 
a country village is the countryside. Soon, there will be no country on the side of Angmering it seems, though. The 
roads are already busy - I notice this as I push my father in a wheelchair and often have long waits to cross the village 
streets. How many more people and cars can be crammed into a village? Angmering is NOT a town and does not wish 
to become one. Therefore i request that you please consider re-building higher housing on existing properties to 
house the extra population rather than destroying a village by turning it into a town without wildlife. 

169 Housing 
Allocations 

ANGMERING VILLAGE I am extremely dismayed at the plans to build such large numbers of new houses in our village. 
There seems to have been no account taken of a recent Survey in which 75% of those who sent in their forms said "up 
to 100 houses", not more. After the hundreds of houses built at Bramley Green we cannot accommodate the high 
numbers now proposed. The herb nursery should remain as source of employment,not built on. Our schools have no 
room for expansion and how can the medical centre accommodate 1000 more patients.? Our narrow roads are quite 
unsuitable for even more traffic, with newcomers forced to travel out of the village for work, schools, etc. The recent 
flood after heavy summer rain reminded us that Water Lane area is very easily flooded. We do not wish to lose more 
earth that can absorb rain, only to be concreted over. Yours, MW Sutton Mrs ROADS PS The nearby part of A 259 
urgently needs dualling, so that the whole stretch from Littlehampton to Worthing is dual carriageway. 
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172 Housing 
Allocations 

I am extremely dismayed at the plans to build such large numbers of new houses in our village. There seems to have 
been no account taken of recent Survey in which 75% of those who sent in their forms said "up to 100 houses". After 
the hundreds of houses built at Bramley Green we cannot accommodate the high numbers now proposed. The herb 
nursery should remain as source of employment,not built on. Our schools have no room for expansion and how can 
the medical centre accommodate 1000 more patients.? Our narrow roads are quite unsuitable for even more traffic, 
with newcomers forced to travel out of the village for work, schools, etc. The recent flood after heavy summer rain 
reminded us that Water Lane area is very easily flooded. We do not wish to lose more earth that can absorb rain, only 
to be concreted over. Your, MW Sutton Mrs PS The nearby part of A 259 urgently needs dualling. 

171 Housing 
Allocations 

Objections to the proposed new housing in Angmering: There has been total disregard to the Neighbourhood Plan to 
which 75% of the villagers ticked up to 100 houses. The Neighbourhood Plan involved a large number of villagers 
giving up their own time to work on this government initiative to allow local people to be involved in decisions which 
impact upon where they live. On the first opportunity to use this, I hope you do not ignore the voice of Angmering. 
The infrastructure is not in place to support more housing; School, Doctors Surgeries and roads are overcrowded. The 
draft Local Plan states that greenfield sites should only be considered when brownfield land is not available. Added to 
this there are empty properties in Arun. 

173 Housing 
Allocations 

I am a resident of Angmering Village and have been for the past 35 years. Throughout those years I have watchedthe 
many new houses that have been built in and around the village of which the latest being Bramley Green. I've 
experienced two serious deluges in the village centre caused bya stream running directly underneath which 
overflowed due to abnormally excessive rainfalls. I've watched the population grow from 4000 to well over 6000. Now 
the latest news is that there areplans to build even more new houses in the village as part of the ADC's draft Local 
Plan. No doubt you will be receivingthe manycomments in protest from the residents of Angmering. As you will have 
guessed I have included myself as adisgruntled resident. I am sure that the residents from Angmering will bombard 
you withmany cogent reasonswhy the planned new developmentshould not go ahead.So I will not bore youwith 
repetition.I just hope that the Arun Councilwill stickby their policy of building only on brownfield sites before 
greenfield sites (para 4.53 and 13.1.4 of the draft Local Plan refers). I am a member ofa charity called "Population 
Matters" whose aim is tourge government and civil society for a sustainable population policy for the UK with freely 
available family planning, encouragement of small families and zero net immigration. Pressure for development on 
greenfield sites all over Britain will increase, resulting in a further loss of amenity, natural habitat and biodiversity. 
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Currently, draft planning policies, such as yours, are said to threaten the long term health of our countryside. Look at 
what happened to Crawley, one of the many towns in the South East affected by the New Town Act, which was 
passed by the government in 1946 to move large numbers of people and jobs out of London. As a result the 
population of Crawley increased from 8000 to 107000 and London is still growing! 

181 Housing 
Allocations 

I am an Angmering resident residing at 16 Lansdowne Way, Angmering, BN16 4LB and have lived in the village for 52 
years. I viewed the 'Local Plan' at Angmering and I wish to make the following comments: It seems that certain areas 
of Arun have been targeted for more housing, where other areas haven't. For example, locally, Ferring is opposing a 
small number of houses in an area where there hasn't been any recent development. In Angmering, we recently had a 
massive development at Bramley Green involving 700 to 800 houses. Such a development has had a massive effect on 
the village eg greater traffic flow despite the by-pass, parking problems in the centre of the village, difficulty getting 
appointments with the local GP, a massive increase in traffic in Station Road and Arundel Road at school times etc etc. 
I have to decide what time I use these roads due to the congestion caused by parents driving to collect their children. 
Should there be further development, the village will become even more intolerable. Have any of the ADC Councillors 
stopped to look at where they live in the district. Have they proposed that there be major development where they 
live? 

182 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to Arun District Council's Draft Local Plan to develop the area between 
Westergate and Barnham with over 2,000 new homes (Option 2). Whilst I understand that housing development is 
needed in this area, such a huge scale development would cause great damage and distortion to the local 
environment and community. There is already much traffic congestion in this area and the additional road traffic that 
such a development would generate would create huge congestion, particularly in the Fontwell and Barnham areas. 
The local population would rise massively, in effect destroying the individual community identities of the local villages. 
Where would the residents of this new development work? My understanding is that there are no great employment 
opportunities in the area – commuting would become the order of the day, and cause further traffic congestion on 
our already overstretched local infrastructure. In addition, the impact on flood risk to an area that already suffers 
from flooding (viz Barnham, especially in the area of the railway bridge) would be irresponsible, in my opinion. 
Goodness knows how the huge amount of extra effluent generated would be safely processed in an area so prone to 
flooding and already, in many respects, at full capacity. I must question why brownfield sites are not being considered 
when these exist in our local area. To in effect destroy a precious rural corridor in an already overdeveloped part of 
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the coastal plain would be a truly retrograde and destructive move. Why destroy prime agricultural land when 
brownfield sites, for example at Ford, are available nearby? Finally, I would like to voice my support for Option 1 of 
the Development Plan, whereby individual parishes manage their additional allocations of new housing and 
development. This option would do far more to preserve the character and community spirit of our local villages, 
which have developed over so many years. The Government's Localism Policy would also seem to support this pattern 
of development. 

268 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8 – Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations As drafted this policy section is not clear. The 
preamble to the policy makes reference to the consideration of two policy options, whereas the policy text itself is 
only related to the second option, 565 units per annum. Whilst we do not have specific comments to make on the 
overall options for housing numbers we have some concerns about whether you have provided sufficient evidence to 
demonstrate that Option 2, the higher housing number, could be delivered within the Plan period. Policy SP8 
identifies that approximately 2,000 houses would be allocated in the Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate area. As you 
are aware there are ongoing problems in this area in relation groundwater infiltration and surface water inundation 
into the sewer network. This leads to problems relating to surcharging sewers and has resulted in pollution of the 
watercourses. Whilst we note the policy makes some reference to addressing this through the criteria: ' an 
assessment on water quality shall be undertaken and shall include consideration of the impacts on both foul and 
surface water drainage '  this does not state what the consequences of this assessment will be. What would need to 
be satisfied in order for the development to be taken forward? An additional 2,000 houses discharging into the sewer 
network is likely to make the current situation worse unless certain measures are put in place. Without this detail we 
would consider this policy to be unsound and that it contradicts with other policies in your plan, including policies 
SP24 and DM 39. The Surface Water Management Plan, which is currently underway, is hoped to provide some of the 
possible solutions to the current problem. We would wish that if this option for housing were taken forward that clear 
reference to the SWMP is made in the policy and supporting text. Would it be possible to state that any development 
in the area would be phased in line with the recommendations of the SWMP? It may be that development of this scale 
could provide opportunities to deliver some improvements to the existing situation. There is an assumption that there 
is sufficient wastewater treatment to deliver the required housing numbers in the plan period. We would recommend 
that you speak with Southern Water to understand further the available capacity at Lidsey WwTW to deliver 2,000 
houses. From our understanding of the current consent for this WwTW and the current flows there may be a shortfall 
for the final stages of delivery of this site. The Sustainability Appraisal for this policy is incomplete. The assessment 
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does not consider the two options proposed in this section of the plan, nor does it consider the impact of strategic 
development on water quality. Given the comments above it is clear that Policy SP8 has the potential to affect water 
quality in this area. 

373 Housing 
Allocations 

I have will have lived in Eastergate Parish for 30 years next month. I'm very disappointed by the plans to build over 
2000 houses locally, asthis will destroy the semi-rural nature of the area that we have come to enjoy. I am also 
concerned by the potential for increased flooding, which has already threatened many places within the development 
area. Another concern is for the additional traffic which will undoubtedly result from a large influx of new residents, 
particularly since public transport is poor and already over-stretched. If we continue to develop such green field sites 
then our children& grandchildren will inherit an Arun District without the character that we have long cherished. 

390 Housing 
Allocations 

3. Chapter 13, Housing Delivery, para 13.1.4 (SHLAA) There are two aspects to this Objection about the 2012 SHLAA. 
The first relates to the process by which the consultants' document was taken into evidence by the Council. The 
second relates to the SHLAA's comments and recommendations concerning Site 71 - Ford. The procedure for taking 
the 2012 SHLAA Report into the ADC evidence base was flawed. It was incorporated without any debate in the public 
domain - apparently at an un-minuted Member-only Workshop. This unsatisfactory situation was rectified (in arrears) 
on 2 August 2012, but even then the covering Report failed to indicate the formal implications of the consultants' 
recommendations. There appears to have been no review and/or challenge of any of the latter - which are now, by 
definition, part of the Plan's formal evidence base. In contrast, the procedure that applied to the 2008 SHLAA Report 
was much more transparent. Before inclusion in the evidence base, explanatory reports were produced, they were 
debated in public by members of the ADC LDF Sub-Committee and, most importantly, the SHLAA's Part 8 dated 
January 2010 took overt account of the Councillor's views. In particular, and as a result, the Part 8 Report included the 
following statement in its paragraph 3.4: 'In terms of housing potential outside existing settlement boundaries, the 
Stage 7 Site Assessment Report identifies a total of 61 potential sites, which together provide a combined total of up 
to 11,747. This figure would rise to 16,747 if the proposed Ford eco-town site is included. However, this is not 
consistent with the conclusions of either the Arun DC Ford Eco-town Select Committee or that of the Department of 
Communities and Local Government which was published in July 2009, therefore Ford has not been included as a 
potential site in the indicative housing trajectory' . However, in the 2012 SHLAA, the consultant authors have chosen 
to ignore the content of the previous Part 8 Report, and this omission does not appear to have been either noted, 
debated or approved by ADC officers or members. This aspect of the procedure for accepting the 2012 SHLAA as 
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sound evidence is therefore flawed, and needs to be rectified. In relation to the 2012 SHLAA's Site Assessment Sheet 
No 71 - Ford Eco Town, there have been a number of unexplained and unchallenged changes when compared with 
the 2008 SHLAA's Site Assessment Sheet No 71 - Ford Eco Town. Comparison of the two Assessment Sheets reveals 
three significant and unexplained differences which need to be reviewed and either justified or amended:   a. In the 
2012 version, the new 'Planning History'  is incomplete and biased, seeming to rely solely on information provided by 
the prospective developers. It fails to acknowledge that similar proposals have been turned down previously by the 
Planning Inspectors reviewing both the ADC Local Plan and the WSCC Structure Plan. The Assessment Sheet data does 
not reflect a balanced view. b. In the 2012 version, the 'Availability Summary'  states that the site has recently been 
included in strategic planning discussions. There is no evidence about the latter in the public domain, and it is 
understood that the location's MP has been advised that ADC have no knowledge of such discussions. c. In the 2012 
version, the 'Viability'  is said to be 'Yes - Strong'  with a supporting statement that 'There is no doubt that the site is 
economically viable' . This opinion appears to ignore the implications of the long-delayed A27 Arundel Bypass project 
(on which the development proposal relies), as well as the total flood defence costs.   Whilst the Council has been at 
pains to point out that the SHLAA consultants' recommendations are not Council policy, the fact remains that a 
document which has not been subjected to critical scrutiny, even for errors, has been taken into the Local Plan's 
evidence base, thereby giving the SHLAA's recommendations a degree of official credence. This unsatisfactory 
situation needs to be reviewed and corrected before the Final Local Plan is reviewed by an independent Inspector, 
especially in view of the statement in the Plan's paragraph 13.1.17 about reviewing the SHLAA 'to see if there are 
additional sites which could be developed' . 4. Chapter 13, Housing Delivery, para 13.1.13 There is no evidence base 
in the Plan in relation to the 1350 housing units specified to be provided by the District's towns and parishes during 
the lifetime of the Plan. This is a major omission, which means that the Plan is flawed and puts its soundness at risk. 
The Plan needs to specify the basis of each of the individual allocations if the Town and Parish Councils, and their 
populations, are to be able to understand and therefore to 'buy-in'  to the housing numbers envisaged. ADC's Head of 
Planning Policy agreed at the Local Plan Briefing Meeting held at ADC on 15 June that such details would be provided, 
but they are still awaited.   Similarly, there is no evidence base for the 'sites with planning permission' . The current 
ADC Local Plan includes an excellent Appendix 4, as recommended in the Planning Inspector's Report 
PINS/C3810/429/1 dated 21 May 2002, paragraphs 3.6.1, 3.6.2 and 3.6.30, which shows sites with planning 
permission as at that Plan's start date, and there should be similar information in the new Plan. The aim being to 
provide transparent and easily understood information for the benefit of readers and as a baseline for future 



Page | 509  
 

monitoring reports. Again, ADC's Head of Planning Policy agreed at the Local Plan Briefing Meeting held at ADC on 15 
June that such details would be provided, but they are still awaited. This is another a major omission, which puts the 
soundness of the Plan at risk. Also, the 'Total Housing Supply'  consists of two quite distinct and separate elements, 
which should both be separately described. First, there are the 'sites with planning permission'  (see comments 
above), and then there are the 'sites with potential within settlements as identified in the SHLAA 2012' . The Plan 
needs to include a summary which specifies the numbers in each element, both overall, and in respect of each town 
and parish. This is another major omission. The Plan is flawed, and this puts its soundness at risk. In particular, it will 
be difficult for any Town or Parish Council, and especially their Neighbourhood Planning Groups, to provide any sort of 
rational and objective response to this draft Local Plan if it does not know the number of outstanding planning 
permissions in its area, the basis for its housing allocation, and the potential numbers as recommended in the SHLAA. 
This omission needs to be rectified as a matter of urgency, and this 'Objection' will stand until the problem is resolved. 

378 Housing 
Allocations 

Chapter 13, Housing Delivery, para 13.1.11 This paragraph mentions 'town and parish allocations'  for the first time in 
the Chapter. However the topic has not been previously introduced as a firm aspiration aimed at maintaining the 
life/sustainability of the District's smaller towns and villages. This is, I suspect, something which ADC wishes to 
support, and the Plan would be improved if this aspiration was clearly described. 

385 Housing 
Allocations 

5. Chapter 13, Housing Delivery, paras 13.1.6, 13.1.7 and 13.1.8 The identification of the three specified areas as 
strategic locations for growth in the District during the life of the Plan is fully supported. However, as part of the 
consultation process, there is a high probability that Ford Airfield will be highlighted as an 'Omission Site' as an 
alternative to the Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate strategic location. This is especially in view of the highly 
dubious recommendation about the Ford Site 71's suitability for development in the 2012 SHLAA (see Objection No 3 
below). Thus, if in the course of further debates during the life of this draft Plan, any alternative strategic locations are 
identified and then incorporated into the next version of the Plan, particularly should any such location be in the 
vicinity of the old Ford Airfield, I would wish to reserve my right to make a very strong Objection at that and all further 
stages of the debate about the Plan. 6. Chapter 13, Housing Delivery, Policy SP 8 Policy SP 8 is strongly supported, 
despite the fact that the Plan includes no rationale or evidence in support of the Parish and Town Council Allocations 
set out in Table 13.2 (see Comment No 5 above). Whilst all the latter appear to be reasonable, the Plan is defective 
because of the absence of sound evidence (see Objection No 4 below). 
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260 Housing 
Allocations 

Barnham Eastergate and Westergate Policy SP8 marked 1 in red on map. While not a biodiversity area, the proposals 
cover a wide area and there is a valuable area of wild land in a strip adjoing the east of Westergate. This should be 
retained for amenity and wildlife value. All hedges protected and the strip of wild ground and woodland patch one 
mile and 1.5 miles north east of Lidsey should be protected as the area has been heavily exploited for agriculture and 
these areas are precious. 

315 Housing 
Allocations 

I consider that the proposals of the plan should in general be supported. In particular, the proposed development in 
the Eastergate/Aldingbourne area will provide real benefit to the wider area and is much to be preferred to the 
further development of high grade agricultural land around the coastal towns. 

328 Housing 
Allocations 

RE: FORMER ALLOTMENTS at land to the north of the quadrangle, findon. Thank you for your letter of 18/07/12 
regarding the Draft Local Plan relating to the above. We still request that the above mentioned parcel of land be 
included in the Draft Local Plan for housing The plot of land is approximately 2.2 acres and is bounded to the north 
and south by residential property with a natural access from the south through the quadrangle. The east boundary is 
the A24 and west boundary is horse grazing/agriculture land. The Land was formerly used as allotments and has been 
vacant for over 10 years. We feel that the site is ideally suitable for residential redevelopment, including social 
housing and would ask that the land be considered for inclusion in any changes or reviews of the core strategy and 
LDF. 

361 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing, as an Aldingbourne resident, to register my concern at the proposal by Arun DC to build 2000 or more 
houses in the immediate vicinity of the villages of Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate. I have, of course, written to 
the Head of Planning Policy and Conservation (an oxymoron, if ever there was one) to register my concerns. We are all 
compelled to use the format demanded by Arun . The Arun form has been designed to focus purely on matters of 
detail(and I have appended to the end of this e-mail my comments on 4 of the many points of detail that ought to be 
considered) and the formexcludes (deliberately, I imagine) any opportunity to comment on the broader strategic 
issues that seem to me to be of some importance. The proposal to introduce a sudden concentration of 2000 houses 
is to introduce a massive distortion into what is currently an attractive semi-rural village environment. The community 
infrastructure (apart from sewers and drains) is more or less appropriate to the current population, but it is working at 
maximum capacity. Building on the scale proposed will generate intolerable burdens with an adverse effect on the 
quality of life for everyone, including any newcomers. Can such a large intervention by justified on the basis that there 
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is a large unfilled local housing need? I think not. There may well be a small local demand for affordable starter houses 
- that can be built in the many small brownfield sites available in the district and within the limits defined by the now 
rejected Option 1. The proposed new development is to be aimed at the mid and upper parts of the housing market - 
where real profits can be made. Are local industries short of personnel such that we must encourage incomers to fill 
empty posts? I think not. Indeed, there no local businesses capable of absorbing between 2-4000 personnel. If we 
assume that a small to medium enterprise might employ 20-50 people, it's easy to calculate that we would have to 
encourage 80 to 200 established businesses into the area. This is an obvious impossibility. So we are left with the 
creation of a 4000 people commuter population - so much for minimisingtraffic flows andlimiting CO2 emissions. So 
much for an eco-aware policy. In my opinion, the Arun DC proposal is clearly driven by a desire to improve 
communications between Bognor and the outside world. If I were a Bognor resident, I might think this a worthy 
objective, but I would nevertheless not be in favour of an extravagant scheme that threatens the character of the local 
communities if that scheme cannot be sure of reaching its stated objective. And that is the crux of the matter. 
Bypassing the Woodgate crossing is going to produce marginal gains in terms of traffic flow, if any. This scheme is so 
badly thought out that one has to question the competence/integrity of officers putting it forward. This is planning 
turned on its head - the usual disciplines and processes are being ignored. There are, of course, even wider issues to 
be considered here, beyond the local difficulties of our villages. IUnderstandably, the government is desperate to see 
the economy growing more rapidly. There are philosophical considerations around the matter of whether year on 
year growth is sustainable in the long term - but that seems to be the currently accepted capitalist model and we are 
stuck with it, whatever its illogicality . However, I would suggest that even within the accepted capitalist way of 
thinking, one must question the wisdom of driving ill-considered housing projects forward for short term gain. 
Housing should not be built unless there really are jobs for the people who are going to live in them. This is 
sustainability. But no-one in government seems seriously to be thinking about how to achieve a sustainable form of 
capitalism - one not based in the insane drive for growth that eats up natural resources and will in the end ruin all our 
lives. 

362 Housing 
Allocations 

Options 1 and 2 Why is Option 1, looked upon with favour by Arun DC in 2011 to my recollection, no longer under 
consideration? Option 1 at least has the merit of posing a lesser threat to the fabric of the local village communities. 
Over time I imagine that even this option is likely to lead to a gradual suburbanisation and homogenisation of the 5 
villages - an outcome feared and decried by local MP Nick Herbert at a public meeting in January 2009. What we can 
say is that Option 2 will most surely and rapidly create a new suburbia, changing the feel of the locality irrevocably, 
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leading to a loss of the currently pleasant sense of amenity and community. Quality of life will be reduced for all - 
more people, more cars, more commuting - all crowded into an inadequate infrastructure. Option 1 is so self evidently 
the one to be preferred that one is driven to conclude that the predilection of Arun DC for Option 2 is driven not by a 
proper and considered analysis of local housing needs but by the desire to bypass the Woodgate level crossing at all 
costs, come what may. (Let us recall the unwise and intemperate reported comments of Councillor Ricky Bower in this 
regard.) This desire seems to overwhelm all rational considerations and to take precedence over a logical and 
disciplined approach to local policy formation in relation to housing development - so much so that one feels that one 
must question the intellectual competence of those advocating Option 2. 

365 Housing 
Allocations 

Brownfield versus greenfield There is a clear government preference for the use of brownfield sites where they exist. 
We have a very large brownfield at Ford. Why is that site no longer an option to be considered? (Actually, I do not 
think that there should be any building there either - it should be more completely returned to agricultural use - which 
raises the wider issue - surely a priority of council policy should be to enhance agricultural capability. It does not take 
much imagination to see the impending threats in world food supply.) How is the council able to jettison the required 
preference for brownfield development before greenfield? 

374 Housing 
Allocations 

With reference to the proposed 2,230 extra houses in this (Westergate/Woodgate) area, including those already here 
it would bea whole new town. 2,230 additional homes means >3,500 extra vehicles commutingin and out during 'rush 
hour' surely negating any gain from a bypass. People living in this area largely moved here to get away from the very 
thing this 'development' will inflict on us, we don't want the destruction of our environment, the loss of the fields, 
farmland and beautiful surrounding countryside. Swamping the currently open countryside with housing can only 
increase the risk of flooding in an area already prone to drainage problems, plus the extra load placed on sewage 
treatment and social services which are already heavily committed. The communities in the threatened area still 
possess a village spirit - the five villages - amainly close and friendly atmosphere only found in individual, rural 
societies, this would be swept away forever, we don't deserve this, please leave us alone! As for the A29 bypass, how 
about rationalizing the down-time on the level crossing gates? Currently it's really excessive, surely they don't need to 
be closed minutes before a train passing? I live close to the crossing and most of the time the actual traffic on the A29 
isn't that bad. 
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206 Housing 
Allocations 

I am not in favour of approximately 2000 houses in the Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and Aldingbourne area - 
Option 2. I am in favour of the villages share of ADC's annual house building figure of 400/pa over 15 years - Option 1 
ADC say that the villages should remain individual but 2000 houses will wipe out the villages' individuality. ADC say 
that they want to keep the green field sites but 2000 houses will wipe out the green field sites around the villages. I 
believe that ADC will find that flooding will be a major issue when they finally do look at the "water meadows" they 
are proposing building on. 

331 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to put on record my total objection to the proposed housing and road Local Plans for the villages in the 
West of the Arun District Council area. Having 2230 houses between the original villages would make the whole area 
into a town which is totally unsustainable. The villages would lose their individuality and the Plan has the likelihood of 
setting village against village. The timing of the public consultation has been very badly planned – or perhaps not! 
Giving the public only between late July and early September to raise their objections is ridiculous with so many 
people away on holiday. The other Option – Option 1 – was not publicised very well and I, personally, would far rather 
the Council went with Option 1 – 400 houses per annum with the villages having 230 over the 15 years – rather than 
Option 2 – 2230 houses dumped on the villages. There are many, many objections to Option 2. Namely – flooding, 
infrastructure, health facilities, school facilities, waste water issues AND the proposed site is on green fields. Surely 
with the number of brown field sites around the area, putting houses on green field sites – against the present 
Government's ideals – is a big No, No. The re-routing of the A29 is crazy. None of the proposed routes are sensible 
and all the proposed routes return to the original road at a place where there have always been problems with 
congestion, accidents and flooding. To move traffic more quickly past what is perceived to be a congested level 
crossing into a narrow double bend seems to me to be ill conceived. I would ask you, therefore, to back us in our 
efforts to have Option 2 thrown out and the re-routing of the A29 to be looked at in a more sensible way. 

321 Housing 
Allocations 

2. Housing development. The draft Neighbourhood Plan for Angmering, indicates 75% of the residents want 100 
houses or less over the period. A survey of Angmering residents on the electoral role, indicated well over 90% (almost 
100%) did not want further large scale housing development in Angmering parish. These are the views and wishes of 
the residents. ADC, at their Consultation exercise around the towns and villages, by Mr Bower and the recently retired 
Chief Exec. in 2011 clearly indicated that the Local Plan would reflect the views and the wishes of current residents. 
They stated the Plan would be "bottom up" and not "top down." The views and wishes of Angmering residents are 
indicated above. Angmering has taken on a large amount of additional building during the last 15 years, mainly in the 
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form of Bramley Green, which has changed the nature of the village. The population of Angmering is currently more 
than the town of Arundel. The building of "approx. 590 houses" for Angmering between Roundstone Lane and the 
A.280 goes against policy of not building on greenfield sites. The suggested sites are outside the built up area, and 
should remain "green." The Local Plan states brownfield should be built on, before greenfield sites, so why is 
Angmering the exception to this policy? Overcrowded schools, totally inadequate infrastructure, flood risk, village 
roads unable to cope with additional vehicular traffic, drainage and sewerage unable to cope. Lack of local 
employment will add to the current retirement dormitory status. Totally unrealistic, so far as relates to Angmering. I 
fail to see how the Local Plan can be prepared, prior to the Neighbourhood Plan relating to Angmering, being 
prepared. This is cart before horse. It doesn't work. 

278 Housing 
Allocations 

OBJECTION to the proposed plan for2000+ homes and the new road through Westergate and Eastergate. WHY do we 
need another 2000+ homes built in Westergate/Eastergate. Are we really have such a thriving hub of industry that we 
need to bring in thousands of workers to the area? Do the proposed plans include new schools, a medical centre, a 
larger efficient sewerage plant and a railway station or are we to expect sending our children to schools out of the 
area, waiting even longer to see the doctor of our choice, more flooding and more traffic problems with the 
commuting new householders? Many years ago, I lived in a village in Essex where the council decided it needed new 
homes and industry in the area – they built Basildon New Town on our doorstep. This massive concrete jungle 
completely ruined the whole area and the increase in the crime rate was appalling. I cannot believe that all these 
years later, nothing has been learnt from these disasters and the council still think that ruining the countryside with 
these gross projects is the answer to their problems. The project proposed for Westergate seems to be based solely 
on the idea that a ring road bypassing the Lidsey crossing will be financed by the developers. Even if that does happen, 
it could take years and in the mean time, as always, it is the local community who will be the ones to suffer. We have 
absolutely nothing to gain from this plan and everything to lose. Please, Please take the wishes of the local community 
into consideration before taking this plan any further. 

312 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8 The references to Angmering say that certain things must be addressed as part of any planning application. 
These include school places and road improvements etc. Will this apply to the 490 houses proposed? Does this apply 
to the Barratts application for 150 homes that has just gone in? If this application is passed would this mean the door 
is open for any opportunist developer meaning Angmering could end up with many more houses than even Arun are 
proposing? 



Page | 515  
 

307 Housing 
Allocations 

2.2 The expression 'local need' . Angmering does not need or want 490 new houses. There are 82 properties (in all 
price ranges) for sale in Angmering currently on Rightmove alone. The type of houses developers build will mainly be 
unaffordable for first time buyers who according to official figures can't get mortgages and will either bring in 
downsizing retirees or buy to let owners. An article regarding this can be found at: 
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2186354/Record-number-buy-let-mortgages-worth-160bn-drives-rent-
bills.html In the Village Plan, residents showed a preference for a maximum of 100 houses. This appears to be being 
totally ignored. Throughout the Local Plan the emphasis seems to be on keeping our young people in work and 
housing. I don't believe hundreds of expensive houses to be the answer. The basic needs of all these potential new 
Angmering residents appear not to be taken into consideration. These are oversubscribed schools, doctors and roads 
that can't cope with existing traffic. Sustainability seems to be the main aim for the future but I can't see how can that 
be achieved with so many outstanding issues. 3.7 . These houses won't ' encourage young people' or families as there 
will be problems with school places and the cost of buying or renting will exclude them. Angmering rent for a 3 bed 
terrace is approx. £900. The local jobs Asda, Sainsbury etc. if not already filled will be mainly low paid so won't help. 
20.1 Water supply . This year started with a hosepipe ban which could be a regular occurrence due to climate change. 
Will there be enough water to adequately supply hundreds of new homes? Luckily this year there was sufficient 
rainfall to mitigate the ban but the Angmering groundwater system could not cope with it and flooded the Square, 
Water Lane and Station Road causing even more traffic problems and distress for those whose homes were affected. 
Will more and more building and concreting on the clay soil of this area just exacerbate the problem? 

281 Housing 
Allocations 

While I am aware that some increase in housing is desirable, I cannot for the life of me see the logic of building so 
many more than was suggested by Option 1 in your first attempt following the Public Consultation 2011 (Chap 13, 
Policy SP8). The original proposal of 150 by 2028 seemed to be acceptable with some investment to improve the 
current infrastructure. I am sure you are aware that the infrastructure of sewage, surface water drainage, roads, 
schools, medical services, and other essential amenities are stretched to the limit now. In the light of the above I 
cannot support the proposed increase in housing development to 2,230 new houses as your latest plan indicates. 
Alongside the above is of course the situation regarding the level crossing at Woodgate. Your proposals to reroute the 
road either to the east or west of the current line would only move the congestion to somewhere else, namely onto B 
roads which would make the situation even worse, apart from the fact that the plans indicate the line of the road over 
prime green space land. The thought of a bridge over the line at Woodgate is also fraught with problems due to the 
proximity of private houses and the public house nearby. The changes in the road layout required to provide access to 
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the bridge would have significant impact on those who live nearby, and in some cases increase journey time and 
distance somewhat, especially if as has been suggested, the crossing be closed to vehicles. Surely in this modern age, 
and with the increase of computer technology it should be possible to automatically control the gates by devising 
some means of calculating train speeds and distances to a set point (namely the crossing) so that the gates can be 
closed in time and opened sooner to allow the traffic to flow more freely with safety. Also possibly at peak times 
surely the trains could be held up for a time to allow the traffic to clear. In other words, install sensors or cameras at 
strategic points alongside both the railway line and the roads that would be linked together to control the necessary 
signalling to the benefit of both rail and road traffic. I realize that the above might sound controversial, but an 
integrated road and rail system is surely possible on what is a comparatively small scale, and would seem to be a 
better option than that which is currently on the table. 

236 Housing 
Allocations 

re 13.1.11 400 houses is the agreed policy (following consultation) I can find NO objective evidence submitted to 
support the increase to a "preffered (By who ..where is the evidence?) 565. 13.1.18 The case for critical infrastructure 
has not been made. 

326 Housing 
Allocations 

There is a widespread misconception that we need to destroy even more of our heritage and countryside to facilitate 
the housing of yet more people. This applies Nationwide, not only to Arun District Council as shown in the Draft Local 
Plan . No one looks for the root cause of the problem of the so called housing shortage. To do this one has to take into 
account all the factors, such as unemployment, and when that is factored in it is obvious that we have too many 
people. So rather than building ever more houses on green fields, we should be reducing the housing stock. 

322 Housing 
Allocations 

1. Bognor and Littlehampton residential areas are of a similar size 2. Arundel residential area is less than 10% the size 
of either Bognor or Littlehampton. 3 There is no development planned for Arundel. 4 It looks that the only area 
available for development in Bognor ,Bersted and Aldwick is north of Chalcraft Lane.   12 The best solution is to build 
the houses around Arundel near the A27 (with new access) where all the above problems disappear. 

201 Housing 
Allocations 

  Housing numbers need to be increased significantly and the spatial strategy needs to incorporate a degree of 
flexibility which will allow for the delivery of the infrastructure and development required to create a sustainable 
community in the district.       The NPPF is very clear about how plan-making should be developed.       Para 14 
states:       14. At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable 
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development , which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-
taking.           For plan-making this means that:       —  local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to 
meet the development needs of their area;       —  Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient 
flexibility to adapt to rapid change, unless:       - any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or       - specific policies 
in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.           It is considered that the plan, in terms of housing, 
is deficient in many respects. The plan does not positively seek the opportunities to meet the development needs of 
the district and adopts a rather bizarre approach of diverting development away from the main settlements where 
existing infrastructure could be enhanced to accommodate development in a more sustainable manner.       The NPPF 
also states that plan makers should use a proportionate evidence base       Paragraph 158 states:       158. Each local 
planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about 
the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the area. Local planning authorities should 
ensure that their assessment of and strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that they 
take full account of relevant market and economic signals.       It would appear that the evidence to justify the 
reduction in housing doesn't exist and has not been identified or published. This is not a sound evidence base to base 
housing provision within the entire district.           The NPPF goes on to state:       159. Local planning authorities should 
have a clear understanding of housing needs in their area. They should:       —  prepare a Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment to assess their full housing needs, working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas 
cross administrative boundaries. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment should identify the scale and mix of 
housing and the range of tenures that the local population is likely to need over the plan period which:       - meets 
household and population projections, taking account of migration and demographic change;   - addresses the need 
for all types of housing, including affordable housing and the needs of different groups in the community (such as, but 
not limited to, families with children, older people, people with disabilities, service families and people wishing to 
build their own   homes); and   - caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this 
demand;       —  prepare a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to establish realistic assumptions about the 
availability, suitability and the likely economic viability of land to meet the identified need for housing over the plan 
period.       This work also hasn't been done and is acknowledged in the Local Plan. Paragraph 13.1.5 refers to the need 
for an updated SHMA. As such the whole plan is based on evidence which the Council accept needs to be 
updated.       This cannot be the correct starting point for a Local Plan.   
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198 Housing 
Allocations 

Dear Sir/Madam:  I am writing to inform you of the reason why i am opposed  to the planning of having over 2000 
houses built in and around Westergate as: - 1. There are not enough infrastructure to support this built. For eg. THe 
only surgery that we have - the Croft Surgery couldnt even cope with the current population already. The last time i 
went, in order to see my own doctor i have to wait 4 weeks which is ridiculous!  2. The traffic is bad enough now 
during rush hour, how are we going to cope with 2000+ cars?  3. Shutting Woodgate crossing will not help to improve 
anything but will bring more inconveniences to people who lives around the area. And by directing the traffic to a B 
road isnt going to achieve anything. Also this will also cut the village off from the rest of the area and cut off all the 
passing trade, which in return kill off all the 4 local shops along the road.  4. The drainage and sewage system could 
not cope now, how is it going to cope with over 2000+ houses extra? Have we not learn anything from the flood 
happened few months back in felpham and north Bersted where new homes have been built?  5. Our children in this 
modern world already losing out on many things that we could do as a child but they cant now. Are we going to take 
away more green areas and stuck them indoors to look at TV and Computer games? The six villages are a lovely village 
to be benefit with lots of fields and outdoor area to run about. Are you going to take this away from them and change 
the village into just another village in the country?  Thank you for reading my comment. I hope you will reconsidered 
the plan and listen to the people voices who is affected the most.    yours sincerely,   Sau Fun Chu 

283 Housing 
Allocations 

The high level of housing proposed would significantly alter the character of the group of villages impacted 

205 Housing 
Allocations 

Rather than the planning team starting from a position of assessing the needs of the community and creating a 
framework within which numerous developers can operate, the Council appears from a layman's viewpoint to be 
judging a beauty pageant of large schemes put forward by rival developers in which all future housing needs can be 
dumped in a few large greenfield sites. The council appears deaf to the voices of the people who should matter most 
in this process, those who currently live in the area and those who will inhabit the new housing. We've told the 
council in previous consultations what we want - organic expansion of existing settlements - we get offered greenfield 
'ghetto' developments such as north Littlehampton and the notorious site 6 (Where is the Northern Relief Road?), not 
to mention the proposed Ford Eco town - one of the previous administrations less distinguished initiatives - regional 
consultation and co-operation good, parachuting settlements onto disused airfields around the country not so good. 
The only largely greenfield proposal to have genuine merit, The Hallam Land proposal, appears to have been 
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torpedoed by negative political interests, possibly the same ones so loud in their support for the Ford proposal, mainly 
on the grounds that it was elsewhere. One of the merits of this proposal was the provision of numerous access routes 
to the north and west, something conspicuously lacking in the proposal to build east of the A29. A Woodgate bypass is 
long overdue, but a bypass is what it should be - a road to take through traffic clear of the settlement area.Such a road 
should not be juxtaposed with residential development. The proposed new A29 route is not in itself objectionable, 
only the housing site associated with it. By concentrating on greenfield solutions, the Council is ignoring a large 
number of previously used non-agricultural sites in the locality. not only is this wasteful, it precludes the possibility of 
numerous small developments of varying character integrating with existing development, which is what we residents 
have told you in previous consultations is what we want. To justify the exclusion of land to the west of the A29 from 
small-scale development on the grounds that exist a number of glass house sites is specious in the extreme. In this 
area we all know what commercial scale horticulture looks like, and this is not it. It seems to me that the strategic 
planning process is essentially corrupted by its own complexity. The process is so byzantine that the only parties with 
sufficient resources of cash and time to take it on are large-scale developers. Sadly, as results so often show, these are 
the last people the community needs to provide its housing. Small local builder-developers, housing associations and 
self-builders are all squeezed out by this approach and the community is infinitely the poorer for the loss of their 
contribution. 

207 Housing 
Allocations 

Our garden has a manhole in it. It has flooded our entire garden with raw sewage 3 times in the last 3 years. Southern 
Water now know my house rather well.  There is nothing they can do. I have seen sewage pouring into my garden for 
3 days straight and it is ankle deep.  Such sewage means my children are unable to use the garden for several 
weeks.  We are regularly subjected to pumping trucks on our street pumping the drains 24 hours a day for several 
days during the winter. How anyone can think that we can cope with an additional 2,300 houses with such serious 
drainage issues is beyond me.  Our sewage system is crumbling. It is so easy to dismiss until you live with it. I am left 
with used LOO ROLL all over my garden. Until our sewage problems are sorted, I can not imagine why anyone would 
put more stress on it by adding 2,300 houses.  One does not build a solid building on sand.  One needs a good 
foundation in order to support such growth and our sewage system is anything but that.   Finally, my children could 
not even get places in the two local primary schools when we moved here.  Clearly more schools are needed before 
one builds another 2,300 homes. 
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221 Housing 
Allocations 

Re 13.1.5 Apart from mentioning that a SHMA was prepared in 2009,and that it will be updated, there is no evidence 
to suggest that housing needs above those referred to in "Option 1" exist at all in the Six Villages. Yet the plan is built 
on the premise that large numbers of houses are needed here. Where is the evidence of this need?  I would expect 
future housebuilding numbers to be derived from consideration of demographic trends and the expected needs of 
potential employers which you have identifed and quantifed, less the numbers employed by businesses which will be 
leaving, as LEC, Wayne Kerr, Rosemount and Hago have done.  I see no such justification for the 2000 houses you 
propose in the Six Villages.  I can not see why they are needed or where the future occupants are coming from or 
what the newcomers will do here when they get here.  I do not want the area to be a large dormitory for 
commuters.  Re 13.1.8 You state that "growth in these areas [the six villages and Angmering] will provide critical 
infrastructure and open space.........and helping to maintain the distinctive character of individual villages"!  This 
sounds like something out of Alice in Wonderland.  How can the building of 2000 houses on what is now food-
producing agricultural land in the space between Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate a) create open space and b) 
preserve the individuality of the villages?  The area identified for development is greenfield land and to build on it 
would be contrary to the present government's policy.  

209 Housing 
Allocations 

The choice of the Barnham/Eastergate/Aldingbourne area for such a big development (2230 houses) is arbitrary and 
unfair, being led by a desire to bridge the railway with a Woodgate bypass and the need to fund this.   Also, that plan 
in itself is not 'sustainable', as it is well known that bypasses create more traffic.   That traffic would all have to go 
through the above villages, on unsuitable roads which are full to overflowing.      The Plan's commitment to a new 
Arundel bypass is also unsustainable, both because it would increase traffic, and because  the protected Pink/Blue 
route (although accepted as the least damaging since 1993) is within the new South Downs National Park.   I would 
like to see the new roadbuilding which is already started or planned on the A259 - including the Bognor Relief Road 
and the Lyminster Bypass - regarded as an alternative to a new Arundel bypass.   The more southerly route further 
from the Downs (and the SDNP) is more suitable for through traffic.    'Links' to the A27, including the 'Woodgate 
bypass', would be less necessary.           

214 Housing 
Allocations 

I do not believe that there is a demonstrated need or requirement for housing development in Angmering. There are 
many new & existing properties remaining unsold in the Arun area. In this time of recession I see little point in 
building sprawling developments on rural land. 
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285 Housing 
Allocations 

I understand that there are a number of empty houses in the local area.  Instead of building new houses surely it 
would be preferable to look first to re-occupying existant empty properties.  The proposed housing is I believe to be 
on greenfield land, there are plenty of brownfield sites which should be considered in the first instance.  We do not 
wish to lose our semi-rural status.  The areas of Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham do not have the infrastructure 
to support 2,000 houses.  The houses will not promote better usage of Bognor Regis nor will the contributions assist 
with the congestion at Woodgate crossing.  The primary schools are already over-subscribed and additional traffic 
arising as a result of the housing will increase environmental pollution.  The proposed by-passes will not make life 
easier for the inhabitants of Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham and having the woodgate crossing cut off 
completely would affect local businesses in Woodgate and would also  make it more difficult to go to the 
supermarkets. The building of 2,000 houses within such a small area is not feasible and will not achieve its desired 
objecitves.  We are not able to support the local plan as it stands at present.   

215 Housing 
Allocations 

We wish to make you aware of our objection to the particular policy Chapter 13 Policy SP8. We are residents living in 
the centre of the village of Barnham. It is quite shocking and distressing to read this proposed plan with intended 
development of 2,000 in the areas of Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham. I would like to comment on Barnham this 
is a village currently struggling to cope with dangerous current traffic levels travelling through this rural village and 
highway safety is already a concern. This highway safety would be dramatically be further compromised with this level 
of proposed housing development in the villages and a possible link in from the A29. There is also a considerable 
parking issue currently in the village with the district council and highways agency unable to provide residents in the 
central village with a residents parking scheme. To propose this level of extra housing will further increase these 
highway parking issues. The proposal will increase traffic due to lack of jobs in the immediate area and therefore 
increases commuter travel by car, adding to congestion problems on local roads. The character of our village would 
also be lost turning the area into a town. 

217 Housing 
Allocations 

The obliteration of the ancient rural agricultural land by over 2000 houses between Barnham and Westergate is 
abhorrent and contrary to Government policy which advocates building on brownfield sites. Arun District's proposal 
would build over the green corridor between the villages to create a semi-urban sprawl and would utterly destroy the 
individual characters and identities of Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Barnham, which have developed and evolved 
slowly over many centuries. An influx of more than 2000 houses over such a short period would be utterly 
catastrophic. Even without the benefit of extensive studies to give evidence (which appears to be lacking in the Local 
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Plan), flooding to the south of the proposed development area is well known, and I understand that the Lidsey 
Sewage works is only just coping with effluent from the present population. Such a vast development as that 
proposed by Arun District Council would enormously increase the likelihood of worse flooding, and it is common 
sense that the extra effluent generated by 2000 houses would create serious problems.  

277 Housing 
Allocations 

The obliteration of the ancient rural agricultural land between Eastergate and Westergate is abhorrent and contrary 
to Government policy which advocates building on brownfield sites (Chapter 13, para. 13.1.14). Arun District's 
proposal would build over the green corridor between the villages to create a semi-urban sprawl and would utterly 
destroy the individual characters and identities of Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Barnham, which have developed and 
evolved slowly over many centuries. An influx of more than 2000 houses over such a short period would be utterly 
catastrophic. The ludicrous suggestion of moving the A29 to another location simply moves the traffic congestion 
elsewhere to other local roads. The additional colossal volume of commuting traffic generated by 2000 homes would 
add to this and be completely intolerable. (Chap 16 Policy SP30) Or is the proposal that, with little employment in the 
area, all the newcomers generate work in their own homes and don't commute anywhere? (Chap 13, Policy SP8) The 
Woodgate railway crossing is undeniably an inconvenience, but the short delays at peak times are far preferable to 
the traffic jams and urbanisation caused by the addition of 2000 houses to fund a new road and bridge. I understand 
that Bognor Town Council blames underinvestment in that town on the crossing. However, Butlins continues to 
expand and Sainsbury has not been put off from investing in a huge new supermarket. If there are good enough 
reasons to visit Bognor, then people are not deterred by the occasional wait at the crossing gates. Flooding to the 
south of the proposed development area is well known, and I understand that the Lidsey Sewage works is only just 
coping with effluent from the present population. Such a vast development as that proposed by Arun District Council 
would enormously increase the likelihood of worse flooding, and the extra effluent generated by 2000 houses would 
create serious problems. (Chapter 13, Section 13.1.8, Chapter 20) If further housing is really necessary in this area, 
then I would give my support to Option 1 of the Development Plan (which is in line with the Government's Localism 
Policy), so that individual parishes can manage their own new housing in keeping with the rural nature of the area and 
character of each village. 

224 Housing 
Allocations 

I am shocked to see that the draft plan proposes more than 2000 houses in the green space between Barnham, 
Westergate and Eastergate.  I can not find any rationale for such numbers being built on precious greenfield land 
when there is such a stagnant economy and the housing market is so depressed.  Such a huge development would 
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completely change the semi-rural environment we chose to live in.       I do not see the people here that would occupy 
such development.  Why do we need to encourage so many newcomers when there are no new jobs requiring 
them?  I am amazed to see a new road proposed which joins the already too busy Barnham Road and brings traffic 
nearer to the village centre.  If 2000 houses are built the traffic will be unbearable and very dangerous for the large 
numbers of school pupils who walk along the narrow footpaths to and from school.  If all this is just to avoid a few 
minutes wait at Woodgate Crossing it is a monstrous waste of money. The floods in the Bognor district in June 
apparently did not affect the new houses built on Site 6, but the presence of those houses resulted in older properties 
which had no history of flooding being inundated.  I am worried that so much new building reduces the area of land 
with which rainfall can be absorbed and evaporated and results in flooding elsewhere.  We are in a flood plain.  Please 
do not repeat past mistakes and build so much.  Building here increases the risk of flooding downstream (in the 
Bognor district). 

226 Housing 
Allocations 

We all have a responsibility to preserve these beautiful greenfield areas of West Sussex for future 
generations.  Further development of this site is unacceptable 

518 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.2 As recently as June 2011, the Council indicated a preferred target of 400u per annum, ie. Option 1. Why then, is 
this Draft Local Plan geared towards Option 2? In the whole document, I can find no evidence for why an additional 
2000 dwellings should be built in a single rural area. 13.1.9 to 13.1.10 There is still no sound argument for the building 
of the additional 2000 homes. Option 1 is surely the preferable option. This would provide housing for local residents 
on brownfield sites, in pockets throughout the whole district, close to the work and social communities that people 
wish to be part of. This would enable progress towards  the Council's economic aims and discourage out-commuting 
and further road congestion. 13.1.14 This paragraph is in direct contradiction of the proposal for 2000 homes 
between the Villages on greenfield land. I oppose  Option 2 as detailed in the Draft Local plan. I support Option1. The 
need is for local housing for local people and Option 1 would fulfil this need. 

228 Housing 
Allocations 

If Option 2 is implemented the resulting urban sprawl will completely destroy the feel of the villages, in effect making 
the area an extension of Bognor Regis. It is difficult to see where or how new employment is to be generated. If, as 
implied, access to the A27 is imporved, people will still out-commute to better paid employment north or west of the 
region. Is there not already existing empty housing and office space which could be utilised first? 
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245 Housing 
Allocations 

Demand for Housing There seems to be a misunderstanding of demand in the housing market. If 500 rental 
households are asked if they would like to own their own house and 400 households say they would, this is NOT a 
demand for 400 new houses. Without the financial ability to buy a house then such a preference to own a property is 
purely a statement of intent or a wish. To build 400 houses based on a perceived demand rather than actual demand 
is blantantly foolish.   Supply of Housing Speak to any undertaker and they will say that the last 15 years has seen a 
reduced death rate from the expected norm. This is due to the fact that the 70-85 year olds that should have died in 
this period had unfortunately died in the Second World War. Already this phenomenon is fading and when coupled 
with the baby boomers of post-1945 reaching their late 80's it can be expected that death rates will rise rapidly in the 
next 5 years.  As has been noted in the plan, Arun has an aging population and will therefore be particualrly hit by this 
double effect. It is therefore likely that many houses will come to market in the coming years. The local plan takes no 
account of this potential supply of housing in the Arun district. 

251 Housing 
Allocations 

Chapter 13, Section 13.1.8 - I disagree that the Villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate have a good range of 
shops, health facilities and education facilities.  Barnham does not even have a doctor's surgery and I have to travel to 
Eastergate or Yapton in order to visit the doctor.  They are heavily oversubscribed and the waiting lists are 
huge.  There is nowhere to park when you do get there.  Also, there is a very small range of shops, hardly enough to 
sustain the large scale of development planned.   All our local schools are currently oversubscribed every year so 
where all the extra children will be educated I am not sure.  Arun is an "area of serious water stress" and although 
funding is supposed to be provided to deal with these problems, I seriously doubt that developers would deliver 
this.  I was affected by the floods in 1993/94 and was out of my house for 5 months having lost everything I had 
downstairs.  The cost was enormous and I had to live in a hotel and hire a car.  Just earlier this year I was practically 
stranded in my house as the end of Lake Lane was once again flooded so bad that cars could not get through.  The 
bungalow's opposite me were flooded at the back.   The concreting over of our fields, ditches and meadows will only 
make this problem worse than it already is.  We cannot cope with our water systems now, let alone if we have the 
huge developments planned.  I wonder who is going to pay for the problems when they inevitably come, the Council 
or the developers.  Our homes will be under constant threat of flooding, they will be become uninsurable and as we 
have seen many times over recent years, we won't be able to commute to work as the roads are impassable.  How 
this will benefit our community I am not sure.   Chapter 13, Para. 13.1.14.  The National Planning Policy Framework 
states that brownfield sites should be used over greenfield sites.  I cannot see how this plan adheres to this policy 
when it is obviously using greenfield sites over brownfield sites.   Chapter 13, Policy SP8 - This kind of huge 
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development is not sustainable in a rural area.   My husband already has to commute to Guildford for work as there 
are no good jobs to be had locally.  The public transport links are not really that good.  Although we have the train, it is 
not that reliable and the cost is prohibitive. I work in Chichester but cannot take the train as it will not get me close 
enough to where I work and the bus links are very poor.  I therefore have to take the car.  Where all the jobs are going 
to be I am not sure.   Nearly everyone I know has to commute away from the villages, often an hour or so away in 
order to get to work.   This will just mean far more cars on the roads which are already quite congested.  Our small 
village community would become a town. 

254 Housing 
Allocations 

Planned Development Aldingbourne, Barnham & Eastergate I have read the details of the proposals and wish to 
register my objection to Option 2 but I would be prepared to support Option 1. I have registered with the Arun District 
Council Consult system and have endeavoured to comment on the proposals. However, I have not been able to 
achieve this to my satisfaction and have, therefore, sent this simple e-mail. 

252 Housing 
Allocations 

I do not approve option 2 but would support option 1 

286 Housing 
Allocations 

I would like to comment on how this proposal for building a large number of houses in the Eastergate/Westergate 
area would affect me. I work outside the area because there is already too little work available locally. Adding more 
homes will just make the local employment situation worse with more competition for each position. Most people will 
have to, like me, have to commute out of the area. This is not good for the environment of course. Most will commute 
North as the sea means the number of jobs to the South is necessarily finite and that will take traffic near to my 
house. Because my employer is located outside the area I work from home a lot. Building so many homes will increase 
the traffic near my home leading to increased noise and polution. The noise will keep me awake at night and interupt 
phone and Skype calls during the day. The increased polution will elevate my sensitivity to allergies. I suffer from hay 
fever and this is increased in the presence of polution such as dust kicked up by passing traffic. The traffic to and from 
Westergate School wil increase as it will have to take at least some of the increase in school children. As access to the 
school goes right past my house this will increase the aformentioned affects of traffic on my life. As I have difficulty 
sleeping I expect that my anxiety levels will increase with the level of traffic and my life expectancy will therefore 
decrease.When I do commute to work then I will face increased traffic meaning I will have to leave earlier and return 
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later. The added journey time will increase fuel consumption, cost and polution from my own vehicle. Most evenings I 
take a walk in the fields behind Eastergate Primary school. If these fields are built upon then I will have to go further 
afield to take my walks. This will involve a car journey and increase road usage further and increase cost to myself. 
Before I moved into my house, in fact before it was completed, its construction was delayed by heavy flooding. I fear 
that these new houses will increase the risk of the area in which I live flooding again. Services in the area are already 
fully loaded. We found placing our children in local schools for example extremely difficult and for a while they had to 
be driven some distance to be educated. Building a few houses each year will allow services to grow organically while 
the rate of building suggested in the higher option here will leave either the new home owners or existing owners like 
myself unserved by schools, doctors and the like. I would like to ask why the greenfield sites have been chosen over 
brownfield sites? Tangmere and Ford airfields are brownfield sites and could better support these additional houses. 

287 Housing 
Allocations 

Option 1 would be more sustainable for the surrounding areas where as Opition 2 would make the villages into new 
town. Furthermore Opition 2 would bring more population to the area thus bringing more pressure on local schools 
and health services. 

289 Housing 
Allocations 

There are already houses for sale in this area which have been up for sale for some time. Additionally there have been 
homes planned for and not yet built presumably because there are no buyers for the proposed homes. Why therefore 
are the council looking at building so many new homes in the villages of eastergate, westergate, barnham. Where is 
the demand for so many new homes? 

290 Housing 
Allocations 

What is the proposed solution for the education of the children in the area. The schools are already full. 

293 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14Policy SP8  The building of 2000 houses within the single, marked area on the plan (or indeed on any single site 
within The Villages area) would inevitably lead to a merging of the villages and so goes against the intent to 'avoid 
coalescence'. One of the strategic objectives of the plan is to deliver housing with good access to employment. It is 
vital that jobs are created before homes are built, otherwise housing stock will only serve to attract commuting 
workers thereby putting a strain on facilities and exacerbating traffic congestion. 
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297 Housing 
Allocations 

Reference the suggested housing proposals for the Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate area I would ask the Council  to 
re-consider the Plans. The current suggestions seem to take no account of: - Flooding issues in the wider area and the 
inadequate sewer and drainage systems. If you lived in the area you would know that flooding regularly occurs in and 
around the six villages. There were major problems just this summer after heavy rain in Barnham, Walberton, 
Eastergate, Lidsey, Shripney and in other areas of development around Middleton. The Aldingbourne Rife is a proven 
flooding issue.  Building more houses south of the railway line whilst at the same time there are new estates under 
constructioncan north of Bognor can only increase the risk of more major flooding and sewage problems in the future. 
Where is the flood risk assessment in the Council's plan to help alleviate the public's fears about this issue?  - The 
Lidsey sewage plant is on overload. Where is waste and sewage from2000 more houses going to go? - Option 1. This 
option for limited housing in the six villages seems a much more sensible plan that does not overstretch the local 
faicilites. There must be other small pockets of brown field site, disusednursery land etc.where limited development 
can take place throughout Arun and this seems a better route to go down thus spreading the pressure on drainage 
and other facilities such as doctors and primary schools. Why has ADC gone back on its earlier preferred Option 1 after 
the 2011 public consultation? - Woodgate crossing - the best way to improve the problem with traffic hold ups would 
be to encourage the Rail company to improve the amount of time the barriers stay down. At other crossings the 
barriers fall and rise far more quickly and the flow of traffic is more efficient. - I am unclear when this proposed new 
bridge will be built. If it relies on the developers completing and selling most of the houses then there will be even 
more problems with traffic from new estates onto the A29 for a considerable time before there is any possible 
improvement in traffic flow. What guarantees does the Council have in place to ensure that the bridge will go ahead 
many years from now? Developers can go bust or run out of money to complete projects. I think the Council should 
seriously re-think the planned 2000+ homes. How can concreting over a wide swathe of prime farm land not increase 
the pressure on the drainage and sewage systems? What about planning for the other facilities needed for a large 
increase in population? Where are the sureties that the bridge will be built by the various potential developers? There 
are a number of questions that do not yet appear to have adequate answers. Please reconsider and come up with 
more viable options. 

301 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 - This is a green field area. Building on it is contrary to the NPPF. What brown field sites were identified in the 
study in 2007/2008? 
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302 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 "Growth at these locations would provide for the delivery of critical infrastructure, open space and recreation 
areas suitable for the needs of a growing population while also helping to maintain the distinctive character of 
individual villages" - Open space and recreation areas? You're building on them! The hypocrisy of this observation is 
incredible. As is the hypocrisy in talking about 'helping to maintain the distinctive character of individual villages'  
What absolute nonsense! I am shocked someone can write that in relation to the building of thousands of new homes 
in an area that will destroy the very villages they will leech services from. By building the houses in the middle of these 
villages you meld them into one town. A suburb of Bognor. You destroy them. 

936 Housing 
Allocations 

Once again, the references in para. 13.1.2 (and para. 13.1.6) to determining what is appropriate for the 'district' in 
terms of housing growth, provides confusion to the reader as to what area the local plan applies to.  It needs to made 
explicit as to how those earlier consultations have translated into the policies of the current draft Local Plan for that 
part of the district outside the national park. It should be made explicit that the South East Plan housing target for the 
whole of the sussex coast part of the district and that a small number of homes (to be determined through the 
emerging National Park Local Plan) could come forward in the national park part of the district. Note and welcome the 
reference to buffer strip between the national park and any proposed development at Angmering. 

333 Housing 
Allocations 

Just to register my disgust! There are heaps of empty new build properties, why do we need more? Just developers 
greed. The roads around here are busy enough already, they are too small to allow any further traffic. I am very 
against it. I hope I am not being a nimby. I just think the countryside is too beautiful around here, having escaped from 
the building sites which surround London, I am very disappointed that the same will happen around this lovely south 
coast. 

332 Housing 
Allocations 

We strongly object to the proposals for over 2000 houses a new A29 bypass and a new rail freight depot. The case for 
a bypass has not been made. THE FONTWELL ROUNDABOUT will be unable to cope with the extra 4000 expected 
extra traffic. This Eastergate-Barnham road that will be incorporated into the A29 would not cope, its too narrow. 
Traffic build up will be the outcome. This plan will introduce intolerable and unsustainable amounts of traffic to a 
village location. Where is the infrastructure to accomodate these enormous amount of new homes ie a doctors 
surgery new schools drainage and indeed water. Why is building on a greenfield site being reccomended surely its 
againts Government policy being a large scale developement. Bognor and Felpham have recently suffered from severe 
flooding this scheme is only going to exasperate the proplem due to the fact the meadows fields and the ditches being 
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concreted over the rain will have to go somewhere. The building of this amount of homes amounts to a town being 
built but with village infrastucture in place. The difference between plan a and plan b is staggering and does not make 
any joined up thinking. The plan to build a bridge over the railway is being funded by misery and gridlock. We object in 
the strongest possible way. Terence & Jacqueline Kuhler 

330 Housing 
Allocations 

I wish to register my very strong objection to Option2 of the Arun District Draft Local Plan (2013-2028) 

279 Housing 
Allocations 

The proposal is totally disproportionate to the existing dwellings and infrastructure within the villages and would 
destroy completely the charming character they currently have. Not long ago the Prime Minister stated that he was 
against the construction of large developments alongside small villages but these proposals fly in the face of that. 
Without this development there would also be no need to consider the provision of an 'A29 bypass', the four routes of 
which seem to have been ill considered and oblivious to the realities of the traffic usage of this road. Admittedly there 
are hold-ups at peak times at the Woodgate level crossing, but these are not bad enough to justify the proposals in 
option 2 in the anticipation that a developer 'might' provide the funds for a bridge or underpass to overcome these. 
Apart from this the basic infrastructures for drainage etc are not in place to cope with the current housing position let 
alone development of the size under consideration - witness the recent foul sewage debacle in Barnham and the 
regular flooding of the A29 at Shripney. I am supportive of Option 1, or the Parish and Town Council Housing 
allocations shown in Table 13.2, which are far more in keeping with the village environment which currently exists but 
would once again lodge a very strong objection to option 2. 

276 Housing 
Allocations 

I'm writing to clearly state my opposition to any large scale housing development on the green fields between Arundel 
& Chichester. I have grown up in Barnham and have managed to stay in the local village area as I now live in 
Walberton. I have seen the villages slowly expand over the past forty years. However the infrastructure has hardly 
changed and is totally over whelmed at times. There are many issues with what is being proposed and I do not agree 
that removal and by-passing of the A29 crossing at Woodgate has any bearing on the future economic development of 
Bognor Regis. What happens to the waste from an extra 2,230 homes. Does this all end up in our back yard? 
Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham all suffer badly with flooding. My local village dentist in Walberton is already 
oversubscribed with 5000 patients. The local doctors surgery is also stretched to its limit, as I struggle to make an 
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appointment. Why is prime agricultural land being targeted when there are many suitable Brownfield sites in the 
district? 

253 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 strongly object to the proposed plans to blight our area with an extra 2,230 houses under the guise that it would 
be the only way we can alleviate the traffic problem at Woodgate. We in our area do not have the infra-structure to 
cope with building on this scale Doctors Dentists Schools Parking Jobs are all over subscribed some 2230 new homes 
would send this into meltdown. There is also the added problem of the bridge approach to Woodgate crossing, to 
make it viable for the future the road would have to be made dual carriageway to cope with the increased traffic for 
the incoming inhabitants of the proposed new houses to allow for commuting to and from work as there is no local 
work. This upgrading would mean that the houses on either side of the road on the approach to the crossing would 
have be demolished not to mention the school the public house and the shop at the crossing. The two nursery's on 
the Shripney side of the crossing plus the bungalows would have to go as their access would be taken, i could go on 
and on. This is such an ill conceived idea that could only be thought up by a lunatic who has no concept of rural village 
life. We have suffered enough in and around our region with the mass building of houses on greenfield sites areas 
where we played as children and we must do everything in our power to leave our children and grandchildren the 
same legacy that we were left by our parents. The houses you propose are not for local people as you are moving 
people down from London due to the so called regeneration of the capital, this is nothing more than social cleansing. 
It is high time a cap was put on rents to allow people to live where they want to live and not where they can afford to 
live. Hands off our area and get the empty and derelict housing in the country sorted out make it illegal to own 
property that is not available for occupation 

255 Housing 
Allocations 

Proposal for housing development in Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Barnham I am writing to object most strongly 
about the various proposals for the major development in the above villages. I do not agree with any of the proposals 
as I see no justification whatsoever for the building of more than 2000 houses. If we need over 2000 houses where are 
the residents going to work? 2000 houses will generate a work force of approaching 4000 and I have no idea where 
the jobs are around here for these people. A major development of houses should only be considered if there is a 
need and I have heard nothing to suggest that a major employer is about to move to the district. Perhaps you have 
more information on this and can let me know. I would have thought, however, that had there been plans for a major 
employer to move to the area then we would have heard about it by now. I also do not see any infrastructure 
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proposals to support such a development. It already takes me 10-14 days to get a doctor's appointment unless it is 
urgent and 2000 extra houses would put vast strain on medical facilities. Could schools also cope, I think not. A major 
part of one of the options seems to bring a road across green fields from Lidsey to the Barnham Road. Just how will 
Barnham Road cope with that. It is already congested at peak times without the heavy flow of existing A29 traffic. As 
someone with considerable knowledge of driving matters can you tell me how articulated lorries and large fixed 
wheelbase lorries are going to negotiate the war memorial at the end of Barnham Road to get back to back on to the 
A29? Without major road realignment at that junction and some property demolition the high volume of vehicles will 
be unable to negotiate that blind corner. This will cause chaos and crashes . This is a ridiculous idea. The volume of 
traffic on Barnham Road is already high and makes entry and egress form side roads difficult now which would only 
worsen. That aside it brings me back to why do we need 2000 houses? You must have a need before you build and 
there is no need demonstrated to me. What do you know that you are not telling us? I think all of the options are 
completely unwarranted and I object most strongly to them all. The Councillors are our representatives and the 
volume of protest is extraordinary in the locality and they must, therefore, listen to what is being said. I have not 
heard of one person who agrees with any of the ideas. These proposals should be placed in the shredder. I OBJECT TO 
ALL OF THE PROPOSALS. 

859 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing Delivery (Section 13): Development of the proposed 400 houses per annum in the District should only be 
permitted if, as a priority, there is provision for employment along with the provision of appropriate infrastructure 
(including timely road improvements to ensure traffic flows on the local road networks are not adversely affected, a 
sustainable water supply and effective flood protection. See comment under Section 20). 

344 Housing 
Allocations 

If ADC's objective is as stated in para 13.1.3 then it has already identified the main centeres of employment as Bognor 
and Littlehampton and the main outflow and inflow of commuters to Chichester and Worthing.  Again this shows that 
there is no evidence for improvements to the A29 because the majority of users depend on other routes.  My fear is 
that a small vociferous community has created a bogus requirement not based on evidence and which has the 
potential to selfishly and unecessarily destroy an environment that many value highly. 13.1.7 and 13.1.8 are 
illogical.  On one hand Bognor and Littlehampton are identified as the main focus for economic, infrastructure and 
housing growth; on the other 'new strategic housing growth will be focused on Barnham, Eastergate and 
Westergate'.  Some of the current local facilities may be adequate for the current population but not for the massive 
growth projected in the Local Plan. (This is particularly true of the drainage.)   Clearly if the population is artificially 
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increased (tantamount to adding another village the size of Eastergate) new facilities will be needed but this is a case 
of creating an unecessary problem in the first place.  There is no evidence of the need for housing on the scale 
proposed in the 5 villages and there certainly is not prospect of the employment for such a large development.  So 
another unfortunate result will be a large number of people commuting to where the employment is, ie in Bognor and 
Littlehampton.  Or is ADC being weak and just taking on Chichester and Worthing overflow? The Hearn Housing survey 
shows that 80% of the requirement for affordable housing in Arun is for 1 and 2 bedroom dwellings.  These could all 
be ccomodated on brownfield sites in accordance with Government policy.  There seems to be no rational reason or 
supporting evidence in this plan to put 2000 houses on a greenfield site in the 5 villages.  We are well aware that 
developers try very hard to get permission to build on greenfeidl because that is where they make most profit.  We 
hope our Council will resist this uneccesary intrusion and repsect the electorate's wish to develop the brownfield 
sensibly and responsibly.   13.1.9 onwards.  We know that the planning figures are out of date an based on pre-
recession forecasts and that new figures are required to provide an accurate evidence base.  It would have been 
helpful if ADC had been honest about this in the Local Plan.  We all support economic development of the area but 
that will not be achieved by building houses no one can buy in areas where there is little employemnt.  Much better to 
regenerate town centres so that people are encouraged to use local shops and facilities. 

646 Housing 
Allocations 

Para 13.1.8 The comments on Barnham Eastergate and Westergate are seriously in error: these villages suffer from 
lack of services: shops, transport and medical facilities are cronically poor. Residents have gto travel by car to the 
major centres to find these services. Road communications would not be improved by delivery of a bridge: the other 
ytraffic outflows through Fontwell and through Lidsey are curently inadequate. The far better choice of area for 
development is Ford: the airfield is brown land, there is a main line station ripe for development, there is scope to 
develop roads at minimum housing ruin cost, that could link to the Arundel by-pass and a better link to the A29 north 
of Arundel. 

648 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.13 There is no reason why all villages in the area could participate in delivering the Option ! level of housing 
growth. The levels of Option 2 would need sdubsidisuing to find buyers as demand for housing here is not strong 
enough currently to find buyers. 
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685 Housing 
Allocations 

THE HOUSING TARGET SEEMS TO BE A MUCH TOO VAGUE FIGURE. IT WAS BASED ON A FOUNDATION DOCUMENT 
THAT POINTED OUT THAT NOBODY CAN PREDICT ECONOMIC GROWTH CURRENTLY .. YET ADC PLANNING HAVE 
GRASPED A FANTASTICALLY OPTIMISTIC FIGURE WHIS IS NOT ALIGNED TO FIGURES ADC HAVE SIGNED UP TO 
RECENTLY. THERE ARE NEW BUILDS THAT CANNOT BE SOLD RIGHT NOW .. WHAT MAKES ADC PLANNING THINK 
THOUSANDS OF MORE NEW BUILDS CAN BE SOLD ? ..  THE TARGET SHOULD BE SCALED BACK TO A REASONABLE & 
PRAGMATIC FIGURE (AS ADC HAD ALREADY APPROVED). THE FIGURE CAN ALSO BE REVIEWED THROUGH THE PERIOD 
OF THE PLAN .. TAKING AN EXCESSIVE TARGET IN THESE TIMES IS SILLY. THE FIGURE IS BLATANTLY A REVERSE 
ENGINEERED EFFORT TO FIND FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR POINTLESS AND ENVIRONMENTALLY DAMAGING 
INFRASTRCTURE PROJECTS. THE COST OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE IS SO HIGH THAT THE PRICES OF THESE PROPERTIES 
WOULD BE BURDENED BY TENS OF THOUSANDS OF POUNDS, TAKING THEM OUT OF REACH OF AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING - SO A SELF DEFEATING OBJECTIVE. THE VILLAGES SHOULD BE STRUCK FROM THE SHORTLIST - IT CANNOT 
ACCOMODATE SUCH BUILD WITHOUT THE UNIQUE CHARACTER BEING DESTROYED. IT WOULD BECOME A 
SPRAWLING URBAN AREA. A29 - A ROAD TO NOWHERE FOR THE SIX VILLAGES IF THE JOBS ARE BOGNOR, 
LITTLEHAMPTON, WORTHING AND CHICHESTER. RATHER THAN DEVELOPING THIS ROAD - WHICH HAS NEVER BEEN 
VIEWED AS STRATEGIC BY WSCC - IT SHOULD BE DETRUNCATED, TRAFFIC ENCOURAGED TO USE ALTERNATIVE 
ROUTES, ESPECIALLY WITH THE EAST WEST ROUTES ALREADY UNDER DEVELOPMENT. THE DAMAGE THIS IDEA 
CARRIED IS TOO EXCESSIVE ..  

369 Housing 
Allocations 

1. Demand for housing I recognise and support the idea that there is a need to provide affordable local housing, 
indeed we have seen additional building over the past six years within the area. It is the scale of development to 
which I object. Original proposals (Option 1) made provision for smaller parish housing allocations in Eastergate, 
Barnham and Westergate; it now appears that the bulk of housing from various additional areas is being placed in one 
area for no clear reason other than to justify bypassing the road. With today's current recession and a static housing 
market, I question whether there is actually a demand for an additional 2000 houses within this small cluster of 
villages, as well as feeling that use of Greenfield sites is against policy. 

371 Housing 
Allocations 

3. Increased pressure on local amenities The schools in the villages of Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate are 
already at full capacity or oversubscribed. An adult currently has to wait at least a week to get an appointment with 
our own Doctor. An increasing population in our villages will further burden these already struggling services with no 
guarantee of additional facilities to cater for the increased population. The bus routes are ever decreasing (my son 
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uses the bus to travel to and from secondary school) and increased housing will only put more vehicles on the roads 
due to poor public transport provision within these semi rural locations. I understand that the process of development 
will mean that housing goes ahead without any guarantee that funding will be forthcoming to provide services to 
cater for the increased demand. In my opinion this is unacceptable. 

366 Housing 
Allocations 

Chapter: 13 Paragraph No: Policy No: SP8 Arun DC has already stated its preference for Option 1. A sudden inclusion 
of Option 2 with such a big increase in proposed housing provision is puzzling and unacceptable. Planning decisions 
should not be based upon what finances might be provided by developer(s) to, for example, build a new road or 
railway bridge. This approach totally undermines the purpose and process of local consultation and neighbourhood 
planning and decision-making (see chapter 2.6). The proposed 'Garden City'  type of development of over 2000 
houses in the three villages is little short of madness. The District Plan has some laudable elements within it, including 
some aspirational mission statements. Unfortunately these are just that – aspirational rather than practical or 
achievable, and the Option 2 proposal contradicts many of these statements. (see Policy SP 18). Our Prime Minister, 
David Cameron has talked about 'Not plonking housing estates next to villages' . Councillor Bower has stated that the 
building of 2000+ houses would not affect the keeping of green spaces between the villages. I would like him to 
explain and justify this statement. 13.1.8 The local infrastructure can barely cope at the moment. Roads, schools, 
health care and water capacity would need to be upgraded. Although a developer is supposed to provide funding to 
do this, the cost, together with road improvements and drainage would exceed developer contributions from 2000+ 
houses. I understand the under-funding could be in the region of £60M. 13.1.14 states that Brownfield sites should be 
considered before Greenfiled sites. My understanding is that there are a significant number of available Brownfield 
sites that could be used for housing, but there is nothing in the report to suggest that these have been taken into 
account before deciding on how many Greenfield sites might be used. Large scale development in the countryside is 
contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, which requires using Brownfield over Greenfield sites. 

480 Housing 
Allocations 

I disagree with the proposed Housing Delivery plans on the grounds that already local services are over subscribed 
and believe the volume of new homes is far too high. Sewerage has been a problem especially in Barnham during 
periods of heavy rain when the sewers overflow and, to date, somehow Southern Water have not been made to 
remedy the situation - considering the revenue they are raking, in they should be issued with an ultimatum - improve 
their operation or face severe penalties equal to the cost of the necessary improvements so that the Arun District 
Council can commission the work needed on the public sewerage system. The high water table is a fact of life in the 
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area in question and this massive development could mean existing homes facing regular foul flooding as a result. 

357 Housing 
Allocations 

The allocation of more than 2000 houses in the area when there are no jobs or infastructure to support them.  The 
village would lose it's uniqueness and each villages identuty would be lost forever.  The parish estimates that only 30 
new houses are needed so why are you proposing 2230?  The developments that have been built in recent years in 
Lime Avenue and along Barnham Road took ages to seel as there simply wasn't enough demand for them.  Existing 
houses coming onto the market are sitting there for months if not yers waiting to sell.  You are devalueing the price of 
existing houses in the village as there would be so many houses for sale it would surely mean that house prices would 
drop- simply supply and demand.  Again this is not taking into the economic wellbeing of existing residence and the 
effect it has on there homes.  Small scales developments within existing communities is one things but this is just 
massive housing estates plonked within small villages that local people do not need or want. 

405 Housing 
Allocations 

There is a need for social housing inthe area but would require an increase in the present infrastructure. 

421 Housing 
Allocations 

The policy as drafted makes provision for sufficient housing to meet the SEP target of 565 dwellings/year. As 
previously stated, Chichester DC considers that this target should be pursued as the minimum level of housing 
necessary to meet housing requirements in Arun and its wider sub-region.   The policy makes provision for a strategic 
housing allocation of 2,000 dwellings at Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate, which would be linked to improvements to 
the A29 including bridging the railway at Woodgate. Chichester DC has no objection to these proposals in principle, 
however we are concerned that there is a lack of detail and supporting evidence about both the development and the 
proposed road improvements. The policy contains no information on the likely timing of the development or 
associated road improvements (both of which appear to depend on whether the Council pursues the SEP housing 
target rather than its lower 'preferred' target).   Development of this scale would be likely to have significant 
implications in terms of increasing traffic flows on the A27 westbound towards Chichester City. It may also impact on 
other roads in Chichester District. In this case it may be appropriate for the development to contribute towards 
highways and/or junction improvements within Chichester District.   Chichester DC is currently undertaking transport 
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modelling to assess the impact of future development on the A27 and other roads in and around Chichester City. We 
understand that Arun DC is about to commission its own transport study and we have been consulted on the project 
brief. Once further transport studies have been undertaken, we consider that there will be a need for the two Councils 
to work jointly to assess the traffic impacts of proposed developments in both districts and identify coordinated 
transport mitigation packages for the A27 and any other affected routes.   Lastly, it is unclear whether the cumulative 
figure of 230 homes identified in the parish housing allocations for Barnham, Eastergate and Aldingbourne would be 
additional to the strategic allocation of 2,000 homes if it were to proceed. 

447 Housing 
Allocations 

2000 homes is like a small village, does the area need so many? Where will people work, to loose a greenfield site 
when either infill or brownfield sites could be used seems very short sighted. The new road seems only necessary if so 
many homes are built, it isn't going to connect to the A27 so will bring traffic directly into the heart of 
Barnham/Eastergate. 

455 Housing 
Allocations 

Whilst it is agreed that all parishes requires affordable and ongoing additional housing to meet local needs where is 
the requirement for an additional 2000 houses? Where are the jobs? Where are people going to raise mortgage 
capital from? It is already the case that existing similar schemes, such as at Felpham, involving the Bognor Relief Road 
aren't working because there is insufficient demand for the houses. Even if the additional hoses could be sold it has 
been estimated that the would be a need for an addition £50 - £100Billion of spending to improve infrastructure - 
doctors, sewerage, drainage etc.. How will this be financed? 

457 Housing 
Allocations 

I SUPPORT Option 1 and the parish allocations. I strongly OBJECT to Option 2. There is no proven NEED for such a large 
allocation of housing in the villages; indeed this would turn the villages into a town - hardly protecting the 
individuality of our villages and doing nothing to prevent. coalescence.It is particularly starnge that only last year ADC 
voted for allocations as per Option 1, yet suddenly Option 2 has been thrust upon us. I am left to conclude that the 
driving force behind Option 2 is purely to finance an A29 by-pass which has not been asked for by the residents in the 
villages who will be most impacted by the housing. The justification for the need of this by-pass is highly flawed and 
seems to boil down to the assumption that this will benefit Bognor Regis. No benefits whatsoever will come to the 
villages who will have to endure the building of 2230 houses. Indeed many of us will endure increased traffic 
congestions and noise as a result of your proposals. Additionally, these proposals will cause planning blight for those 
of us affected. I would ask the council if you have fully complied with with s. 13.1.14 where you state '' The 
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development of land that has not previously been developed (greenfield) should only be considered where brownfield 
land cannot be developed. In all instances, the development of residential gardens shall be strongly resisted.'' 

474 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1  Housing targets and locations appear to be based on the theoretical number of units needed to generate the 
money to pay for any A29 road building.  What evidence is there that there is a demand for these number of houses in 
these locations?  Where will the new residents in the Six Villages location find employment?  What about the impact 
of the additonal cars on the local roads? 

487 Housing 
Allocations 

I must strongly oppose the Option 2 level of housing development.  In the Westergate/Barnham/Eastergate/Yapton 
area, this level would lead to overloading of the existing infrastructure even with further large financial 
investments.  The existing transport arrangements do not cope with the current level of housing.  There are flooding 
issues in this are and those draining from it which would be worsened by extensive development.  Improvements 
were to be made north of Bognor Regis as part of developments there (the Bognor Relief Road).  Note how this still 
does not exist. The A27 and A29 cannot cope with current levels of traffic; addition of 2000 houses in this area would 
add 3000-4000 cars to roads at capacity.  With the current accident and fatality rate running at 1-2 deaths per year for 
these two roads (according to DfT), higher traffic levels would increase risk.  Note that Chichester cannot afford the 
necessary A27 upgrade work although it has been planned in various forms for over 10 years.  Note also the Arundel 
situation. 

869 Housing 
Allocations 

13. Housing Delivery Table 13.1 - Object The housing strategy set out within section 13 of the draft Local Plan appears 
somewhat confused. While the housing requirement within the South East Plan of an annual average of 565 dwellings 
per annum (4,637 over the period 2013 to 2028) is clear, the Council's attitude to this and their preferred level of 
housing growth of just 400 dwellings per annum is not. The NPPF states at paragraph 159 that local planning 
authorities should have a clear understanding of housing needs in their area. To do this, they should prepare a 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas 
cross administrative boundaries. Amongst other things, the guidance states that the SHMA should identify the scale 
and mix of housing that is required to meet the household and population projections taking account of migration and 
demographic change, and catering for housing demand and the scale of supply necessary to meet this demand. The 
Council has not yet published its updated SHMA to support the housing delivery strategy and so it is difficult to 



Page | 538  
 

comment on the up to date position. However, the most recent work commissioned by the Council is the 'Locally-
Generated Needs Study' (The Study) undertaken by GL Hearn and published in May 2010. Locally-Generated Needs 
Study - May 2010 The Study developed and assessed a range of projections for population and household growth in 
the District, and, reflecting the Council's desire to drive the local economy forward, reflect not only population and 
household projections but also what level of migration the local economy might be able to support, assuming 
different economic drivers and scenarios. Population and Household Projections The Study identifies that net in-
migration is crucial to the future health and development of the local population, as well as economy. The District has 
an ageing population and therefore net in-migration in age groups under 60 is important to both maintain the existing 
population base and also a balanced population structure. At the upper end of the range, the Study notes that the 
Government's 2008-based national level projections indicate substantial demand for housing within the District - a 
requirement for 865 dwellings per annum to 2026. Although this would represent and require delivery of over 50% 
more housing than the current South East Plan, it is reflected in other research including the former National Housing 
and Planning Advice Unit. The Study went on to test a number of scenarios of population and household growth 
below this upper level and concluded that their main trend-based projection (referred to in the Study as PROJ1) 
represents "a robust basis for strategic planning based on a 'locally-generated approach.....and projects a requirement 
for 12,200 homes over the plan period (then to 2026) equating to delivery of an annual average of 610 homes per 
annum (my emphasis) [1]. The Study comments on the lower levels of housing requirement set out in PROJ X of 425 
dwellings per annum as being driven by relatively short-term migration assumptions which are unrepresentative of 
the longer term levels of migration experienced in the District over the past twenty years. Employment Growth 
Projections The Study considered five levels of potential employment growth within the District, ranging from the 
lowest at 2,100 net additional jobs over the period 2006 - 26 and the highest at 9,400 jobs over the same period. With 
reference to the South East Plan, the scenarios suggested that the SEP's 3% growth in GVA target would require 
delivery of 670 dwellings per annum (PROJ11). The Study concluded that a realistic economic-driven scenario would 
fall somewhere between delivery of 230 - 380 net additional jobs per annum, requiring delivery of between 550 and 
670 additional homes per annum (my emphasis added) [2], and recommended that this level be considered as a floor 
rather than a ceiling, given the wider regional lack of supply when measured against demand. It is instructive to note 
that the authors of the Study comment that delivery of housing at a level of 465 homes per annum (around 15% 
higher than the Council's stated preference in the Consultation Draft Local Plan) would result in a very low level of 
employment growth of just over 2,100 jobs over a twenty year period and would thus make quite a limited 



Page | 539  
 

contribution to supporting economic regeneration. This scenario would result in a greater proportion of the 
population at or over the retirement age, and would also be very likely to result in housing demand exceeding supply, 
thus helping to drive up house prices and reduce the affordability of market housing [3]. Given this most recent 
evidence from the Locally-Generated Needs Study and the lack of any updated SHMA, the Commissioners object to 
the levels of housing growth proposed within the Draft Local Plan. The lower level (Option 1) number of 400 dwellings 
per annum is simply not justified or justifiable against the available evidence and would positively detract from the 
Council's stated aims of economic growth and regeneration, as well as driving up house prices and failing to meet 
identified needs and demands. The SEP figure remains important as the upper tier of the Development Plan, albeit no 
longer holding much relevance in terms of the Council's more recent evidence base. Therefore, pending scrutiny of 
the updated SHMA, the Commissioners consider that the Council should plan for delivery of at least 610 dwellings per 
annum over the period 2013 - 2028, or a total of 9,150 dwellings. The additional 675 dwellings that would be required 
to be accommodated should be allocated for a first phase of a sustainable urban extension at Bognor Regis (the first 
phase of the development area covered by the BREQ application), and then subsequent phases should be planned for 
within the next Plan period (2028 - 2043).   Policy SP8 - Support (part) and Object (part) The Commissioners support 
the strategic approach that the Council is taking to the provision of housing in the Barnham / Westergate / Eastergate 
area. The attached Vision document represents the preliminary analysis and concept for a sustainable new 
community that would share a range of facilities and infrastructure with the existing villages, but which would retain 
the separate identity of all three villages. The Vision document responds to the key elements set out under policy SP8 
as follows: Demonstrates capacity for over 2,100 homes within a comprehensive green infrastructure network; 
Incorporation of a deliverable route for the A29 alignment, shown indicatively on the Proposals Map; Inclusion of 
space for a new primary school and the potential for expansion of the existing St Philip Howard High School in 
Barnham; Space for a new convenience retail centre with close connections to the three villages as well as the new 
A29; and New east-west and north-south connections for pedestrians and cyclists, to enable residents within the 
three villages to move between the existing settlements and the new community as well as to travel south to the 
focus for jobs, higher order facilities and services at Bognor Regis, as well as to travel north to the South Downs 
National Park for recreation. However, in line with our representations on Housing Delivery Table 13.1 above, the 
Commissioners object to the omission of an allocation for a sustainable urban extension at Bognor Regis 
commensurate with the area covered by the BREQ application. A first phase of this development could be 
programmed to come forward in the latter part of the Plan period and could accommodate the additional 675 homes 
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required under the proposed housing requirement of 610 dwellings per annum. It could then accommodate further 
phases of development in the next Plan period up to its capacity of circa 2,500 dwellings. Parish and Town Council 
Housing Allocations   Table 13.2 sets out the housing allocations for parishes and town councils over the period to 
2028. The figures are expressed as minima, and while some appear reasonable, others appear rather low relative to 
the size and nature of the parish and settlement concerned.   This lack of clarity is mirrored in the evidence base. The 
background evidence for this table is referenced within the policy as the SHMA (2009), the SHLAA (2012) and the 
Habitats Regulations Assessment (2010). The SHMA is now three years old and does not provide a reasoned 
justification relative to the figures included within Table 13.2. The SHLAA is not intended to provide such a justification 
and we cannot find such justification within the HRA either.   We are therefore unclear about the rationale (and hence 
soundness) of the proposed allocations and object to this element of the strategic housing policy SP8 accordingly.   [1] 
Para 9.13 Arun District Council Locally-Generated Needs Study GL Hearn (May 2010) [2] Paragraph 9.23 Arun District 
Council Locally-Generated Needs Study - GL Hearn (May 2010) [3] Paragraph 9.28 Arun District Council Locally-
Generated Needs Study - GL Hearn (May 2010)   

870 Housing 
Allocations 

Planning for Uncertainty We welcome the Council's acknowledgment of the range of factors that may serve to delay 
the delivery of development. In particular we welcome the Council's stated position in paragraphs 13.1.17 and 13.1.19 
that it would consider use of its CPO powers if necessary to enable delivery. 

493 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate: It is impossible to build 2,000 houses in this area whilst maintaining the 
separation of the villages, and the planners know it. At the Barnham consultation, we were introduced to the idea of a 
'garden city' approach as if this were a positive benefit and given the example of green space in uban areas in Hyde 
Park. These are villages, not cities and we have absolutely no guarantee that affordable housing, with decent gardens 
and green spaces will be built. This is completely unsustainable and the thought that ADC will allow these green field 
sites to go under concrete for the profit of developers is appalling. If ADC cannot control small developments and 
ensure that they build in adequate drainage to avoid flooding, how are we to have confidence that they can have any 
influence over a 2,000 unit development? The number of houses is an arbitary figure arrived at by developers who 
seek to maximise their profit and move on - this is no way to plan a local community and it is appalling that it is being 
considered in this way. We were told by planning staff that if we wanted decent drainage in the villages, we would 
have to agree to this development as there is no other way that the council can afford to do the work. .    
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492 Housing 
Allocations 

The proposal to build 2000 new homes, on Green Belt Land, in addition to the basic housing expansion proposal for 
Barnham / Eastergate / Westergate, cannot be part of the final plan. It is unacceptable on so many counts and has 
clearly been included in the draft plan at the last minute and without thorough forethought. The more reasonable 
basic target of 400-500 new homes per annum is high but acceptable under the current housing shortage pressure. 
But not the 2000+ new home proposal. Even cursory consideration shows it to be a bad idea and no evidence is 
presented to the contrary. It is clear that this would create a new commuter town without any clear indication where 
the inhabitants would work or how the infrastructure could be made to cope. Local employment will not expand to 
absorb the 3500+ new people needing work so they will have to travel great distance with serious detrimental impact 
on local traffic and transport. And where is the money going to come from to expand the infrastructure and facilities 
in the area in a time of protracted stagnant economic development. This proposal also contravenes several Council 
and Government policies including, not building on Green Belt land, preserving rural 'village' nature of local area and 
decreasing proportion of long distance commuter journeys. And this is before the glaring problem of drainage is 
raised. Nothing in the draft plan explains how this increasing problem will be addressed and dealt with. 

360 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writingto make an emphatic OBJECTION to OPTION 2 for the building of over 2300 new houses in the 
Aldingbourne,Barnham andEastergate areas. It is appalling that consideration is being given to building on green 
belt,and the fact that green fields are not supposed to be built on, particularlywhen there are other viable options 
(brown fields available)within the area. This area is well known for localised flooding and often areas of it are under 
water with relatively low levels of rain fall. I may not have lived in the area all of my life but have certainly lived and 
worked within the villages for nigh on ten years. On may occasions over the years trying to pick a way to/from home 
which does not involve flooding my car have been many. Perhaps you had better check how often the A29 has been 
closed or partially closed due to flooding near Lidsey!! And if I remember rightly there is a mark on the railway bridge 
in Barnham for the depth of flood water previously! Not only is the area prone to flooding, if there are poor sewerage 
systems in the area, is this not presenting a very large health risk to people who live within this area, when flood 
water ends up mixed with sewerage. There are very little jobs in the area, even Barnham has a number of shops that 
remain closed and Sussex Business Village has had units vacant for an absolute age. Where are all these people 
actually going to work, not around here that is for sure. You will be forcing yet more individuals onto already 
overstretched roads. There is no way around that, when there is next to no bus service available, unless they all want 
to sit in their homes, given there is no service after 6.30 p.m. or on Sundays/public holidays. And if I am told correctly 
if there is too much rain they don't run!!!! Not only that, over the last few years there has been no end of traffic chaos 
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with either Gas or Electric companies digging holes in the Barham Road, even at times practically bringing the village 
into a no go zone. What with the already chaotic system now that paying for parking has produced a total mess with 
everyone attempting to park for free, therefore making it total madness at peak times and an accident waiting to 
happen, particularly when the kids are pouring out of the train station. Schools are already subscribed and I am not 
sure what it is going to happen to the doctor's surgeries, I suppose we might get an appointment for the in following 
month, if you are seriously considering putting 5,000plus individuals into our villages. Well truth be told, it won't be 
villages any more but an urban sprawl with no real identity and certainly nothing going for it. Option 2 would totally 
decimate the countryside and villages, Option 1 would be a far more reasonable option if new homes really are 
required in the villages, but given the number that are going up around Bognor and Felpham, it would have to be 
really considered if even more are really needed. I certainly say a very big NO to option 2. 

359 Housing 
Allocations 

As a resident of Woodgate, I am writing to object to the above as I believe there are several reasons why this would 
not work in a positive way for our local community. The proposed housing of 2,230 houses is immense and the local 
infrastructure simply cannot cope with this amount of housing. It would bring in double that amount of vehicles 
(bearing in mind that most house owners own two cars) and with the roads being already very congested in the 
mornings and evenings and at weekends, would just make matters worse. The recent flooding must also be an 
indication that too many houses have already been built in the surrounding area - I've never until this year seen Hook 
Lane and nearby areas flooded as they were recently and it's of great concern to me that there are plans afoot to 
build on land that is clearly not appropriate for this kind of activity. The local infrastructure - the schools, doctor's 
surgery and the sewerage would come under greater pressure. The local junior school is already full and would simply 
not to able to cope with a bigger influx of pupils. Transport is another problem - there are poor public transport links - 
and this would be inclined to make traffic worse. There is congestion enough presently without more cars on what is 
already a burgeoning system. Please do consider these points carefully. The surrounding area consists of several lovely 
small villages - the reason why people are buying here - but with more houses built, they would eventually merge into 
a 'new town' which is not what local people are wishing for. 

338 Housing 
Allocations 

WHAT A CRAZY IDEA! 2300 EXTRA HOUSES ON A SITE NOT MUCH BIGGER THAN YOUR AVERAGE FARM. YOU COULD' 
NT KEEP THAT MANY DAIRY COWS ON THAT ACREAGE LET ALONE UP TO 6000 + PEOPLE. 6000+ PEOPLE WOULD 
REQUIRE AT LEAST 4000 CARS TO GET AROUND. 6000+ PEOPLE WOULD MAKE ON AVERAGE 3 CAR JOURNEYS A DAY 
THAT'S 12000 EXTRA CAR MOVEMENTS A DAY, WITHOUT SERVICE/DELIVERY VEHICLES. HMM! SOUNDS LIKE CHAOS 
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TO ME I KNOW, LETS BUILD A BYPASS OVER OR AROUND WOODGATE LEVEL CROSSING THAT SOUNDS LIKE A GOOD 
IDEA THEN WE CAN ENCOURAGE EVEN MORE TRAFFIC TO COME NORTH OUT OF BOGNOR REGIS TO ADD TO THE 
ALREADY CONGESTED 'B'  ROADS (BARNHAM ROAD AND NYTON ROAD). THEN THERE'S THE WASTE WATER 
PRODUCED BY THESE 6000+ PEOPLE ON AVERAGE 150 LITRES EACH A DAY. THAT'S ENOUGH TO FILL OVER TWO AND 
A HALF OLYMPIC SIZE SWIMMING POOLS A WEEK. OH THEN THERE'S THE SERVICE WATER RUNOFF, WILL THE 
CONCENTRATED CHANNELS OF WATER CAUSE PROBLEMS WITH FLOODING ON SITE OR FURTHER DOWN STREAM I 
SAY YES LOOK AT THIS SUMMERS FLOODING AT LIDSEY! HOW LONG WAS THE A29 SHUT FOR?. POOR OLD LIDSEY 
SEWAGE WORKS. WHERE ARE ALL THE EXTRA KIDS GOING TO GO TO SCHOOL? HOW LONG WOULD WE THEN HAVE 
TO WAIT FOR A DOCTORS APPOINTMENT? ITS 3 WEEKS NOW! ONCE OPEN FIELDS DISAPPEAR THEY NEVER GET 
REINSTATED. THERE WILL BE A LOSS OF OUR VILLAGE ATMOSPHERE AND COMMUNITY IDENTITY IF THESE HOUSES 
WERE ALOUD TO BE BUILT. I DO CONSIDER THIS AMOUNT OF HOUSING TO BE DETRIMENTAL TO THE PRESENT 
VILLAGES AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES FOR THE ABOVE REASONS. I DO BELIEVE THAT THESE COMMUNITIES HAVE 
'DONE THERE BIT'  IN ALLOWING SO MANY HOUSES AND ESTATES TO HAVE BEEN BUILT ALREADY WITHIN THEIR 
PARISH BOUNDARIES OVER RECENT YEARS. I THINK THAT OPTION 1 STEADY GROWTH WITHIN THE PARISH 
BOUNDARIES IS THE FAVOURITE OPTION. I THINK THAT RAILTRACK SHOULD BE BROUGHT TO ACCOUNT ABOUT THE 
LENGTH OF WAITING TIME AT THE WOODGATE LEVEL CROSSING FOR VEHICLES. SOME DAYS THE WAITING TIME IS 
UNNECESSARILY PROLONGED THROUGH INEFFICIENCIES DOWN TO THEIR COMPANY. 

336 Housing 
Allocations 

I was very disturbed when I saw the plans for the proposed building in The Barnham, Eastergate area! Why are you 
targeting prime agricultural land when there are many more suitable Brownfield sites in the area? I do not understand 
this when we are being told about food growing shortages. Once these fields are built on there will be no getting them 
back. Why has the government decided it is ok to build on green belt I thought it was to protect our lovely 
countryside.I regularly go for walks around Eastergate and when I look at the lovely fields and think of them covered 
with houses it makes me very sad 

335 Housing 
Allocations 

Chap 13.1.8 Chap 20 What are you doing?!You are going todestroyone of the areas in Arun that you should be proud 
of having.The road and extra housing will ruin the character of our rural villages. Schools will be oversubscribed - 
resulting in even more traffic (chap 16 Policy SP30) as children will have to travel further away to get their education. 
It is well known that oursewagesystem is already working at full capacity. The doctors surgery cannot support any 
more patients.How can building more houses on a flood plain be a good thing? It is highly likely Bognor will suffer 
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more flooding as a result - how is this going to make Bognor appealing to investors? To remedy all these issues will be 
costly -will the developers contributions from 2000 houses be enough to fund this? 

798 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.6 Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate should only be designated for growth in line with Option 1.  The growth 
should be limited to the numbers set out in Table 13.2.  Policy SP8 should be amended accordingly with the deletion 
of the Barnham-Eastergate-Westergate super growth area. The additional housing would just attract commuters, 
which is contrary to the key aim of the Plan to increase local employment.  Such development would destroy the 
village character of the area and so act against the Council's own objective of preserving village character.  The local 
infrastructure and sewage system cannot cope with such a large increase in housing. I would strongly support 
13.1.14.    The upgrading of the A29 road is not required if the planned upgrade of the A259 (west bypass) is taken 
into account.  The proposal to route the upgraded A29 into west Barnham should be dropped.  

783 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.6 Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate should only be designated for growth in line with Option 1. The growth 
should be limited to the numbers set out in table 13.2. SP8 should be amended accordingly with the deletion of the 
Barnham - Eastergate-Westergate super growth area. To go for option 2 would fundamentally change the character of 
the area, and is contrary to National Planning Policy Framework which demands use of Brownfield sites first. There is 
little local employment for such a housing increase, and the local infrastructure cannot cope now. The housing will 
just attract more commuters, which is not in line with the stated objectives earlier in the plan. The development as 
proposed in Option 2 with the development of a "super village" Barnham- Eastergate-Westergate will destroy the 
village character of the area contrary to Arun's own objective of preserving such village character. I would strongly 
support 13.1.14. The upgrading of the A29 Road is not required if the planned upgrade of the A259 (West Bypass) is 
taken into account. 

835 Housing 
Allocations 

I object .Westergatone is not the best place for devlopment for the following reasons: the infrastructure is already 
limited and cannot support extra houses because people already need to travel elsewhere for employment, shopping, 
healthcare,education and other essential services. Furthermore, the district cannot support extra pressure on 
transport and roads even with a bridge over the railway crossing. It is better that Ford be developed as a brownsite 
area with access to a mainline station and the opportunity to develope road access to an Arundel bypass and the 
A29.     
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Allocations 

Arun District Housing Need 2013-2028   Review of the Arun District Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
2009   (Note, this report is replete with typographical errors which makes proper understanding of the content 
difficult at times. These errors have been corrected in the extract below)   5. AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEED   5.1 Arun 
has one of the most acute needs for affordable housing in the Coastal West Sussex Housing Market. This is as a result 
of a combination of market conditions, low earning bias and a small existing Social Housing stock.   5.3 Figure 5, 
below, shows the results of the assessment, which estimates that the net annual (affordable) housing need in Arun is 
between 447 and 658 households. This compares to an annual housing requirement for 565 homes per annum in the 
final South East Plan Regional Spatial Strategy.   The lower estimate is based on acute need for social rented housing 
from those in reasonable preference groups. The higher estimate is based on meeting the need of all those on the 
Council's waiting list. These estimates assume that the backlog of need is met over a ten year period which seems 
realistic, but is longer than assumed in other needs assessments.   Figure 5: Comparison of Net Annual Housing Need 
and RSS Targets   ArunCoastal West Sussex Net Annual Housing Need (High)6581876 Net Annual Housing Need 
(Low)4471194 Region Spatial Housing Target5651550 % of RSS Target (High)(116%)(121%) % of RSS Target Low 79% 
77%     5.4 . Figure 6 shows in Arun, the greatest demand is for smaller properties, with 41% people requiring one 
bedroom properties     Figure 6: Affordable Housing Size Requirements, Coastal West Sussex Housing Market   1-Bed2-
Bed 3-Bed 4-BedTotal Arun 168415447011594088 41%38%17%4%100% Coastal West Sussex66394018193236312952 
% of Total51%31%14%2%100%   Figure 7 shows the level of households on waiting and transfer lists requiring 
different sizes of affordable property, using CORE lettings data from 2007/08   Figure 7: Affordable Housing 
Requirements by Bed Size in Arun District - General Needs   1-Bed 2-Bed 3-Bed 4+BedTotal Waiting 
List168415447011594088 Lettings Per Annum89106484247 Ratio18.914.514.639.716.5   The report and the above 
extract indicate that Arun District has a requirement for affordable homes of between 447 and 658 per annum over 
the plan period, mainly with either 1 or 2 bedrooms. We will return to this figure at the end of the Hearn report 
below.   Review of the Locally Generated Needs Study (Hearn) 2010   The review introduced the then existing housing 
objective, thus;   2.2 The South East Plan has established a requirement to deliver 11,300 dwellings across the District 
between 2006-26, equivalent to 565 dwellings per annum - a slight reduction on the level required in the Structure 
Plan. This superseded the Structure Plan when it was adopted in May 2009.   2.4 Work on developing the LDF Core 
Strategy is progressing to meet development needs to 2026. The Council consulted on 'options for growth' between 
February to April 2009. Based on development completed, outstanding planning consents and evidence from the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment regarding the capacity of existing urban areas, the Council has 
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indicated a need for development of between 5,500 - 6,000 dwellings on greenfield land to meet South East Plan 
requirements. The Options for Growth Consultation identified four (3?) potential spatial options for accommodating 
this. These were:   Option 1: Sustainable Urban Extensions to Bognor & Littlehampton Option 2: Ford Eco-Town 
Option 3: Sustainable Urban Extension to Littlehampton with a significant amount of development in the 
Villages.   2.22 The Paper (May 2010 Conservative Green Paper) sets out that transitional arrangements would be 
based on the so-called 'Option 1' numbers which local authorities proposed as part of the Regional Spatial Strategies 
processes. These 'locally generated' estimates are a reasonable assessment of housing need, including affordable 
housing. The Conservative Party Paper expects that these Option 1 numbers would be used by local authorities as the 
baseline for projections and engagement with the community and neighbourhoods, and would be used as provisional 
housing numbers in their Local Development Frameworks until new Local Plans are completed. For Arun District, the 
'Option 1' numbers would be delivery of 9,300 dwellings over the plan period to 2026, equating to 465 dwellings per 
annum.   2.23 The Party also proposes to bring forward financial incentives to local authorities to deliver new housing, 
allowing local authorities to retain Council Tax receipts from new housing development, as well as Business Rate 
receipts from new commercial development, for a period of 6 years. It proposes additional measures, passing down a 
proportion of money raised through a new local tariff (which would replace the proposed Community Infrastructure 
Levy) to the community in which the development took place; and allowing provision for voluntary agreements by 
developers to compensate nearby householders for the impact of development on their amenity, in return for 
support.   2.24 The proposals for 'locally generated' housing targets to be included within Local Plans is a key driver of 
this work, which considers what this might mean in terms of the housing requirement for Arun District to 2026 and 
2031.   3.41 A key conclusion of the SHMA was the need to address structural infrastructure deficiencies, specifically 
the capacity of the A27, in order to support economic development. The Assessment identified a need for a coherent 
economic strategy for Coastal West Sussex which: Clarified the role and function of the main towns within the sub-
region; Addressed delivery barriers to bringing forward major housing sites, employment development and associated 
infrastructure; Provided a clear strategy to address worklessness and deliver upskilling to support longterm 
improvements in housing affordability; and Sought to identify and bring forward mixed use strategic development 
sites which provided both housing and employment opportunities.   The Locally Generated Needs Study has drawn on 
a range of data sources and has a base date of 2006   In addition, a new national Census is due to be conducted in 
March 2011 with results likely to be available towards the end of 2012 (or early 2013)   9.23 Figure 9.1 summarises the 
projections developed. Our view is that a realistic economic driven scenario would fall somewhere between achieving 
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delivery of 230 - 380 net additional jobs per annum over the plan period (equivalent to between 4,600 - 7,600 
additional jobs between 2006-26).   Recommendation of the Locally Generated Needs Study;   This would require 
delivery of between 550 - 670 additional homes per annum.   Figure 7.9 Comparison of Projections for Household 
Growth, 2006-26   ScenarioHousing Numbers 2006-2026 Per annum 20 years   Zero migration (PROJ 2)-132-2,650 Zero 
employment growth (PROJ 7)3627,244 Recent trend based (PROJ X)4258,510 4% Employment Growth (105 jobs pa) 
(PROJ 8)4478,937 2.7% GVA Growth pa post 2013 ( 230 jobs pa) (PROJ 9)54810,953 RSS56511,300 Long term trend 
based (PROJ 1)60912,189 3.0% GVA Growth pa post 2013(330 jobs pa) (PROJ 10)62812,566 3.0% GVA Growth pa (380 
jobs pa) (PROJ 11)66913,373 3.5% GVA Growth pa (470 jobs pa) (PROJ 12)74114,824 CLG 
projections86517,295       Note 1; The Draft Local Plan is considering 2 options; Option 1 for 425 homes per annum. 
Option 2 for 565 homes per annum.   Note 2; The 2009 SHMA concluded that Arun District has a requirement for 
affordable homes of between 447 and 658 per annum over the plan period, mainly with either 1 or 2 bedrooms.   This 
would mean that the whole of planned new housing for Arun District over the plan period should be affordable 
homes, mainly of 1 & 2 bedrooms.                 Likely Accuracy of Economic & Demographic Forecasts   The WSCC Spatial 
Area factsheet - Arun 2012, said;   Population Forecast Current projections suggest that there could be around 
160,000 residents in Arun by 2026 an increase of around 11%. (The 2011 census has shown unexpected population 
growth in some areas, but not others.)     Employment Forecast It is difficult to predict the path of the economy. 
However, according to the West Sussex LEA, pre' recession forecasts suggest that employment growth would be 
mainly in the financial and business services and public sectors. Given the Government's deficit reduction plans, it 
seems unlikely that non' market services will be a driver of growth in the short to medium term.   In March 2010 
SEEDA said;   The average annual rate of growth in GVA is projected to be 2.3% in coastal West Sussex, compared to 
2.7% in the South East.   Economic Experts say; But many authorities, Richard Pestell, an employment expert and 
senior associate at Roger Tym & Partners, said, were still using pre-recession forecasts from the regional strategies. 
For example, he said that forecasts of jobs growth, drawn up for the former East of England Regional Assembly to 
inform local authority plans in the region between 2011 and 2031, halved between August 2008 and August 2010. 
They show that in 2008, 699,300 jobs were expected to be created over the period - but just two years later, just 
350,200 were expected.   The 2010 Arun Hearn report says;   This projection (3.0% GVA growth p.a. post 2013) also 
assumes that productivity between 2006-9 changed in line with national rates recorded by ONS, and between 2010-13 
will respond in a similar way to the recovery from previous recessions in the early 1980s and early 1990s   GL Hearn 
said in its 2011 Horsham report -   that growth was now expected to be more moderate than previously forecast 
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reflecting the prospect of a further recession in the Eurozone     An Economic Strategy for West Sussex 2012 - 2020 
says;   The recovery from this recession is not following the patterns of recoveries from previous ones, because the 
2008/09 recession was a financial one, more akin to the 1930s, rather than a strictly economic one that occurred in 
the 1980s and 1990s.The failure of capital markets drove liquidity and confidence out of the economy and GDP 
plunged by 6% in the UK in two years. It is, therefore, no surprise that confidence is still fragile and growth is slow to 
return. Currently the economy appears, at best, to be 'flat' lining', with little prospect of returning to anything 
approaching robust growth in the foreseeable future.       BBC Radio 4 on August 18 2012 included the following;   A 
recent fall in UK business output (Gross Domestic Product) has been accompanied by a RISE in employment - which is 
counter to economist's expectations. This is considered to be connected to the shift towards part-time and temporary 
employment, since the total number of hours worked continues to fall as does average household income and 
average household spending. These factors contribute to a continuing fall in overall average general demand for 
products.   Prudent District Planning   Given the volatility and unpredictability of the economies of western Europe 
and the UK, how can district councils prudently plan for the future of their local areas and their citizens?   The 2010 
Local Needs Study by GL Hearn concluded with these words;   The Locally Generated Needs Study has drawn on a 
range of data sources and has a base date of 2006. A number of the sources used are updated regularly and this 
provides the opportunity for the Council to monitor changes in the underlying demographic and economic situation in 
the district.   The Local Needs Study was completed in 2010. Economic recovery has not followed previous recession / 
recovery patterns. The latest forecasts are still gloomy. The local planning period is 15 YEARS, which is an AGE in 
economic terms. None of the economic experts have any confidence in predicting economic performance over that 
period. The 2011 census has shown unexpected population growth in some areas, but not others.   The employment 
situation in Arun District is very poor, and is a ringing indictment of both central and local government ability to 
influence the economic development of the region.   Increasing the number AND skill level of jobs in Arun must be the 
NUMBER ONE priority for the new Local Plan. This can only be done by supporting existing employers AND 
encouraging new employers to come into the district.   Housing delivery CANNOT lead this desperately needed growth 
in economic performance.   Housing delivery must SUPPORT actual and sustained ACHIEVEMENT in economic 
growth.   This means that housing delivery must be SYNCHRONISED with actual achievement in economic growth.   GL 
Hearn recommends continuous monitoring of a range of at least SEVEN data sets (which do not, but need to, include 
economic performance forecasts and indicators) in order for the Council to properly understand economic and 
demographic development and thereby properly understand the development of real housing needs.   We support 



Page | 549  
 

this proposal for continuous monitoring and continuous adjustment of the Local Plan to meet the REAL NEEDS of the 
district.   Unfortunately the "key indicators" that the Draft Local Plan says will be monitored do NOT include any of the 
base data monitoring that Hearn recommends.   The Arun District Draft Local Plan is committed to taking a stab in the 
dark at future demographic and economic development and blindly pursuing a non-sustainable programme of 
development to meet that fixed stab in the dark prediction.   To leave brown-field sites undeveloped whilst sacrificing 
large areas of the greenfield assets of this district, in the pursuit of hoped-for economic growth and locally-desired but 
regionally non-strategic infrastructure development, is an act of wanton folly that shows complete disregard for the 
policy and principles of SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT.   THIS IS EXACTLY WHAT THE ARUN DISTRICT DRAFT LOCAL 
PLAN PROPOSES. Sustainable Housing Delivery     2013-2028 (Option 1) Total Housing Supply (including sites with 
planning permission up to December 2011 and sites with potential within settlements as identified in the SHLAA, 
2012)46374637 Draft Local Plan Target6000 (400p.a. x 15yrs)8475 (565 p.a. x 15 yrs) Shortfall/ Surplus-1363-
3838   Brownfield BEFORE Greenfield   A Core Planning Principle within the Nation Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
reads as follows;   Encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield 
land)   The draft local plan for housing delivery FAILS to follow the NPPF guidelines for the sequence of selection of 
sites for development.   The NPPF guidelines say the sequence should be;   First - sites within settlement (built up 
area) boundaries Second - Sites outside settlements (SOS) which are Brownfield sites Third - SOS which are Greenfield 
sites.   In order to follow this sequence, the draft local plan would need to;   First - correctly identify the nature of all 
the sites Second - group together brownfield sites outside settlements for 3rd priority selection.   The draft local plan 
does not properly identify the nature of all SOS sites   The draft local plan does not group brownfield SOS 
together.   Examples of incorrect site designation;   The site 48 detail entry includes the following;   Site Address West 
End Nursery, Roundstone Lane, Angmering, Site Area (ha) 10.44 Description of site The site consists of a large nursery 
site with a number of greenhouses and car parking space on edge of settlement. Access is off Roundstone Lane. 
Current/previous landuse Horticulture Type of site Greenfield   How can a site with "a number of greenhouses and car 
parking" be classified as "Greenfield"?     The site Y15 detail entry includes the following;   Site ref Y15 Settlement 
Yapton Parish group Villages Site Address Cinders Lane Nursery and works to the rear Site Area (ha) 2.04 Description 
of site Number of vacant looking greenhouses (on a commercial scale) with access down a very narrow lane, Cinders 
Lane. Existing buildings would require demolition Current/previous landuse Horticulture Type of site 
Greenfield   Again, how can a site with a description "Number of vacant looking greenhouses (on a commercial scale) 
with access down a very narrow lane, Cinders Lane. Existing buildings would require demolition" be classified as 
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"Greenfield".   The site WE1 detail entry includes the following;   WE1 Settlement Westergate Parish group Villages 
Site Address Land at Nyton Nursery Site Area (ha) 4.43 Description of site The site consists of a large nursery site with 
a number of buildings including a greenhouse, agricultural buildings and land. The site is located on the edge of the 
urban area. Access is off Nyton Road. Current/previous landuse Horticulture, Agriculture Type of site 
Greenfield   Again, how can a site with this description be classified as "greenfield"?   These are only 3 examples that 
we have discovered so far. There will almost certainly be more. ADC needs to revisit the site classification of all of the 
SOS sites in the draft local plan.           Brownfield Sites Outside Settlements (SOS)   An examination of the SHLAA for 
the Villages, shows the potential number of dwellings that could be built on BROWNFIELD SOS sites in the inland 
villages (pending adjustment if further errors in ADC's site classification is; 6849   For Bognor Regis the number 
(pending adjustment) is; 55   For Littlehampton the number (pending adjustment is; 233   For Arundel the number 
(pending adjustment) is; 20   This gives a total "Dwellings on Brownfield Sites Outside Settlements" of 7157.   This 
represents almost TWICE the Option 2 shortfall, without using a single Greenfield site.   This would also allow for far 
less than the maximum 5000 dwellings to be built at Ford whilst still meeting the option-2 target, if that target proved 
to be valid.   Sustainability of Housing Location   The NPPF guidelines clearly encourage new housing to be located as 
close as possible to sources of employment.   The guidelines even recommend "mixed" new development where 
residential and business developments are located together.   The objective of this co-location of residential and 
business development is to reduce the carbon footprint of both types of development by reducing the amount of 
often single occupancy car journeys carrying workers from home to their place of work.   The Arun District Draft Local 
Plan currently proposes placing all of the business development in the 2 coastal towns whilst placing 80% of the new 
housing in the inland villages.   This plan defies logic and disregards sustainability principles and policy.           

813 Housing 
Allocations 

A site of 2000+ homes would change the rural nature of the surrounding villages as well as create further pressure on 
the road and transport network. Schools and doctors surgeries are already at full capacity and new premises would 
have to be built - adding classrooms onto existing schools will not be adequate. There is already insufficient parking 
for Barnham train station. The new development would see an increase in commuters without the provision for 
parking. 

580 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8 - English Heritage welcomes and supports the 8th and 12th main criteria for the strategic housing allocation 
at Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate, but the 8th should also refer to the Barnham (Church Lane) Conservation Area to 
the south-east of the identified area. English Heritage welcomes and supports the third criterion for the strategic 
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housing allocation at Angmering. The Parishes and Towns listed in the Policy contain a number of heritage assets 
which may be affected by the residential development proposed. It is not clear on what basis the allocations for the 
Parish and Town Councils have been made - specifically to what extent the historic environment has been taken into 
account in deriving these allocated numbers of dwellings. English Heritage will assess the allocations for the Parish 
and Town Councils on a specific site by site basis and reserves the right to make comments on these when identified 
through Neighbourhood Development Plans - a lack of objection or comment on these allocations at this stage should 
not be seen as necessary acceptance of these allocations by English Heritage. 

637 Housing 
Allocations 

The designation of Angmering as a site for some 490 homes creates the following concerns; The existing infrastructure 
and facilities are based on a small village development. The Bramley Green development has already placed a strain 
on the existing medical and dental facilities which now mean there is a considerable wait for appointments. The 
existing schools are at capacity with larger than ideal class sizes. The existing road network out of the village and 
particularly the A259 is already severely congested. Existing developments for ASDA at Ferring and Morrisons at 
Littlehampton together with the expansion of Sainsburys at Rustington will only add to the traffic on the A259.  The 
land proposed for the development is off a small single carriageway and the additional traffic from this flowing down 
to a roundabout on the A259 will be immense. Already at times the traffic on the A259 is at a slow crawl.  The existing 
village shops are small local ammenties and not as extensive as East Preston or Rustington. The increase in traffic 
therefore from Angmering to other larger retail centres will increase and only add to the congestion and be counter to 
the plan's strategy under 4.8 above.  Accordingly, the proposal for these additional houses at such a large number 
would severly impact the infrastructure such that Angmering would become a dormitory town with no centre. The 
increase in traffic would mean the existing roads, not just the A259, would be congested. An example is Arundel road 
which is a narrow road out of the village to the A27 and which serves a school. Traffic flow is constrained by the width 
of the road and cars parked outside the local houses. There is no mention in the plan of any other provision for 
infrastructure improvements other than the A259.  There is only one cycle lane along the A259. Cycle lanes in the 
villages are non-existent. There are provisions for cyclists to avoid the traffic calming measures but no designated 
lane. The increase in traffic will have a detremental effect on cycling without due consideration to improvements in 
the provision of cycle lanes. The existing medical centres and schools are already at capacity and further increases in 
population would overload the provision. There is no mention in the plan of additional facilities with any firm intent. 
The existing sewage and water infrastructure is already considered to be at capacity. There is no mention of 
infrastructure improvements.  



Page | 552  
 

578 Housing 
Allocations 

I am opposed to this plan to put all of the future housing development in one rural area of 
Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate. I would like to know what criteria was used to locate such a large scale housing 
development over green fields when brown field sites such as Ford Airfield have not been ignored.  I attend one of 
your display secession at Westergate Community Center and when asked they did not seem to be able to tell me WHY 
this area has been chosen for such a vast development that will change the character and nature of our environment. 
I was told in no uncertain terms that Arun District Council are NOT considering any other areas of the target number 
of houses they need to build to meet central movements demands. I would like to know why Arun District is only 
considering this area out of the whole district. Surely it would make more sense to spread the 2300 house proposed 
throughout the district rather than to build them all in one area. Additionally I was told by a member of Arun District 
Council staff 'even if everyone complains we can still build the development and if no one does we might not' . This 
does not sound like democracy to me! I have been a resident of Westergate village for the last 13 years and we are 
very proud to be a village. This development will double the number of houses over the five villages of Westergate, 
Eastergate, Barnham, Walberton and Yapton. Surely you can see that the nature of our villages will change, as we will 
become one urban sprawl. I have huge concerns over the environmental impact of this development, the pressures on 
the infrastructure such as schools/doctors, sewage and of coarse the traffic. Arun District Council display stated a 
bypass would be put in but I don't see how this would be sustainable. Already I have to queue onto the A27 from the 
Nyton Road on a regular bases and my husband has the same problem at the Fontwell roundabout. The proposed 
levels of housing will create gridlock on the roads, how will the people living in these houses get places in schools are 
they are all full and I struggle to get doctors appointments now! An article in the Telegraph on the 9 th January 2012 
David Cameron stated 'Our reforms will make it easier for communities to say 'we are not going to have big plonking 
housing estate landing next to the village, but we would like 10, 20, 30 extra houses and we would like them built in 
this way, to be built for local people''¦. Villages will be able to designate new green spaces in their local plans, that 
they want to keep, that is a protection that they don't necessarily have now.'  How can you support this development 
that when the prime minister states it should not be happening. I can understand the housing needs to be build buut 
by what logic do you place all the housing in one area. How is this sustainable? There is a very limited bus service. 
From what I understand the there seems to be little need for this level of housing in Arun at the time. Additionally I 
am very concerned about the enviromental impact this development would have. I walk with my dog and children in 
these area daily and we regularly see buzzards, swallows, swifts, yellowhammers, woodpeckers and a variety of other 
birds. This afternoon there was five dragonflies swooping around me. Our garden often has lots of garden birds and a 
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grass snake is currently living in our pond. If you create this development all of this will go. How can you want to use 
this area when other sites do not have this level of diversity. 

729 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 While the coastal towns will continue to remain the focus for a high proportion of mixed development during 
the plan period new strategic housing growth will be focused on (i) the villages of Barnham, Eastergate and 
Westergate and (ii) areas in and around Angmering. Both areas provide a relatively good range of local shops and 
services, including education, health facilities and mainline rail stations. Growth at these locations would provide for 
the delivery of critical infrastructure, open space and recreation areas suitable for the needs of a growing population 
while also helping to maintain the distinctive character of individual villages. Additional growth in both these areas 
would provide a stimulus for the provision of additional and improved services and facilities for the benefit of the local 
population, thereby reducing the need to travel to larger settlement areas.   Regarding the point above, am very 
concerned as to how 2000 extra homes will in any way go about, "helping to maintain the distinctive character of 
individual villages". In what way, or ways, will such a large development be positive additions to Aldingbourne, 
Barnham and Eastergate (ABE)? Where are the brownfield sites that the housing will be built on? Further, in regard to 
Housing Delivery section as a whole, and road building in specific, surely nothing can be decided regarding the 
proposed A29 bypass which, as presented here, would slice through ABE, totally destroying, "the distinctive character 
of individual villages.", rather than providing them with any real benefit, until the Bognor Relief Road has been 
completed - which is scheduled to take at least another 4 years. 

629 Housing 
Allocations 

As the western route (A) is the most sensible for a rerouted A29 the obvious first location should be west of 
Westergate. Already recommended by structure plan inspectors, this area has other advantages over the south of 
Eastergate site. It is on average 2 meters higher and above the rife flood plains. It contains a significant proportion of 
derelict glasshouses, scrubland and poor grazing rather than prime agricultural land. Traffic from the development 
would go to the new road and will avoid the villages. The site is next to an existing settlement but will not produce 
coalescence of the villages. Westergate has an old oversubscribed primary school  and no medical facilities. These 
deficiencies could be rectified by a development. Latest figures from Hallam Land suggest about 1000 houses could 
finance the new road all the way to the A27. This number would not swamp the area. The population of the villages 
would be overwhelmed by the suggested number of over 2000 and any more than is needed to construct the new 
road should be shared amongst the villages and the town fringes. Maybe an allocation to Shripney/Lidsey could 
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finance a continuation of the road south of the bends 

744 Housing 
Allocations 

Angmering has already had a significant development on Bramley Green. The existing road network is already under 
strain with congestion out along Station Road and Roundstone Lane to the A259. Both are relatively narrow roads. 
Roundstone Lane itself is a narrow village road and the addition of 490 houese and associated traffic flow at peak 
times will cause severe congestion to the A259. The proposal to provide dual carriage way for the Angmering section 
will increase traffic flow and speed to the Station Road and Roundstone Lane roundabouts so actually making it 
harder to enter from these roads on to the A259. The existing medical centres and surgery facilities are already over 
stretched. Recent experience is a wait of 2 and a half weeks for an appointment. The schools are already full with 
above average class sizes. The library and Family Centre is already fully utilised and the plans to reduce thses services 
whilst increasing the number of people and children in the village do not make for a sustainable development.  The 
village has only a small retail centre and the aim of the plan to reduce traffic flows and congestion is not met as there 
will be an unavoidable increase as people need to travel outside the village for work and shopping, probably along the 
A259 as well.  It would be more logical to build around existing commercial, retail and economic centres which hve the 
facilities and infrastructure already in place. The additional number of houses will also attract visitors and the parking 
provisions will need to be such that surrounding roads and Roundstone Lane are not used for parking. The Bramley 
Green road network is already suffering from inadequate parking provision and also poorly sited spaces in some 
instances that are seen as inconvenient when compared to the ease of parking on the street. 

588 Housing 
Allocations 

Support the allocation of 100 units in Yapton in addition to the 173 units already consented on land at Burndell Road. 

820 Housing 
Allocations 

There is clearly a need for more housing in all areas over the Plan period including an appropriate element of 
affordable housing for rent and there is space avaliable within each of the Barnham,Eastergate and Aldingbourne 
Parishes to accomodate the level of development already agreed in Option 1, which therefore seems a reasonable 
Target and should allow local development with a reasonable chance of being sustainable with the existing level of 
local community services including schools,healthcare,shops and leisure facilities.   we strongly oppose the proposed 
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Option 2 with a greenfield development of approximately 2000 homes for the following reasons: 1 huge investment 
would be required in local facilities for education/health/retail/leisure 2 any theoretical improvement to the 
A29/Woodgate Crossing paid for by the Developer would be negated by the increase in traffic commuting from the 
proposed development 3 there is no evidence that in the current economic climate, which is unlikely to significantly 
improve for at least half of the Plan term, there is sufficient demand for house purchase in this area to make the 
development viable 4 there are absolutely no significant local employment opportunities for 2000 extra households, 
in spite of ADC's aspirations for attracting large scale business developments in Bognor and Littlehampton 5 this 
would be development of a Greenfield Site in direct contravention of stated Government Policy in the National 
Planning Policy Framework 6 It is also on a low lying coastal plain, with a worsening history of flooding and drainage 
problems, and where there is already a desperate shortage of 'soak-away' opportunities with the water table often 
very close to ground level 7 Karl Roberts of ADC Planning Dept stated in 2010 that the Lydsey Sewerage works was 
already functioning at capacity and funding would therefore also have to be found to resolve this issue 8 Such a large 
development would change the nature of the villages to a small town, in direct conflict with ADC's own statement in 
Vision and Objective 

654 Housing 
Allocations 

Regardless of any label Arun District Council wishes to place on the land in question, (ie Green Infrastructure 
Corridoor (GIC) - B, this land is prime agricultural farmland currently being used to produce crops. Brownfield land 
should be used (of which there is plently in the area) and any attempt to spoil the villages will be met with tough 
opposition. 

761 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.6 The scale of the 'Plan', will create a small town, merging Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham into one 
homogeneous mass, totally destroying the individuality of the currently distinct villages. I strongly object to 'Option 2' 
as ill-conceived and unacceptable in it's scale and concentration of housing. I do accept the need for some 
development, and therefore believe 'Option 1' to be more suitable. 13.2.3 What is the number of unoccupied houses 
in Arun District? When was an audit last carried out? Is there a real need for this many houses? The new North 
Bersted development properties are not selling as the developers would like and as a result the have apparently 
reneged on their promise to deliver a £300,000 health centre and doctors surgery. As a result, the population in the 
area will increase without a commensurate increase in healthcare provision, thus adding additional burden to an 
already stretched local healthcare system.   
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498 Housing 
Allocations 

Building 2,000 houses in the surround villages would only add more flooding to the area. During the Summer months 
of 2012 the Bognor and Middleton areas were flooded. The areas that were flooded were built on natural drain off 
systems so if buliding another 2,000  houses in the surrounding areas this may cause Bognor regis to be severely 
water logged. 

828 Housing 
Allocations 

Option 1 is my prefered option for housing in this area.I accept that new housing has to happen, but at a slower 
rate.  It allows for the infrastructure to grow and develop. It allows for the social integration of new people and 
acceptance by those already living in the area.  The plan for 2000+ houses in the area is just totally unacceptable. I 
take it that building on Green field land is contrary to goverment policy, so why this plan on good farming land. The 
local infrastructure would not be able to cope. Sewage works at Lidsey are just about coping now.Flooding would be 
even more of a problem at Shripney and Bognor. All these extra house are supposed to pay for these upgrades and 
provide other facilities, but that is only if all houses are built and sold ! Going by what is happening locally with new 
developments not being finished and others not being sold, then these upgrades don't happen. It would turn these 
villages ( which is why a lot of people live here ) into a town, of which a lot of people would commute from to 
probably London as it would be cheaper and yet the plan says and shows all these people that are going to buy them 
working in the Bognor area. Is really going to happen?. 

742 Housing 
Allocations 

The main thrust of this Draft Local Plan is to increase employment opportunities, particularly in Bognor Regis and 
Littlehampton.  It is also clear that there is pressure for improvements to be made to the A29, together with 
additional infrastructure, in order to facilitate this.  As there is no government money for such work, how is this to be 
achieved, and paid for?  the answer, quite clearly laid out in this document, is that developers shall provide it, through 
revenue made from housing. In 1. Forward, 1.3 states that Arun will protect 'our much valued landscape .... and the 
land between existing settlements', as part of the 'Green Infrastructure policy', whilst also stating in 1.4 'new 
development to tackle infrastructure difficulties'. In 2. Ovderview - Wider Policy Context, 2.6 states Arun's 
preferred  housing target as an average of 400 units each year, compared to the SEP average of 565, and that Arun's 
approach is jobs based, not  housing based (due to the recession, difficulties of people obtaining mortgages, 
etc.).  Quite clearly then, Arun wants to back Option 1, as outlined in 13.1.13.  Also, in 2.12 'The emerging Local Plan 
needs to be supported by robust evidence'. 4. Spatial Portrait.  4.9 states 'The combination of these three villages 
(Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate), their services and the vastness of undesignated space between them, as well 
as a district wide priority to improve the A29 for access to employment land at Bognor Regis make this area a 



Page | 557  
 

particularly sustainable location for criteria based additional growth'.  4.53 reinforces making the best use of 
brownfield sites 'at the same time it is important to preserve the individual character and identity of Arun's towns and 
villages, avoiding over-development or merging the settlements'. 7.  Sustainable Development.  Policy SP1 reinforces 
the central aim of this Draft Plan, which is to increase employment  density. 13.  Housing Delivery.  13.1.9 - 13.1.12 
clearly emphasises that in order to 'accommodate broad strategic areas of growth', Option 2 is needed.  Further, 
Policy SP8 states that a 'modern approach to the principles of the Garden City movement will be employed', and that 
the provision of approximately 2000 homes in Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate and upgrading of the A29 must be 
addressed .  13.1.14 states 'The development of land that has not previously been developed (greenfield) should only 
be considered where brownfield cannot be developed. There are many contradictions running through this Draft Local 
Plan.  On the one hand Arun states its preferred option is Option 1, but then changes to Option 2.  It says it wants to 
preserve greenfield sites, and states a commitment to keeping the character of the villages separate, but clearly wants 
all the villages to become one big 'Garden City' by developing as many greenfield sites as possible.  It states there 
needs to be robust evidence to support this local plan, but where is the evidence that 2000 plus housing units are 
needed?  Clearly the hope is that developers will provide the funding for infrastructure, such as the improvement of 
the A29.  Will the money for this be upfront?  Of course not.  Houses will need to be built and sold , before any such 
money will be forthcoming.  In a time of recession, and as has happened in other areas of the country, houses may be 
sold, or remain empty, but developers often renege on the promises made when seeking planning permission, and fail 
to provide the money for infrastructure, and so communities are increased, services are stretched, roads become 
congested and green spaces lost.  In other words housing is the driver for generating the money in order to improve 
employment opportunities, principally for Bognor Regis, but at the expense of Barnham, Eastergate and 
Westergate.  This is not sustainable.  No one would argue that there is a need for housing, but I would urge Arun to 
adopt Option 1, otherwise the individual characteristics that make the three villages such a pleasant place in which to 
live, will be lost forever.  Is this the legacy Arun wishes to leave for future generations?       

497 Housing 
Allocations 

NO TO OPTION 2 Para 13.1.8 – 'While the coastal towns will continue to remain the focus for a high proportion of 
mixed development during the plan period new strategic housing growth will be focused on (i) the villages of 
Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate'    Why can't all major development be focused around coastal towns. The only 
justification I can see in this document is to support a road scheme to Bognor. Is this a fair imposition on the people of 
the villages.   Para SP8 – Why can't strategic housing be accommodated in Bognor and Littlehampton through NEW 
planning consents removing the need for the villages to accommodate an additional 2000 houses?   Page 109 – Why is 
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there a specific section on Barnham/villages. It looks to have singled this area out for specific attention. Why not 
afford the same space for an assessment of new development in Bognor/Littlehampton etc.     

906 Housing 
Allocations 

I have concerns regarding the robustness and accuracy of the SHLAA's findings in relation to site 71 Ford eco-town. 
The consultants have failed to take into consideration all the relevavnt documentation relating to this site giving it an 
over optimistic view of being deliverable during this Local Plan's life. The site should be downgraded from achievable 
prior to 2028 to not acheievable due to mitigating circumstances such as the upgarde of the A27. It was made clear in 
the then Government's eco-town final documentation and consultant's findingsthat a large residential developemnt 
would need significant improvements to the A27 prior to any developemnt taking place in this location. 13.1.17 If the 
economic climate resulted in the expected amount of development not coming forward we would; Review the SHLAA 
to see if there are any additional sites or if any could be developed earlier than estimated T The above clause should 
be removed from para 13.1.17 to ensure that the SHLAA does not form part of the Local Plan's policy. This action is 
required in order to maintain the SHLAA's assumed status as being purely an evidence base for the Local Plan and not 
adopted policy especially where there remains incomplete findings under site 71 Ford Eco-town. It is also clear that 
both officers and Members do not want the SHLAA to form part of policy but remain as an independent research 
document. The housing numbers designated for Yapton - 100 units required clarification as to whether this includes 
the recently granted and unimplimented Gleeson developemnt or not. If it is 100 units plus the Gleeson developemnt 
this would push the number of units proposed for Yapton over the 100 unit proposal. It would also impact on Ford 
which currently has no new housing designation. The integrity and character of Yapton needs to be retained along 
with its separate identity from Ford.     

855 Housing 
Allocations 

The development of 2000 additional homes in the Woodgate/Westergate area will not only alter the existing nature 
of these of communities, but will put massive extra strain on local infrastructure. My main concern is with schooling.  I 
have a son who currently attends Westergate Community School.  This is small secondary school of around 750 pupils 
which has made great strides in recent years to improves the performance of its pupils and its standing in the 
community under the leadership of the current Headmaster, Mr Nelmes.  Building these additional homes (basically in 
the school's  backyard) will result in a far greater number of children applying to attend the school (unless they're all 
retirement homes) which would place an intolerable burden on the school's teaching staff/resources.  This could undo 
all of the good work that has been done.  The people of this area deserve to have access to a good local secondary 
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school. There are all the other obvious issues, such as strain on local amenities/infrastrure (doctors, roads, drainage, 
etc.)  In addition, as there is no work available in the immediate vacinity of the proposed development, it will result in 
far more people from the area travelling to work, be it by car, bus or train.  This will put strain on the existing 
transport system.  Are the Council sure that people actually want to come and live in this area or houses going to be 
built that will stand empty (as has happened recently with other developments in the area)? I would urge the Council 
to think long and hard before progressing this proposal and (in particular) to take heed of the concerns of those living 
in the area. 

506 Housing 
Allocations 

I understand that there needs to be a plan for housing for the future in the Arun District.  However I do have concern 
for the number of houses proposed in Option 2.  Our villages need to remain as such and not turned into towns, with 
no proposals of additional schools, doctor surgeries or other amenities.  The areas suggested are already known to 
flood and with additional excessive buildings proposed this will only cause more flooding to the area.  

530 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1 Housing Allocations / Policy SP8 Table 13.1 In line with the figures agreed by Parish councillors, Arun's preferred 
housing target of an average of 400 units per year, and the current economic climate which suggests that the 
aspirational targets put forward for job creation in Arun are unrealistic, I support the housing supply figures given in 
Option 1. I therefore reject the increased figure shown in Option 2 which includes the strategic allocation of housing 
proposed for the Six Villages area.   In making my objection to Option 2, I refer to the West Sussex County Council 
Structure Plan on West Sussex County Council's website where it is stated that although their 2001-2016 Structure 
Plan "has no formal status in the statutory planning system, it remains our strategic policy statement on development 
into the future. It provides the strategic context for the our (sic) views on land use and transport." In it, it is stated 
that:   Development should define and enhance the separate identity, character and setting of all settlements and, in 
particular, avoid further coalescence in the parishes of Aldingbourne, Barnham, Eastergate, Walberton and 
Yapton.   The definition of coalesce in the Oxford English Dictionary is to 'come together to form one mass or whole: 
the puddles had coalesced into shallow streams' (the flooding analogy is their choice of example, not mine)- so the 
County Council plan (which is still valid in a strategic context) has an opinion directly contrary to that proposed by 
Arun District Council.   In addition, paragraph 13.1.14 states that development on greenfield land 'should only be 
considered where brownfield land cannot be developed.' I can find no evidence in the Draft Local Plan to satisfy my 
concern that full consideration has been given to development on brownfield sites across the district. Policy SP8 I 
object to the proposal that a strategic housing allocation of 2,000 homes be developed in 
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Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate with an associated scheme to upgrade and reroute the A29. All the comments I have 
made throughout this Draft Local Plan explain fully my reasons. As a parishioner, I put my faith in the assessments 
made by our local Parish councillors as to the realistic need for housing, affordable or otherwise, in our villages, and I 
accept this modest and sustainable growth wholeheartedly. There is nothing I would like better than to be able to 
welcome the next generation to the villages and see them grow into a community that retains the feel and warmth of 
the one in which I have lived, worked and brought up my family over the past 25 years. The proposal as it stands 
would dramatically change the landscape, heritage and culture of the villages, sadly not for the better, and in my 
opinion would fail to deliver the hopes of regenerating Bognor Regis, which are so badly hidden between the lines of 
this flawed Plan. 

636 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.7 "... Bognor Regis...will not be a focus for additional strategic housing growth during the life of this Local Plan."  I 
refer to the Arun Green Infrastructure Study dated as recently as 19 June 2012, just one month before the publication 
of the Draft Local Plan. In this it is clearly stated that an 'either/or' option of 'either' Bognor Regis Eco Quarter 'or' 
Barnham - Eastergate - Westergate Growth Area. I cannot find any statement in any of the background studies, Draft 
Locan Plan or Appendices explaining why the proposal of the Bognor Regis Eco Quarter no longer features as an 
'either/or' option or what criteria have been used to select instead the land surrounding the villages of Barnham, 
Eastergate and Westergate ( 13.1.8 & Policy SP8)  for a development of approximately 2,000 houses. I would like to 
make it clear that as I reject Option 2's figures for the total housing supply, I also find the development of as large a 
number as 2,500 homes in North Bersted unnecessary and unsustainable for many of the same reasons set out 
elsewhere in my objections. I would however, like to request that Arun District Council make public their reasons for 
rejecting the Bognor Regis Eco Quarter proposal in favour of development in Barnham, Eastergate & Westergate.   

509 Housing 
Allocations 

I favour option 1 for housing development. I don't taht there is neither the demand for more, the infrastructure in 
terms of, doctors, schools, drainage that can sustain more than option 1. View consultation point 

549 Housing 
Allocations 

To propose the constructtion of more than 2,000 housing units on greenfields around existing villages to form what is 
in effect a town is contrary to government and local authority stated re-assurances that no such massive development 
would take place and that brownfield sites would be the preferred option. Clearly no such deference has been 
demonstrated here and to add to the imposition the Parishes involved will also be expected to provide the quotas of 
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housing set out in the allocation table 13.2. The whole thing is totally unreasonable and patently unfair on the villages 
involved. The existing residents have after all chosen to reside in village locations and the proposal to form a 
conglomoration the size of a town will completely change their way of life. 

550 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 The development of land that has not previously been developed (greenfield) should only be considered 
where brownfield land cannot be developed. Why has Council shelved the plans to develop Ford Airfield, a prime 
brownfield site and chosen a beautiful greenfield area in preference?   The plan should make it clear why this is the 
case.  I am aware that plans for an EcoTown were shelved, however, some justification of chosing the Six Villages in 
preference should be provided.  I believe that council needs to re-consider all brown fields sites for development prior 
to proposing further development in greenfield areas.   If it does not intend to do this it cannot make the above 
statement in its draft plan. 

548 Housing 
Allocations 

I am vehemently opposed to the preference of the council to provide a target figure of 565 houses per annum.  Where 
is the justification that these houses are required?  Houses should only be built if there is a deemed housing 
shortfall.  Will these houses sell given the current state of the economy?  As a District, council should be focussing on 
the current residents.  My fear is that these large-scale developments will just encourage further migration from our 
capital city, clogging up an already groaning road and rail network. Employment opportunities should be created 
before additional housing is built.   If this approach is taken, Bognor will become a dormitory town and village 
characteristics of the Six Villages lost forever. I note that "growth" around the Westergate/Barnham/Eastergate is 
needed to fund improved infrastructure.  Mention is made of an A29 level crossing by-pass, however, what about the 
other infrastructure that would be required - schools/doctors surgeries etc.  This all need to be provided in a local plan 
and the onus should not be on the developers to fund these.  I am not convinced that traffic flow will be improved by 
a by-pass.  Is there any evidence for this?   c4,000 extra cars on the road will surely negate any positive effects. 

561 Housing 
Allocations 

The proposal to build 2000+ houses in the Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate area is totally unacceptable.  Instead of 
the three separate villages with their distinct identities, the result would be a single suburban sprawl, the size of a 
town but with few of the facilities.  If care is taken, it should be possible to incorporate the number of houses required 
under Option 1 into the existing communities without too much damage to the localities.  However, the massive 
increase in numbers now proposed, in clear contradiction to the wishes of the residents and councils of the villages 
concerned, as expressed in the previous consultation, would transform the nature, not only of these three villages, 
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but of the entire region south of the A27 between Chichester and Arundel.  The references in Policy SP8 to a tree and 
hedgegrow framework, protection of existing vegetation through planning conditions/obligations etc  would do 
little to mitigate the impact on the environment of such disproportionate development.  To take just one example, 
2,000 more houses would mean 2,000-3,000 more cars on the local roads every day - more congestion, pollution, 
etc.  Where would the 2,000-4,000 adults living in these houses work?  It is unrealistic to expect the entire 
new population to be homeworkers, or to find jobs within walking/cycling distance (assuming safe cycling provision 
does materialise - the local roads are already dangerous for cyclists, without any increase in traffic). Paragraph 13.1.8 
claims that the proposed "growth" in the villages "would provide a stimulus for the provision of additional and 
improved services and facilities for the benefit of the local population".  Existing facilities (eg medical, educational) in 
these villages are already stretched - try getting an appointment at the local surgery. The use of the word "stimulus" is 
vague.  Who would pay for the new medical facility, new schools, improved sewerage system, etc etc that would be 
required?  Would they be built before the expanded population pushed the existing infrastructure to breaking 
point?  It is unrealistic to expect that the developers would meet the cost of everything required.  In any case, my 
understanding is that the developers' "contribution" is already earmarked to pay for a bridge over the railway line to 
improve the A29 between Bognor Regis and the A27.   

564 Housing 
Allocations 

As regards 13.1.6 Lyminster and Crossbush Parish Council feel very strongy that Housing developments near 
Angmering and Littlehampton should not take place until the tranport infrastructure is in place to cope Improvements 
to the A27 and A259 need to be in place first to ensure ease of movement in the district. 

886 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.16 Provision of transport infrastructure must be in place before any more large housing developments are given 
permission in this district.For the sake of the environment and the ability to get from A to B without sitting in severe 
congestion no more permission should be allowed. 

573 Housing 
Allocations 

1. I am in favour of the Council adopting the proposed lower rate of annual house building e.g 400 per annum, and 
that these are based on the agreed Parish allocations. According to the need for affordable housing identified in ADC's 
Strategic Housing Market assessment 2009, all of these houses should be affordable homes with at least 41% being 
single bedroomed. 2. I am not in favour of the higher rate of annual house building which could give rise to a highly 
undesirable development South of Barnham/Eastergate. 3. The communities of Westergate, Aldingbourne, 
Eastergate, Barnham do not need a new by-pass or a bridge over the railway. The A29 is not part of the Strategic Road 
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Network (SRN). The Bognor relief Rd. (currently under construction) will link to the road which is part of the SRN, 
namely the A259, to both the East and West. There is no need to build houses to generate the funds to build a road 
which is not needed.   

651 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8 - whilst I feel most people accept that there is a need for affordable housing, Option 2, which requires 
2,230 houses to be built in the villages by 2028 is excessive.  This is an area where the infrastructure is already 
overwhelmed.  The local primary schools are already oversubscribed as is the local doctors surgery.  Although 
development is supposed to fund the upgrade of these valuable public services, this relies on the houses in this 
development being sold first. As we have seen in surrounding areas, many new of these new houses have not been 
sold and funding has not been forthcoming, further exacerbabing the problem.  As we have also seen, there had been 
a massive problem with flooding over recent years as the local drainage systems cannot cope.  Efforts should be being 
made to sort out these problems, instead of building yet more new homes that are likely to remain empty.  Option 
1, is a much more acceptable option and even Arun said they preferred the Option 1 rate after the 2011 Public 
Consultation.  

666 Housing 
Allocations 

I am a long-term resident of Eastergate Lane and, with my husband, own two glasshouse properties along it. It is 
crucial for both residents and rural businesses to have confidence in the Local Plan for our area of Arun. I object to the 
proposals within SP8 for many reasons and I believe that this policy is unsound and includes statements which are 
plainly untrue. 2000 houses: There is no evidenced 'need' to support the provision of so many additional houses, 
particularly in the proposed Greenfield location coalescing three of the rural villages in western Arun. Policy SP8 
includes many statements, such as ' adds choice for existing communities whilst avoiding coalescence and adds to the 
district's green infrastructure ' which are totally meaningless in the context of the existing local character of this area. 
The 'choice' that the villagers already clearly expressed to Arun, in a survey last year, was that their highest priority 
was conservation of local countryside and separateness of identity for the villages, allowing just small development 
growth. The future Neighbourhood Plan itself is set to include for a further 230 houses within these villages, which is 
just about manageable to meet local demand for additional housing whilst still meeting the villagers expressed highest 
priority. There is no evidenced demand for a further 2000 houses and even Arun councillors have expressed a 
preference for an option of just 400 houses which can be met by Neighbourhood Plan infill and brown-field sites. 
Pressure to build 2000 houses appears to arise from Arun's wish to source funds to finance a first stage of a new link 
road to benefit Bognor. There must be a more creative way of finding funds than losing so much prime agricultural 
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land. What about allowing residents to pay several years' council tax in advance? The proposed new Link road - 
'Upgrading A29 between A259 Bognor Relief Road and the A27': Only the route of a central section is indicated in the 
plan, running from just north of a narrow road bend near Shripney that has very poor visibility standards, northwards 
to a proposed new roundabout located to take away the existing narrow 'strategic gap' separating Barnham and 
Eastergate. Not knowing how the new road will be routed northwards to the A27 at Fontwell leaves business and 
property owners like us, located north of the central section of the new road route, blighted by uncertainty. Their will 
be residents and businesses similarly blighted around the likely route of its southern section. It is totally unreasonable 
to publish for comment just the central section of a road without confirming how it will be linked to both A259 and 
the A27 and the likely timescale? The traffic queues at the Woodgate Railway crossing may be alleviated by building 
the central section but instead queues will develop at each end; the bend near Shripney and at the existing A29 
roundabout in the centre of Eastergate ... so where's the benefit. Bognor may have a depressed economy, and Arun 
may consider that better access northwards is part of the answer ...... but where is the research to justify this opinion? 
How long will it take to complete the whole route? How will the northern and southern sections be funded ... by more 
housing located on more Greenfield? Arun commissioned consultant's to advise them options for an A259-A27 link 
and the consultant's reported back that the western route through Aldingbourne (Option A) was the best ...... so why 
has Arun discounted their advice and gone for the eastern route Option D? Why haven't they published reasons for 
not taking consultants advice ... advice for which the tax payer will have paid? This change of option brings the 2000 
houses into an existing flooding area, turns Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham into a coalesced urban area instead 
of identifiable separate villages which the inhabitants wish to retain. There is already pressure on schools, surgeries, 
sewage, roads and other infra-structure .... So how are the additional 2000 houses going to affect those problems? 
There needs to be much more research and clarity on solving existing problems before adding more housing, certainly 
decisions should not be made before needs and impact are published. Arun states that it intends to put housing 
where there are job opportunities and reduce out-commuting. There are no surplus job opportunities in our area to 
serve an extra 2000 houses ... jobs opportunities must come before so many houses otherwise incomers will out-
commute or compete with the existing community for the few local job opportunities arising. What social mix of 
people will come to our area where there are so few job opportunities? Most likely the retired and unemployed will 
take up the 2000 properties putting even more stress on local facilities. Will London Boroughs give incentives to move 
their unemployed tenants out of high value London properties to Arun? It is just crazy to built 2000 unnecessary 
houses to fund just part of a road that cannot in itself improve access to Bognor .... Never mind boost its economy. 
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This is a 'pie in the sky' idea without the full background research to justify it as viable and is it in the best interests of 
the local people? 

675 Housing 
Allocations 

I wish to register my support for Option 1 rate of housing provision within Arun DC, ie Parish allocation.  This allows 
for a reasonable growth in the area without changing the nature of the villages.  I do not however agree that a bypass 
is needed to promote movement within the area.  Having lived in Aldingbourne for 14 years, I have seen the time that 
the railway gates are down increase dramatically.  My own father was a relief signalman at Woodgate level crossing in 
the past and he would work hard to ensure that traffic was not held up any longer than necessary.  With more 
sophisticated signalling and operation of the gates more movement would be possible at no expense to the locality. I 
object most strongly to large scale development within the locality.  There are few amenities in the area and any 
provision included in a 106 agreement would be after the housing was built.  Within the Bersted development, 
provision for a medical centre was promised as part of the 106 arrangements and has not been provided.  There is 
virtually no employment within the villages and therefore every resident would be a commuter, with at least one car 
per household there would be a huge increase in traffic movement. Please also see my comment on 13.3 There is talk 
of protecting the environment.  If large scale development took place, there would be a detriment not only to the 
villages, but also to local wildlife.  In the rife which runs parallel to Westergate Street, behind Woodgate Park, I have 
seen water voles on two occasions, an endangered species.  The same land was flooded significantly during the June 
floods as was Hook Lane and Woodgate itself.  The fields behind acted as a sponge but themselves were flooded with 
not only rain but also by sewerage.  I am therefore concerned about future flooding to the area and drainage. Having 
been an ex housing professional, I recognise that Arun DC has a legal requirement to provide housing, but I wonder 
how many people from the villages identified for expansion are actually on the Housing List or are in housing need?     

604 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8 should also include an archaeological assessment for the Angmering development.   Table 13.2 requires an 
allocation by the Parish Council (East Preston) of 30 housing units.  There are now no sites available other than 
residential gardens, or requiring the demolition of older houses or flats.  This contradicts 13.1.14. Consideration 
should be given to the difficulties thus presented to such parish councils in identifying potential locations for 
development of housing units when it is likely that these will arise as unpredictable windfall sites. 
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632 Housing 
Allocations 

The Plan speaks of employment growth, but gives no real indication of how this will be achieved on such a scale as to 
justify the building of 2000 houses. There will simply not be enough jobs in the area for an additional three to four 
thousand people, and so roads will become even more congested as our new residents have to commute outside of 
the area for work. The mind boggles as to the resulting additional pressure on parking around Barnham Railway 
Station. 

702 Housing 
Allocations 

Section 13.1.3 Bramley Green, Angmering was not affordable property for existing villagers ... how do you ensure that 
the developer delivers 'affordable housing' Section 13.2.3 Where is your evidence that supports the requirment for 
590 homes in Angmering? Section 13.1.18 For reasons of logic and common sense given the current circumstances of 
infrastructure, surely the infrastructure should be properly upgraded before any significant development commences 
Section 13.3.5 There is no documented evidence presented to support the number of houses 'needed' rahter than just 
being proposed for Angmering. It is what is seen as viable from a developer perspective, rather than a sustainable 
need for more housing. Section 13.3.9 Localism is about an expression of local wishes. Angmering Villagers have voted 
in significant numbers NOT to support large-scale housing developments. 

642 Housing 
Allocations 

Where are all the people going to come from to occupy these houses?  the buiding at Felpham has already shown that 
they are not all needed as many are not yet occupied and the development is unfinished.  There is already pressure on 
the existing schools in the area with some children being unable to get convenient local places thereby  parents are 
having to drive children to schools in different areas across town, adding to road congestion in the area.  Schools and 
additional buildings are unlikely to be added until much of the housing development is completed, adding further 
pressure on schools.  The situation for local hospitals and doctor surgeries is similar.  there is alredy pressure on these 
to be able to give adequate provision for the number of people.  Again more houses would only worsen this situation. 

678 Housing 
Allocations 

Regarding 13.1.8. You state that Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate have good health facilities and schools. This is 
untrue if you are going to increase the population by nearly 6,000 people. There is only one Doctors' surgery in the 
area and even now it is extremely difficult to get an appointment to see a Doctor. The Primary Schools are virtually full 
and could not take in the region of about 1,000 extra pupils.The roads even at the moment are virtually gridlocked 
around the Barnham schools between 0815 to 0900 and 1500 and 1545 hours. This is exacerbated by the St Phillip 
Howard School pupils. If an emergency vehicle required access to areas near to a school they would have extreme 
difficulty in doing so. 
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670 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 With reference to the proposed 2000 housing developement in Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate area :- The 
document states that  "Additional growth in both these areas (referring to Angmering as well) would provide a 
stimulus for the provision of additional and improved services and facilities for the benefit of the local 
population".  This clearly demonstrates that the proposed development of 2000 houses in the Barnham area would 
have an immediate and devastating effect on current facilities and services, before any significant improvements were 
made.  

767 Housing 
Allocations 

The proposed development of the additional 2000 houses outlined in option 2 is not sustainable with few job 
opportunities in the area. The developement will bring a huge increase in families to the area, there is not sufficient 
schooling or medical facilities in the area to absorb such numbers. Additional housing will also increase the volume of 
commuter traffic, causing even more congestion through our local villages and onto the already busy B2233 Nyton 
road.  It makes more sense to look at splitting the development across a number of villages as outlined in Option 1 
decreasing the strain on a single specific location. We strongly object to Option 2. Having only moved to the village 18 
months ago to escape the over development of the past 10 years around our previous home near St Richards Hospital, 
Chichester. We passionately believe Aldingbourne should remain a village and not be blighted by over development 
and traffic overload. 

741 Housing 
Allocations 

Ch 13 & Policy SP8 appears premature and contradicts it self. 13.1.14 & 13.1.15 imply that updates are being 
undertaken for the SHLAA and SHMA. It is not clear whether these have happened and no evidence is presented in 
the text. Assuming they haven't then it is premature to propose a 2000  house development without the evidence in a 
very changing market. No initial impact assessments (Environment, flooding, sewage, transport) appear to have been 
undertaken to suggest developments in this location would be feasible and or appropriate. Adding 2000 homes in the 
Barnham , Eastergate & Westergate will fail to keep the character & the separation of the three villages. Small scale 
development of housing needs is more sustainable for a village character. 2000 homes will swamp local infrastructure 
such as sewage, drainage, road network, schools and local services. All currently at capacity or exceeding capacity. 
2000 homes will contribute to the out commuting that already exists in the area adding additional congestion at 
Fontwell and Crockerhill (Highway Agency indicate that these are at capacity) 2000 homes suggests a development 
significant enough to pay for the upgrade of the A29, but doesn't take into consideration all the additional facilities 
required as part of the development.(sewage, flood relief, community facilities). The proposed route whilst may 
allieviate problems at woodgate, will only shift the problem elsewhere. The proposal also fails to address the road 



Page | 568  
 

issues in the Lidsey area during the life of the plan. The West Sussex transport plan does not see the A29 as a strategic 
route focusing more on the east west relief roads around Bognor Regis. Building 2000 homes on Green belt is contrary 
to the National Planning Policy Framework (ch 13 par 13.1.14) Building 2000 homes cannot reflect the established 
scale and pattern of nearby residential development as stated in SP8 Garden cities were intended to be planned, self-
contained communities surrounded by " greenbelts " (parks), containing proportionate areas of residences, industry 
and agriculture. SP8 proposal talks only of housing and fails to take account of the other functionalities. The size of 
area proposed would fail to accomodate all aspects. If Littlehampton and Bognor regis are seen as the economic 
growth areas shouldn't this be the focus of housing development and not in rural areas as indicated in part in ch 
13.                                                                                                                                                 Upgrading and re directing the 
A29 shifts the problem 

1069 Housing 
Allocations 

b. Housing Delivery (Section 13): Development of the proposed 400 houses per annum in the District should only be 
permitted if, as a priority, there is provision for employment along with the provision of appropriate infrastructure 
(including timely road improvements to ensure traffic flows on the local road networks are not adversely affected, a 
sustainable water supply and effective flood protection. See comment under Section 20). 

1032 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8: Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations Page 109 Policy SP8 proposes new development of 
approximately 2,000 homes in the Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate area. This area is served by Lidsey 
Wastewater Treatment Works (WTW). You will be aware that the Lidsey catchment suffers from poor surface water 
drainage and high groundwater levels during periods of wet weather. This water inundates the sewerage system and 
compromises its functioning, as the system is not designed to take water which should be dealt with by appropriate 
land drainage. A Surface Water Management Plan (SWMP) is required to identify and implement solutions to 
overcome this, so that the sewerage system can function as intended. West Sussex County Council is the lead 
organisation for the SWMP. Southern Water has been working closely with the County Council to progress the Plan, as 
well as other organisations with surface water management responsibilities, including Arun District Council and the 
Environment Agency. It is important that this work continues and is supported by Arun's Local Plan in the context of 
the proposal for 2,000 new homes in the catchment. New development can progress in the catchment from Southern 
Water's perspective, provided the development does not make the existing situation worse. This can be achieved if 
the development connects to the sewerage system at the nearest point of adequate capacity, and infrastructure is 
constructed to prevent inundation of surface water and groundwater. Only foul water should be permitted to 
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discharge to the sewerage system, in accordance with Building Regulations. Separate and appropriate surface water 
management measures will be required to ensure the risk of flooding, both on-site and downstream of the site, is not 
increased. In terms of wastewater treatment capacity at Lidsey Wastewater Treatment Works, investment would be 
required to provide additional capacity to serve the proposed development. This can be planned and funded in 
parallel with development through the water industry's investment planning process (referred to as Ofwat's five 
yearly price review process). We have not identified any environmental constraints that might prevent Southern 
Water from providing the necessary capacity. We anticipate that the Environment Agency would agree to a new or 
amended environmental permit at the works should this be required towards the end of the planning period. To 
summarise, Policy SP8 should recognise more strongly than is currently the case that: The Lidsey catchment area is 
subject to a Surface Water Management Plan, and Arun District Council is committed to working with partners to 
implement measures to improve surface water drainage and reduce the risk of flooding. Development will need to 
connect to the sewerage system at the nearest point of adequate capacity, as defined by Southern Water, and be 
constructed to minimise surface- and groundwater inundation. Only foul water will be permitted to discharge to the 
sewerage system. No surface or groundwater will be permitted to discharge to the foul sewerage system; whether by 
direct connection, underground leakage or inundation from the surface. The Council will work with Southern Water 
and impose planning conditions to achieve this objective (see Note 1 below). Additional wastewater treatment 
capacity will be required at Lidsey Wastewater Treatment Works, which can be delivered in parallel with development 
through the water industry's five yearly investment planning process. The Council will work with Southern Water to 
support delivery of necessary capacity. Note 1: Southern Water acknowledges that this issue is elaborated in Policy 
DM38, which includes a section on water quality in the Lidsey Wastewater Treatment Works Catchment Area, which 
we fully support (subject to clarifications, please see separate representation on Policy DM38). However, the issue 
should also be acknowledged in Policy SP8, where the 2,000 new homes proposed in the catchment are identified. 

1011 Housing 
Allocations 

The Draft Local Plan has rejected wasteland sites and nurseries in Old Mead Road as unsuitable for development due 
to flood risk.  These sites are no more of a flood risk than the purposed development sites in Toddington 
Lane, Courtwick Lane and the West bank of the river Arun.  These developments are destroying good arable 
land, nurseries and businesses that employ or did employed a great many people in the locality.  The land in Old Mead 
Road is low grade agricultural land and should be used for development before higher grade land.  There are also all 
the main services already installed in Old Mead Road to support development.  It is our understanding that the central 
government required the Local Authorities to set up these consultation with the people in the locality to find out how 
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they wanted their area to be developed but it appears that regardless of what local people want or say the decisions 
are just between the Council and developers and what they want which is totally undemocratic and agiainst the will of 
the people of Arun.   Mr V and Mrs M Madron The Bungalow Southdown Nursery Old Mead Road Wick   

954 Housing 
Allocations 

The South Downs National Park Authority notes the two approaches to housing delivery set out in the draft local 
plan.  The National Park Authority wishes to clarify that as a national landscape designation and given the National 
Park's specific purposes and duty that it does not anticipate any shortfall in the meeting of the local housing need in 
the non-National Park part of Arun District will be picked up in the South Downs National Park. 

955 Housing 
Allocations 

The South Downs National Park Authority welcomes the reference in Policy SP8 to the provision of a buffer strip along 
the eastern and northern boundaries to suitably screen this area when viewed from the South Downs National Park 
but suggests this could be emphasized by reference to extensive buffer strips, and to ensure that this landscape buffer 
is with local native species. 

1013 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8: Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations The policy as drafted makes provision for sufficient 
housing to meet the SEP target of 565 dwellings/year. As previously stated, Chichester DC considers that this target 
should be pursued as the minimum level of housing necessary to meet housing requirements in Arun and its wider 
sub-region. The policy makes provision for a strategic housing allocation of 2,000 dwellings at 
Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate, which would be linked to improvements to the A29 including bridging the railway at 
Woodgate. Chichester DC has no objection to these proposals in principle, however we are concerned that there is a 
lack of detail and supporting evidence about both the development and the proposed road improvements. The policy 
contains no information on the likely timing of the development or associated road improvements (both of which 
appear to depend on whether the Council pursues the SEP housing target rather than its lower 'preferred' target). 
Development of this scale would be likely to have significant implications in terms of increasing traffic flows on the 
A27 westbound towards Chichester City. It may also impact on other roads in Chichester District. In this case it may be 
appropriate for the development to contribute towards highways and/or junction improvements within Chichester 
District. Chichester DC is currently undertaking transport modelling to assess the impact of future development on the 
A27 and other roads in and around Chichester City. We understand that Arun DC is about to commission its own 
transport study and we have been consulted on the project brief. Once further transport studies have been 
undertaken, we consider that there will be a need for the two Councils to work jointly to assess the traffic impacts of 
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proposed developments in both districts and identify coordinated transport mitigation packages for the A27 and any 
other affected routes. Lastly, it is unclear whether the cumulative figure of 230 homes identified in the parish housing 
allocations for Barnham, Eastergate and Aldingbourne would be additional to the strategic allocation of 2,000 homes 
if it were to proceed. Policy SP9: Affordable Housing The policy as currently worded is confusing. It states that 
schemes of 1-14 units should provide 15% affordable housing onsite, which could be taken to mean that 85% 
affordable housing should be off-site. Also, for schemes of less than 7 units, 15% equates to less than one affordable 
dwelling, therefore asking for on-site provision is impracticable. 

708 Housing 
Allocations 

There is no evidence that 2,000 houses are needed in Eastergate/Westergate. There are not the number of jobs 
available to justify this number of houses. We were told that this number is needed to pay for the new A29 but this 
will mean building on flood plains in an area where the drainage is already inadequate. It will bring people into the 
area to live who are not locals and won't have jobs to go to as the jobs don't exist in this area. Option 1 had a lower 
housing level of 400 and apparently was preferred by Arun but rejected it if the road was to be built. The road is going 
to split Eastergate village and the proposed route is not going to help the traffic flow as it still will end up causing 
congestion in Eastergate as it the plan ends it on the B2233 and does not link directly to the A27 so the area will be no 
better off and extra traffic will be generated by the extra houses. We are better keeping the existing road and having 
less houses built rather than use the road as an excuse to build a ridiculous number of unecessary houses on a flood 
plain that will destroy the gap between the villages and split Eastergate. The local plan says it will retain and protect 
green space (Ricky Bower emphasises this in his YouTube video) and this proposal goes against this. 

718 Housing 
Allocations 

The proposal to build an additional 2,000+ houses in Barnham, Eastergate and Aldingbourne is ridiculous and ill 
thought-through. These are greenfield sites (despite the stated intention to build on brownfield sites first). The 
infrastructure in the local area would not be able to cope with the additional population and therefore further 
significant investment would be needed in order to achieve a basic standard of living (e.g. the schools in the area are 
already oversubscribed, doctors' surgeries full, adequate public transport virtually non-existent, the sewerage system 
already cannot cope (we have personally had to contact Southern Water several times regarding sewerage problems 
in the Ivy Lane/St Richard's Road area)). This means that some of both the current residents and any new residents 
would have to live without these basic facilities until ADC realise their mistake and put the appropriate infrastructure 
in place. I understand that some new housing is required in the area so by no means am I suggesting that no houses 
should be built at all - but 2,000+ goes way beyond what would be reasonable by any stretch of the imagination. 
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827 Housing 
Allocations 

<p>I am very concerned over the level of development being proposed around Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham. I 
have the following comments and questions that I trust will be considered as part of the assessment process.</p> 
<p>Overdevelopment - this level of development is clearly out of proportion to the scale of existing development and 
will close a number of strategic gaps, creating yet another urban sprawl.</p> <p>Biodiversity/habitats</p>- a 
significant proportion of the development area is over greenfields and agricultural land with the loss of many habitats. 
There will be a significant negative impact on biodiversity <p>Brownfield sites</p> - there has been. Well developed 
planning policy that brownfield must b developed in preference to greenfield. This has not been applied as there are. 
Number of previously used sites that could be considered in preference, no least Ford Aerodrome. <p>Transport</p> - 
the exiting network is already at capacity at peak times. This level of concentrated development will make ths worse. 
Is this scheme principally deigned to raise sufficient funds through CIL or S106 to fund the proposed bridge ver the 
railway to the south. Ths bridge s said to e the trigger to unlocking growth in the castal towns. However, the existing 
residents appear to be paying he price for this through this devastating level of development. <p>Employment</p> - 
where will new residents work? The villages certainly down support ths level of employment. The majority of people 
will have to travel outside the area, putting further pressure on the transport network. <p>Flood Risk</p> - the area is 
flat and prone to flooding already. The level of development, even with SUDS measures, will have a significantly 
negative impact on the area, with a loss of valuable storage. <p>Foul drainage</p> the Lidsey STW is already at 
capacity and this issue will be compounded by this scale of development. Schools & Amenities - schools, doctors, 
hospitals etc will nt be able to cope. How is the investment required to meet the increased demand be provided. 
Again, there will be an adverse effect on the transport network. <p>Sustainable Development?</p> taking account of 
the above comments, it is not possible to consider the scheme as being sustainable - the cornerstone of current 
planning policy. Consequently, I do not see how the case for this scheme has been made. In fact, with so many 
reasons why the scheme contradicts planning policy, the scheme should be reconsidered and new plans developed 
that reflect the Arun area appropriately. 

752 Housing 
Allocations 

I am most concerned about the proposal to build more than 2,000 houses for the following reasons: Lack of 
infrastructure to support the development - a) I understand the local schools would not be able to cope with a large 
number of children coming to the area b) the doctors' surgeries are already incredibly busy - I was told on 7th 
September that the first bookable appointment isn't until 24th September c) the extra cars on the road would 
increase the traffic congestion  Any additional sewage seepage would have a seriously adverse environmental impact 
The increased likelihood of flooding if the greenfield area is covered with tarmac Are there jobs in the area if people 
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move here? My understanding is that the government encourages the development of brownfield sites before 
greenfield. While I don't think it is feasible for a massive development in the area, perhaps there are some brownfield 
sites that could accommodate small amounts of industry and housing. Thankyou for your kind attention. 

723 Housing 
Allocations 

The building of such a large number of houses in a village environment is not feasible.  The support structures, i.e. 
schools, surgeries, drainage etc. are already inadequate and as the building of over 2000 odd houses is intended to 
fund a bypass, the funds raised will be insufficient to fund the extra infrastructure needed. There are few to no jobs 
within the villages themselves which means and poor public transport links.  I know, as I tried to travel by local 
transport when I was working and it was impossible.  This means that there will be more commuting increasing the 
traffic chaos that already exists.  Parking at Barnham station for commuters is already difficult as the local residents 
will tell you.   

724 Housing 
Allocations 

This is an "Area of Serious Water Stress". Building 2000+ houses will only increase the flooding possibility. The only 
way to get into Bognor when the recent flooding occured was to go nearly to Chichester and go into Bognor from the 
Drayton roundabout - every other road was closed.   Rainwater run-off will be increased due to concreting over of 
fields and ditches and large parts of Bognor could be badly affected.   Although development is supposed to fund the 
upgrading of drainage etc.,  the proposed 2000+ houses will not be sufficient and developers will either press for 
further development or fail to deliver.  

727 Housing 
Allocations 

" 13.1.14 The development of land that has not previously been developed (greenfield) should only be considered 
where brownfield land cannot be developed. In all instances, the development of residential gardens shall be strongly 
resisted.". This development is totally on greenfield land which at present is farmland for the production of 
food/animal pasture and is there absolutely contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework.  There are brown 
field sites in the area i.e. Ford airfield that should be used first. The proposed development is to fund a bypass 
road.  The funds raised from over 2000 houses will not be sufficient to do this and cover the costs of the extra 
infrastructure needed i.e. surgeries, schools and sewerage which are already at capacity.   The recent flooding shows 
this. There are few to no jobs locally and poor transport links which means outcommuting by car which will add to the 
traffic congestion. 
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732 Housing 
Allocations 

If 2000 new homes are to be built in the area between Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate then in addition to a new 
route for the A29 there will also need to be significant upgrades to the facilities in Barnham centre.  Most of the 
inhabitants of the new housing will have to work outside the area, so in addition to good road links there will need to 
be extended parking for rail commuters from Barnham station.  I suggest a new railway car park and entrance to the 
south of the railway line.  This would allow the existing railway car park to be at least partly dedicated to short term 
parking for customers of the Barnham shopping centre. 

734 Housing 
Allocations 

para 13.1.14 SP8 A large development as propsed in this area would need to be sustainable if it is allowed to go 
ahead. This area has little to no opportunity for work and limited to poor public transport services.( Indeed if the level 
crossing is to be closed to road traffic, the 66 bus service would have to be re-routed and therefore the majority of 
Westergate would no longer have any links at all.) This would mean that the new development would become a 
dormitory settlement, necessitating many commuter journeys, causing more pressure on local roads including the 
redirected A29, as well as trhe A27  

736 Housing 
Allocations 

Para 13.1.14 According to the National Planning Framework Brownfield sites should be used in preference to 
greenfield sites. A large proportion of the proposed development site is greenfield, in an area of predominantly 
farmland. Development of North Bersted/Felpham area was made on a greenfield site, and a large proportion of the 
properties remain unsold. It would be very short sited to lose yet more greenfield site when farm land is necessary to 
feed our population, especially as in years to come we may need to be more self sufficient in food production. In 
addition, to have to build more schools, doctors surgeries, upgrade sewage and water draining systems shows that 
this development is not sustainable - it is not within the capacity of the area. Because so much would need to be 
provided in these services, more houses need to be built to provide the developer with the necessary income to be 
able to afford to contribute to their cost -creating an un-necessary spiral. More houses mean more services need to 
be provided, and the only way to pay for these is to build more houses. It is a ridiculous situation that private 
investors should help provide public roads. That is the government's job. Whilst I agree that the railway line needs to 
be crossed by a road, i do not agree that a large housing development and major re routing of the existing road is 
necessary. 
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737 Housing 
Allocations 

I cannot agree withe the proposal in section 13 to build 2000 homes in the Westergate/Barnham/Eastergate area. My 
reasons are as follows: This is an already crowded area with precious green belt open space between the villages. To 
build on this would destroy the local environment and character of the villages and create a vast suburban sprawl. The 
consequences of such a policy can be seen elsewhere along the coast (e.g Ferring, Goring, Durrington) and is 
disastrous. The plan alleges that there are good local services in this area. There are not. There is a 2-week wait for a 
doctor's appointment, the schools are full, the shops are poor and bus services almost non existent. All this will lead to 
thousands more car journeys each day as people travel to work, healthcare, shops and schools. The roads in the area 
are already congested and dangerous. Access to the A27 is difficult and dangerous - central reservations have already 
been closed to the detriment of local communities and this proposal will make the problem worse. Barnham is 
horribly congested. There is nowhere to park for station pick-ups and drop-offs or for shopping and the only bank for 
miles around. These proposals will destroy the area where we have lived for over 30 years and should be dropped 
forthwith.   

829 Housing 
Allocations 

Object to allocation of land for housing east of Westergate and south of Eastgate.  This is enabling development of the 
worst kind because it would not respect the existing topography and landscape character of the area or setting of the 
villages.  It is not in a sustainable location i.e. devoid of public transport links and would result in coalesence of the 
villages of Eastergate/Westergate and Barnham.  It would have an undesirable landscape impact and cause flooding 
because of the low lyling level of the land.  It would result in traffic congestion on the adjacent highway network 
contrary to the objective of improving traffic flow along the A29. 

745 Housing 
Allocations 

I would like to express strong opposition to the proposed large scale development in and around Barnham, 
Eastergate, Westergate and Woodgate. I am against option 2 and would support option 1. My main concerns are as 
follows: Firstly, development on green field sites. Much of the area proposed for devleopment is currently agricultural 
land and part of the semi rural character of the area. Such development fundamentally changes the character making 
the villages more of a small town.  The transport network insufficient and the proposed by pass routes simply remove 
one bottle neck without addressing the full problem. The A29 south of the Woodgate crossing is also a problem due to 
its narrow width and bends and the proposed routes do nothing to alleviate this.  The proposals for the by pass 
options seem to include closure of the Woodgate crossing and providing a footbridge. This would seem totally 
inappropriate because of the effect on surrounding houses and the potential detriment likely to be caused to the 
small business in the area e.g the Store, Pub etc. Westergate street would effectvely be a dead end and would remain 
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busy with traffic caused by vehicles accessing the vastly increased number of houses. This could also significantly 
increse the response times for emergency services accessing parts of Wooodgate north and south of the existing 
crossing. I fully accept the need for new housing but feel that the scale of the propsed option 2 would be totally 
inappropriate in the location identifies in the plan.                   

755 Housing 
Allocations 

I am totally opposed to the proposal as it stands and the Arun presentation made me feel that it would be a total 
planning mess when the build is completed. The overall scheme seems to benefit Bognor at the expence of all the 
surrounding villages. The only scheme that has any merrit is option 1 which I would like to think could be managed. 

769 Housing 
Allocations 

Whilst some development for new housing is inevitable and to be accepted, the huge number envisaged by option 2 is 
disproportionate to the size fo the villages involved.  If it is needed to cover the cost of road building and 
infrastructure then the Council has fundamentally misrepresented what is needed as clearly many more houses would 
be needed over a period of time to cover the cost.  This would lead to a major change in the nature of the villages 
which would end up simply as part of the coastal conurbation.     

795 Housing 
Allocations 

I don't really understand all the details, but it does seem incredible that the plan is to concentrate so many houses all 
in one area. No-one seems to object to some housing, but this must be a joke.   I object to 'Option2', but if we have to 
have development, then I think 'Option1' looks OK. 

804 Housing 
Allocations 

It is almost unbelievable that the plan for some 2300 houses can be considered in one concentrated mass. This would 
destroy the nature of the villages as they stand and make it a small town. I think that Option 2 is completely 
unacceptable. Option 1 is OK if we have to take some development. Surely it is fairer to spread the load throughout 
the district rather than destroy one area with all the allocation? 

824 Housing 
Allocations 

re chapter 13 Para para SP8- proposed development is not sustainable- no transport links to support this so will 
increase car usage, making congestion even more of an issue   re Chapter 13 section 13.1.18 Chap 20 - local 
infrastucture cant cope with proposed level of development- primary schools are already full, dosctors surgeries look 
and seem overrun even now,  sewage is at capacity. and probelms with rain has been seen very recently.Developers 
will no doubt sday they can manage this - evidently they can't without massive investment which would render 
development unsustainable which means you and developers will take a short term view which we the residents will 
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suffer for in the future 

809 Housing 
Allocations 

I object to the Option 2 in the plan as it is unfair to put all the houses in one area, particularly as it seems to be on 
green farmland. Option 1 is fairer to everyone as it spreads the houses about. 

816 Housing 
Allocations 

The proposal to put 2000+ houses in or around the villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate would have a 
devastating affect on all the villages as they would not longer be such, it would be one large urban sprawl. All the 
characteristics of the individual villages would be lost and a beautiful rural area destroyed by an ill thought out and 
unrealistic proposal. Local schools are already over-subscribed with existing residents not able to get siblings into the 
same school and the doctors surgerys are full to bursting with appointments being ridiculously hard to come by, so 
adding 2000 house will not improve the current situation. Public transport is very poor in this area so people will be 
forced to use their cars thus adding to the already congested roads and making it far more dangerous for the children 
walking to school. There is only one crossing for pedestrians and that is in Westergate, so if parents are worried about 
their childrens safety whilst walking to school, they will resort to driving them and this too will add to traffic 
congestion. 

821 Housing 
Allocations 

flooding is a huge issue in all the villages and historically has been so! building houses on the flood plains will only add 
to the misery already suffered by the residents of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate. We all know that concreting 
over the land leads to flooding and you only need to look at what happened in June this year in Felpham to see that 
large scale building causes flooding and once your house has been flooded you can no longer get insurance - will ADC 
and the developers be held accountable for such costs if homes are flooded?? then of course if you want to sell your 
house , who is going to buy it? The current drainage is unable to cope with the existing houses and over the years 
individual new builds have been turned down for that very reason - the cost of upgrading the drainage system would 
be enormous and would it be undertaken? 

811 Housing 
Allocations 

  Dear Sir We are writing with reference to the Arun District Council's Action Plan for the 
'Barnham/Westergate/Eastergate' area in particular the housing and A29 proposals. We are against a) the suggestion 
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to build 2000 houses in the 6 villages area and b) the suggestion to build a bypass for the major A29 traffic route. We 
appreciate that some housing development on a small scale may be necessary for local people in the 6 villages area 
which was the original option 1 of the Action Plan, however this has to be balanced against existing traffic levels which 
have reached a significant level and quality of life issues for residents in this area. We are also concerned about the 
local infrastructure such as sewers and local services like the GPs surgery which is already oversubscribed. You may 
think that this statement implies we are in favour of rerouting the A29 via one of the bypass proposals in the local 
plan, however, we believe this would further undermine the quality of life for local residents and would not 
necessarily resolve traffic flow issues as noted by the Environment Agency. Additionally the objective of the district 
council of improving business links to Bognor Regis would not necessarily be achieved. We consider it would be far 
better to improve railway gate management on the A29 at Woodgate and await the results of the developments on 
the A259 at the Lidsey/Felpham areas. We have attended local meetings about these issues and the general feeling 
hereabouts is that local residents are against the proposed road changes and the proposed building of excessive 
housing. This is a semi-rural area and the addition of 2000 houses would create a town without a town's services and 
without the consent of local residents for this significant change. The Arun District Council's proposals are in direct 
conflict with the preferences of local people and also contradicts the current government's localism agenda which has 
been particularly emphasised by David Cameron and West Sussex County Council. We therefore oppose the 
development of 2000 houses plus all bypass proposals for the A29 in the 6 villages area.   Yours faithfully   Mr SD and 
Mrs VY Gottesman 8 Woodgate Park Woodgate PO20 3QP 

832 Housing 
Allocations 

The general proposal for the building of any houses in the Barnham Eastergate Westergate area is unecessary; the 
level of building proposed far exceeds the local need. The lack of infrastructure to support any growth in population 
makes the true cost of the proposals considerably higher and not sustainable. Factors such as the flooding risk that 
would ensue and the destruction of wildlife habitats make the current outline proposals unsustainable. It will destroy 
the rural nature of the these village communities and I strongly object. Furthermore the proposed options for the 
building of a new A 29 road are not sensible; should it become necessary to build a road in the future consideration 
must be given to its route through to the A 27 and therefore the bypassing of the village communities and identifying 
a route to avoid any bottlenecks such as the existing war memorial roundabout at Eastergate, buildings of significant 
character near and adjacent to this roundabout, sensitive habitats, primary schools must be identified. The only 
option that makes some sense may be Option A to the west of Aldingbourne, connecting the A27 at Easthampnett to 
improve the dangerous junction there. The obvious route however for the building of a new road to connect Bognor/ 
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Littlehampton effectively with the national road network would be to join to the proposed Arundel bypass a road that 
went through/ near to Ford; and the proposal to develop this community could be reconsidered on a sustainable 
basis; in particular the old airfield which would be a brown field site. The local villages are VILLAGES! and they do not 
need "the provision of additional and improved services and facilities for the benefit of the local population". The 
unique nature will be maintained appropriately without increasing the number of houses. Evidence shows that 
developers do not deliver on promises to provide and improve ammenties. Furthermore should development be 
required in Arun then the  appropriate places are those places that are already urban in their nature. I feel that if 
development is needed to improve Bognor Regis then housing should be built near the new bypass around Bognor e.g 
near the new Sainsbury store which would provide jobs and easy commute for the residents of a new housing estate 
or new town, not one which is miles from jobs in villages. In short I feel that you, Arun D.C our local council, is bending 
to the rules of a previous labour government that wished to build huge number of houses perhaps in a better 
economic time. You should, if working for us your council tax payers, refuse to go along with such outdated proposals 
of a former Prime Minister and his government and say no to over development especially on a flood plain! 

840 Housing 
Allocations 

I believe that option 2 target is the more realistic in the interests of meeting the economic growth targets stated 
earlier in the plan document - and development requests should be considered on that basis. I fully support the 
requirement to upgrade the A29 railway crossing and believe this would contribute to desirability of the Bognor 
Enterprise zone and also permit improved access from the villages to the employment zone. I also believe that 
development to the south of the railway line (Woodgate) in the short term would allow unrestricted access to the 
employment zone around Bognor and contribute funding towards the costs of the crossing upgrade. I agree that 
development of residential gardens should be resisted. 

882 Housing 
Allocations 

Supportbis given to the option 2 housing numbers as these are the only housing numbers that can be supported by a 
robust evidence base and would greatly contribute towards the meeting the affordable housing needs of the district. 

854 Housing 
Allocations 

Any distribution of housing should form the basis of the option 2 numbers which are supported by a robust evidence 
base, the distribution of housing should be expanded to cover the villages in Arun, including those contained in the 
National Park, where any housing development should not be contained to just the provision of affordable housing, 
but should allow for some open market housing which could help contribute via the Neighbourhood Plan process to 
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the provision of required community facilities. 

880 Housing 
Allocations 

It is in no way explained why the SHLAA findings indicate why Aldingbourne-Barnham location is in any way better 
than Ford Airfield location to deliver these needs or benefits. Especially in light of the NPFF and the council's own 
point in relation to previously developed land in 13.1.14 

888 Housing 
Allocations 

Concerns that the site 71 at Ford airfield in the updated May 2012 SHLAA will be put forward as an alternative to the 
western area proposals for upgrading the A29 trunk road and the associated housing development proposals in 
Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Westergate. A bridge across the railway at Woodgate is required because of the 
disruption it causes to local traffic in the five villages. It also affects tourist access to Bognor Regis. It is with some 
dismay that Ford Parish Council receives the SHLAA document with the statement 'the site is identified as a strategic 
development for 5000 dwellings, which could be delivered in the longer term", and the viability is said to be "Strong". 
It continues that the site could deliver 200 dwellings in 24/25, 200 dwellings in 25/26, 200 dwellings in 26/27, and 
4400 dwellings in 27/28. Needless to say, that a development of this size has recently been fully debated, addressed, 
petitioned against by the residents of Ford and subsequently rejected. Ford itself has a requirement for a total of 4 
affordable houses to be built in the area. The newly agreed development behind Goodhew Close in Yapton has a 
number of its properties being built within the Parish of Ford. The total number of houses being built within Ford is 
108 some of which will be affordable houses which will exceed the requirement of 4. The Local Plan does not appear 
to make reference to this at all and would ask for this to be revisited and amended.   

915 Housing 
Allocations 

My comments relate in particular to the housing allocation of over 2000 houses proposed in the six villages 
area.  Although you state that the villages have existing services in terms education and health provision, you must 
already be aware that the doctors surgery is already overstretched and that the local primary schools (Barnham, 
Eastergate, Aldingbourne) and secondary school (Westergate) are already either almost full or already 
oversubscribed.  The secondary school in Barnham (St Philip Howard) is a Catholic Faith School and is voluntarily aided 
so as such serves a wider area than the immediate catchment area.  This school is also oversubscribed. Barnham 
already has a couple of rather large developments where outling planning permission has already been granted, as 
well as other planning applications in progress.  Option 1 of building 400 houses pa was the preferred option of ADC 
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after the public consultation in 2011.  As the bridging of the railway crossing, to help make Bognor more accessible, 
seems to be a major factor in ADCs change to prefer option 2, it would seem to be very unjust to force the 
additional houses into an area where there are very little employment opportunities. If Bognor is to become more 
attractive to businesses would it not make more sense to build the houses nearer to Bognor? 

1217 Housing 
Allocations 

ADC cannot possibly allow ANY expansion of Angmering village housing without giving due consideration to the 
education of both existing and new arrivals at schools within the parish. To do so would go against all the ideals set 
out in the ADC - DLP (highlighted in Para 1 of this study - document attached) and therefore be likely to cause a legal 
challenge. Building houses in Angmering must be a medium to long term endeavour, as there must be infrastructure, 
including schools in place to meet the needs of existing students and newcomers i.e. more schools or bigger schools 
that are properly planned and not just tacked on to the current and already overloaded system. It is Unfortunate that 
the DLP only addresses Education in passing. It should warrant a section of its own. Especially as a well educated work 
force will be needed to sustain the Economic growth which is corner stone of the DLP. 

1239 Housing 
Allocations 

Paragraph 13.1.4 seems to imply that sites for 6 units or less are what NDPs should concentrate on. Where is this 
defined? The status of the work done by Neighbourhood Development teams causes concern, since the statement 
that developments of less than 6 houses can be covered by them appears to imply that anything above this number 
will be outside the scope of NDPs. This is not the view of most involved with NDPs, including senior staff at the DCLG, 
who have been advising Angmering Parish Council. The overriding impression is that the District Council supports 
Localism, as long as it remains in control of the important bits of Plan setting. The Angmering Neighbourhood Plan 
teams will be looking at the possibility of where and what is built for the whole of Angmering, including what is seen 
in this Plan as strategic. Just because ADC has determined what provision should be in the Parish, does not mean that 
they should determine where the developments should go. The evidence is certainly a case of Nanny does not know 
best in this case. The 490 homes that are seen as the 'Strategic' ones by Arun DC, would be outside of the scope of the 
Neighbourhood Development Plan and ADC has allocated the following sites within the SHLAA as having 'future 
potential', designed to meet this number:- • 340 – West End Nursery, This is shown in the Green Infrastructure 
Corridor where 'no houses' will be built (see later). • 290 – Land East of Roundstone Lane • 380 – Land East of 
Dappers Lane • 175 – Land between Arundel Road and Dappers Lane These total 1,185 additional homes on what ADC 
want to determine as 'Strategic' sites, way above the quoted 490 that are identified as needed. The theory is 
presumably that only some of these will be built on completely and the others will be held back in case. The problem 
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is that, once they are on the list, developers will see it as a green light to acquire the land and push to build 
everywhere. There is a danger that Angmering will have to take a third of the District shortfall shown over the plan 
period and that the eventual 'urbanisation' of the village will take place. 

1153 Housing 
Allocations 

1. Support: Policy SP8 Parish and Town Council Housing Allocations. The recognition of the future housing needs in 
Pagham is supported. This is a sustainable large settlement appropriate for future housing development. Table 13.2 
proposes a minimum allocation in future Neighbourhood Development Plans of 100 dwellings at Pagham 2013-2028. 
It is important that this proposed allocation is a minimum allocation to be refined through subsequent plans, 
particularly due to; Evidence in the SHLAA and more detailed land evaluation studies which indicate that suitable, 
viable and achievable land is available in Pagham on this land north of Summer Lane. Related policy references noted 
in policy SP8 regarding Pagham Harbour (Policy DM35) and the possible financial obligations related to development 
in Zone B which might require higher levels of contributing development. 

1053 Housing 
Allocations 

The figures identified by Angmering Parish Council, have shown some need for housing, but not the 490 houses 
proposed - plus the 100 Parish housing units. The Draft Plan does not provide any evidence that supports the actual 
number of households that "need" affordable housing in Angmering. This makes the Draft Plan appear to be focussed 
on the availability of particular sites that are seen as "viable" from a developer perspective - rather than actual 
housing need that is "affordable" and "sustainable". The new housing in recent developments e.g. Bramley Green, 
have not been affordable for existing villagers. The Draft Plan states that "entry-level house prices required ten times 
the average salary of those in the lowest 25% of income levels", but  it does not say how it will ensure that developers 
actually deliver "affordable housing" for this income group. Further unnecessary developments in Angmering will 
remove its "distinctive character" as a village, and create a commuter town.  Infrastructure has a regular habit of 
arriving after any developments, if at all, which will make life for existing inhabitants of Angmering intolerable     

966 Housing 
Allocations 

Table 13.1: can we include options for lower levels of development, with comparisons against an unrealistic target? 
(p108) Policy SP8 (p109) adopts principles of Garden City Movement for Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate. Could 
these be specified? Also could significant new developments in Bognor, where these can be justified to meet local 
housing need and to support job creation schemes, adopt a village approach in its design, and embody much of these 
principles and a community approach, also intentional use of fruit/nut trees and 'wild harvest' hedging. QUESTION: 
Could provision be made for some self-build cooperative (and affordable) housing sites? QUESTION: Could provision 
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be made for live/work & studio developments for clean industries? 

1044 Housing 
Allocations 

1. Introduction.................................................................................................... 3 2. Housing Delivery 
Strategy.......................................................................... 4 3. Location of Future 
Growth....................................................................... 12 4. SHLAA 
Sites................................................................................................. 15 1. Introduction 1.1 Daniel Watney LLP has been 
instructed by the Dunhill Medical Trust ( 'DMT'  ) to submit representations to the Arun Draft Local Plan 2013 – 2028 ( 
'DLP'  ). The DMT are the sole landowner of a 17.65ha parcel of land situated in the village of Fontwell. The location 
and extent of this parcel of land is reproduced in Chapter 4. 1.2 These representations have been informed by the DLP 
and evidence base documents as provided by Arun District, including the May 2012 Housing Land Supply Assessment, 
the Locally Generated Needs Study 2010, the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2012 ( 'SHLAA'  ), the 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment ( 'SHMA'  ) 2009, Infrastructure Funding Study 2009 and the Settlement 
Sustainability Study 2007. Annual Monitoring Reports have also been reviewed. 1.3 These representations have also 
been informed by the National Planning Policy Framework ( 'NPPF'  ) adopted in March 2012. 2. Housing Delivery 
Strategy 2.1 The DLP outlines Arun's proposed housing delivery strategy within Chapter 13 and through Policy SP8. 
Chapter 13 discusses the two annual housing delivery figures which will provide the basis for the development of the 
Council's policy approach; 400 units per annum based upon public consultation or 565 units per annum based upon 
the South East Plan figure, which at this time still forms part of the Development Plan. We do not consider Chapter 13 
or Policy SP8 to be robust or sufficiently justified and as such the proposed housing strategy is unsound. National 
Planning Policy and Housing Delivery 2.2 The NPPF replaces all Planning Policy Statements (PPSs), Planning Policy 
Guidance (PPGs) as well as Circular 05/2005. Paras. 1 and 2 of the NPPF state that 'the NPPF sets out the 
Government's planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied '¦ the NPPF must be taken into 
account in the preparation of Local and Neighbourhood Plans, and is a material consideration in planning decisions' . 
2.3 Part 6, para. 47 of the NPPF states that 'where there has been a record of persistent under delivery of housing, 
Local Planning Authorities should increase the buffer to 20% to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned 
supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market for land' . The implication of the adoption of the NPPF for 
Local Planning Authorities for which there is a demonstrable record of persistent under delivery of housing is that 
their current 5 year target for deliverable housing sites must be increased by a factor of 20% to ensure a sufficient 
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buffer of sites is in place to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planning housing supply. We would contend 
that Arun have a persistent record of under delivery and the 20% buffer should therefore be applied to their housing 
targets. Historic Housing Delivery in Arun District 2.4 The South East Plan, Regional Spatial Strategy for the South East 
(RSS), was adopted in May 2009 covering the period 2006 to 2026 and set a minimum housing target for Arun of 
11,300 homes, or 565 dwellings per annum. At present the South East Plan remains part of Arun's Development Plan. 
2.5 By March 2011, Arun had completed 2,394 dwellings, a shortfall of 431 dwellings from the 2,825 target based 
upon 565 dwellings per annum over the five years 2006/07 – 2010/11. This represented an annual rate of 478 
dwellings achieved per year amounting to an 87 dwelling shortfall per annum against the South East Plan target. In 
order to meet the South East Plan target of 11,300 of the plan period, 8,906 dwellings were required to be delivered 
in Arun over the remaining 15 years to 2026 at an equivalent of 593 dwellings per annum. 2.6 In May 2012 Arun 
produced a Housing Land Supply Assessment. Between paras. 2.4 and 2.6, the Council discuss completion projections 
up to March 2012. The Council predicted net completions of 583 units to 31 st March 2012, bringing total completions 
from 2006/07 to 2011/12 to 2,977 (413 short of the South East Plan target of 3,390 by this point). This represents an 
annual rate of 496 dwelling completions per year, presenting an annual shortfall of 69 dwellings against the South 
East Plan target. In order to meet the South East Plan target of 11,300, 8,323 dwellings would be required to be 
delivered in Arun over the remaining 14 years to 2026, or 594 dwellings per annum; 29 additional units above the 
South East Plan annual target of 565. 2.7 Arun state within their May 2012 Assessment that 'The Council has recorded 
a supply in excess of 90% of the South East Plan annualised requirement in two recent years' . By not achieving 100% 
this demonstrates that the District have under delivered; only one year in the last five (the point at which the most up 
to date data is available) of the plan period have the District exceeded their annual target, however the impact of this 
was insignificant due to the deficit generated by the under supply of 245 dwellings in the previous year. 2.8 To clearly 
demonstrate this record of persistent under delivery of housing, we have reproduced data within the 2010/11 Annual 
Monitoring Report, including the under or over supply of new housing having regard to South East Plan annual targets 
from 2006-2011. Net Completions against Annual Targets 2006 - 2011   Total Net Target against SE Plan (565pa) 
Revised Annual Target against Shortfall 2006-07 320 - 245 577 2007-08 591 + 26 577 2008-09 548 - 17 578 2009-10 
416 - 149 589 2010-11 519 - 46 593 Totals 2,394 - 431     Table 1: Net Completions against Annual Targets       2.9 Table 
1 identifies that there has been a shortfall in delivery for four out of the past five years. The impact of this shortfall is 
more significant as, in order to compensate this shortfall, a greater number of units are required to be delivered the 
following year to ensure overall delivery is on target to achieve 11,300 by 2026. As can be seen in the far right column, 
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delivery fell short of the revised annual target in four out of five years (based upon the shortfall resulting from under 
delivery the previous year). 2.10 The housing data available indicates that the District suffers from significant, 
persistent under delivery and therefore the NPPF requisite 20% buffer should be applied to future housing targets. 
Arun District Housing Targets 2.11 Arun District Council has specified two target annual figures, 400 and 565. The 
figure of 400 units was based upon community consultation on the emerging Local Plan undertaken between 2005 – 
2011 with growth by urban extensions to coastal settlements and expansion of inland settlements being the preferred 
options for growth. The figure of 565 was established by the South East Plan. South East Plan Revocation 2.12 Firstly, 
we do not consider that the potential departure from the South East Plan annual target figure of 565 units to 400 
units is sound as the South East Plan is still part of the Development Plan. Recent evidence from the Inspectorate 
indicates that Local Authorities will not be allowed to adopt significantly lower annual delivery targets than 
established previously by the Regional Spatial Strategies. 2.13 The Localism Act 2011 intends to abolish Regional 
Spatial Strategies and regional housing targets. The attempt to revoke RSS has however been thwarted by legal 
challenges by CALA Homes. The effect of the CALA Homes cases is that, whilst in determining planning applications, 
account could be taken of the intention to abolish Regional Spatial Strategies. Account could not be taken however of 
the intention to revoke RSS whilst determining Local Development Plans and therefore the RSS figures must be 
adhered to. 2.14 It is significant to note that the Department for Communities and Local Government has not sought 
to appeal this. Central Lancashire is the first authority to have its Core Strategy approved since the publication of the 
NPPF. One of the changes required by the Planning Inspector was acceptance of housing targets in the regional 
strategy. 2.15 Research undertaken by BNP Paribas in June 2011 identified that the region in which development is 
arguably the most financially viable in the current climate is the South East, within which Arun District falls. This is also 
the region in which the potential loss of housing is most severe; at the time of writing over 53% of the total reduction 
in England was in the South East alone. BNP's research indicated an annual loss of over 16,700 new homes from 
targets in the South East which, in 2010, only saw 49,200 completions. The proposed figure of 400 within Arun's DLP 
would represent a net loss over the plan period of 2013 – 2028 of potentially 2,475 homes from the South East Plan 
annual target. Proposed Annual Housing Supply 2.16 There are two implications following the adoption of the NPPF to 
this housing delivery figure of 400 / 565 homes per year or 6,000 / 8,475 homes over the Plan period 2013 to 2028. 
The first is to add 5% onto this figure to allow for an additional buffer to ensure choice and competition in the market 
for housing land. Adding the requisite NPPF 5% buffer increases the housing delivery figure for the District to 420 / 
593 per annum, or 6,300 / 8,895 over the plan period 2012 – 2028. 2.17 However, as we have demonstrated, as Arun 
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has a demonstrable record of persistent under delivery of housing having regard to their historic housing delivery, as 
clearly advised within Part 6, Para. 47 of the NPPF, Arun should increase the 5% buffer to 20% to provide a realistic 
prospect of achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market for land. 2.18 Given the 
presence of a demonstrable persistent record of historic under delivery of housing in Arun, the housing delivery figure 
should be increased by 20% (15% including the requisite 5% buffer) to give an overall total figure of 480 / 678 homes 
per year or 7,200 / 10,170 homes over the Plan period. It should be noted that Planning Inspectors examining plans 
are taking the requirement to provide enough land for housing seriously, twice already insisting on the 20% buffer 
(House of Commons Standard Note SN/SC/3741 22 nd June 2012). Establishing the Annual Target: Historic Under 
Delivery 2.19 We do not therefore consider it sound for Arun to consult on the figure of 400 units. Firstly, as 
discussed, the 20% buffer would need to be applied which would automatically inflate this figure to 480 units. 
However we still do not consider this to be adequate in light of the 565 RSS figure, the West Sussex Structure Plan 
which proposed a target of 580 units per annum and background documents upon which different scenarios and 
proposed housing targets were based. 2.20 Firstly, we do not consider that sufficient justification has been provided 
outlining how the figure of 400 units per annum was established. Paragraph 13.1.2 of the DLP describes the 
conception of the target, via the Issues and Options Consultation (2005), Options for Growth (2009) and Housing and 
Employment Growth (2011) consultation. It is expected however that responses, particularly those from existing 
residents within Arun, would support lower levels of housing delivery. Figure 1 below, reproduced from the Housing 
and Employment Growth consultation responses, and indicates that the greatest preference was for the lowest and 
second lowest housing delivery scenarios. Figure 1: Consultation Responses (Source: Housing and Employment 
Growth) 2.21 We have reviewed GL Hearn's Locally Generated Needs Study, produced in 2010, which we understand 
informed the leaflet issued to consultees as part of the Housing and Employment Growth consultation. 2.22 GL Hearn 
identify within their report that, based upon Government's national level projections on population and household 
growth, the annual target for Arun based upon aggregate demand could achieve 865 dwellings. This figure is not 
inconsistent with wider research, for example the National Housing and Planning Advice Unit, which proposed a range 
of 38,000 – 53,8000 homes per annum across the region between 2008 – 31. 2.23 The report does however question 
the forecasting approach which underpins the national projections, particularly in light of their basis upon 2001 – 06 
which was a period of strong macroeconomic stability. 2.24 GL Hearn also modelled future housing requirements 
based upon shorter-term migration assumptions, which resulted in an annual target of 425 dwellings. They recognise 
however that, as with the criticism of the national level projections, these assumptions are based over a short time 
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frame and can therefore similarly not be considered as robust. When discussing other employment based scenarios 
that generated similar housing requirements (around 400 units p.a.), GL Hearn suggested that this would make quite a 
limited contribution to supporting economic regeneration and growth within the District. 2.25 GL Hearn consider that 
their '˜locally-generated approach' to assessing housing requirements driven by demographic trends to be most 
robust. This projection comprised a requirement for 12,200 homes over the plan period to 2012, or 610 homes per 
annum. 2.26 GL Hearn also considered likely job generation and the subsequent impact upon housing demand. GL 
Hearn concluded that a realistic economic-driven scenario would fall somewhere between achieving delivery of 230 – 
380 new additional jobs per annum, which would require delivery of between 550 – 670 additional homes per annum. 
2.27 The findings of this study therefore indicate that the DLP proposed figure of 400 net dwellings per annum would 
only support minimal economic growth and more likely pose a constraint. Even with the 20% buffer which would likely 
be imposed by the Inspectorate, 480 dwellings p.a still falls far short of robust projections. We would recommend that 
a higher annual target is sought to realistically deliver the quantum of homes that the District will require over the 
plan period. Arun District Housing Projections 2.28 Arun has identified within their DLP supporting text to Policy SP8 
that Total Housing Supply (including sites with planning permission up to December 2011 and sites with potential 
within settlements as identified in the SHLAA 2012) 2013 – 2028 is 4,637 dwellings. Firstly, we consider that how this 
figure has been established needs to be outlined within the DLP, as this does not correlate with projections within the 
May 2012 Housing Land Supply Assessment. It is unclear as to how this figure has been established based upon the 
evidence base material available. 2.29 The DLP target over the plan period is currently 6,000 (400*15) or 8,475 
(565*15) net dwellings. As we have discussed, we do not consider either annual target of 400 or 565 to be robust as, 
not only do evidence base documents indicate that a low annual target would constrain economic growth, Arun have 
a history of under delivery and therefore are required to provide a 20% buffer, which they are not proposing. These 
targets are therefore not sound. 2.30 We do not consider that sufficient supply has been identified for the next five 
years. The Housing Land Supply Assessment states that, as the South East Plan still forms part of the Development 
Plan, the target for the plan period of 11,300 still applies. Up to the point of data being available, Arun had completed 
2,394 dwellings. They projected that by April 2012, 2,977 dwellings would be completed. This would leave a shortfall 
of 8,323 dwellings with 14 years of the plan period left to run, resulting in a revised annual target of 594 net dwellings. 
Arun are therefore required to demonstrate sufficient supply for a minimum of 2,970 dwellings (i.e. 594 dwellings for 
the next five years). However, as we have discussed, as Arun have underperformed and failed to reach their annual 
targets, the 20% buffer is imposed by the NPPF. This increases this five year target to 3,564. In the event that, once 
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the data is available, total completions by 2012 did not reach the projected 2,977 this revised target would increase 
further. 2.31 The Housing Land Supply May 2012 projects a total housing land supply of 3,381. This projection is 
reproduced in Figure 2 below Figure 2: Projected Housing Supply 2.32 We do not consider these supply figures to be 
realistic, based upon historic patterns of delivery and prevailing economic conditions. Allocated Sites 2.33 There are 
two sites that produce the figure of 987 that were allocated in the 2003 Local Plan; Site 6 – At Felpham and Bersted, 
and Site 7 – at Toddington, Littlehampton. 896 dwellings were allocated to Site 6 at Felpham and Bersted. Planning 
permission was granted on appeal in November 2006 for this redevelopment; however it was noted at the 23 rd July 
2012 Felpham Site 6 Advisory Committee meeting that only 185 units had been completed in the six years since 
permission was granted. With the prevailing economic conditions, we have reservations over whether this 
development will provide anywhere near the 896 dwellings required proposed within the five years 2012 – 2017 and 
therefore consider that this figure should be revised sharply downwards; as of July 2012, 711 units were still to be 
completed. Permitted Large Sites post 1 st April 2011 2.34 A large proportion of the 1,044 dwellings in this category 
are from the sites at Courtwick Lane (340 dwellings) and Toddinghton Lane (385), both in Littlehampton. It is noted in 
the Housing Land Supply Assessment in 2012 that the bulk of the dwelling completions are not anticipated until 2015-
16, which will be a best case scenario. With Arun's record of under delivery, alongside prevailing economic conditions, 
we feel this estimated completion is optimistic, and is potentially unrealistic with regards to the five year targets. This 
is exasperated by the fact that the application for the site at Toddington Lane has not yet been decided, which will 
delay any potential development further. SHLAA Sites 2.35 It is not clear from Figure 2, or the information in the 
Housing Land Supply Assessment 2012, where the figure of 390 estimated dwelling completions arises from. The 2011 
report from Hives Planning into Arun's Housing Land Supply figures details that an estimated 393 dwellings would be 
completed in the period 2011-2016, a similar number to that in Figure 2 for a year after however it is not clear if the 
two are related. This should be clarified. 2.36 If the figure of 390 does relate to the sites within the Hives Planning 
report, of these 393 units, 290 were estimated to be completed in the final two years of the five-year target. Again, 
when taking Arun's history of under delivery into account as well as the current market conditions, any delays could 
lead to Arun failing to meet their housing targets again. Windfall Delivery: Past Completions 2.37 We recognise that 
the NPPF allows for consideration of the potential of windfall sites in the delivery of housing and the attainment of 
annual targets. The Housing Land Supply Assessment published in May 2012 identifies that windfall allocations will 
form part of the five year supply, based upon compelling evidence. The NPPF makes clear that compelling evidence 
comprises being able to demonstrate that windfall sites have consistently become available in the local area and will 
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continue to provide a reliable source of supply. 2.38 Arun identify four years of historic windfall completions since 
2007/08. Upon these annual figures, Arun have arrived at a mean of 66 dwellings, which they include within their 
housing projections as an achievable target, minus projected completions on smaller sites. We do not consider such 
limited historic data to be sufficiently robust to merit the inclusion of windfall capacity within the five year supply. 
2.39 We have undertaken a standard deviation analysis of the historic completion data available. This is reproduced in 
Figure 3 below:   2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 Average Completions 29 96 59 79 66         Standard Deviation: 
28.7   Figure 3: Windfall Completions. 2.40 The Standard Deviation figure of 28.7 indicates that 75% of all results 
(annual completion figure) sit within +-28.7 of the mean, i.e. between the range of 37 and 95. This is a considerable 
range. A range of +/-57 annual completions from an average of 66 deems such a mean completely obsolete. In truth 
the real, adjusted, average would lie towards the lower end of the range, probably towards the 45.6 shown once the 
data has been split between pre- and post-economic bust of 2007/08. For example, figures for the South of England 
show that speculative housing starts fell by 53% immediately post Lehmann Brothers in 2007. 2.41 Development start 
data from 2008 onwards would produce much more reliable and useful data on which to build future predictions of 
windfall sites and enhance the credibility of including windfall data within the five year supply. The lack of finance, risk 
aversion in marginal locations by small developers, bankruptcies and the ever more prevalent stance taken by 
landowners to hold onto land until prices recover has all but killed off small, speculative development in regional 
areas since 2008. 2.42 We consider that projected supply would be reduce significantly further, based upon the 
constraints we have identified in relation to the allocated sites, SHLAA sites and permitted sites. We do not consider 
the projections within Figure 2 to be realistic, indicating that over the course of the next five years Arun will again fail 
to deliver on their annual targets and that additional supply is needed. We have reproduced Figure 2 above based 
upon our analysis of the proposed sources of supply. This clearly indicates that Arun will not deliver their proposed 
levels of supply. Daniel Watney Revised Housing Land Supply   Estimated Completions 2012 - 2017 Realistic Delivery 
Justification Allocated Sites 987 200 This figure comprises 896 dwellings at Site 6 and 91 at Site 7. Only 185 dwellings 
have been completed on Site 6 since permission was granted in 2006, with none on Site 7. Given the prevailing 
economic conditions and previous delivery, it is realistic to assume that Arun will not deliver in excess of 200 units 
over the next five year period. Permitted Large Sites to 31 st March 2011 666 666 - SHLAA Sites 390 100 Unclear as to 
source of this figure. If as within Hives Planning report, 290 units are proposed to come forward in the final two years 
of the plan period. In consideration of Arun's historic undersupply, it is unrealistic to assume that all of these units will 
be delivered in the five year period. Small Sites 164 164 - Windfall Sites 191 0 As justified, we do not consider that 
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Arun, under the provision of the NPPF, have sufficient compelling evidence to allow inclusion of windfall sites within 
the overall supply. Permitted Large Site post April 2011 1,044 319 A large proportion of this figure is based upon 
Courtwick Lane and Toddington Lane coming forward. The May 2012 Housing Supply Assessment identifies that the 
bulk of these are not anticipated until 2015/16. In light of Arun's historic under delivery and the prevailing economic 
conditions, we do not consider it realistic to include this quantum within the projected supply. Gross Completions 
3,442 1,449   Losses 61 61   Net 3,381 1,388    2.43 The supply figure of 3,381 would be reduced by further 1,993 
dwellings as we do not consider Arun can realistically include the above supply, based upon their historic under 
delivery, previous delivery patterns and the prevailing economic conditions. We estimate that projected supply can 
only achieve 1,388 dwellings presenting a deficit of 2,176 against the target supply of 3,564 net dwellings (based upon 
the outstanding South East Plan target, previous completions, plan period remaining and the 20% buffer) over five 
years. 3. Location of Future Growth 3.1 At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan making and decision taking. For 
plan making, local authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet development needs of their area. 3.2 The 
DLP identifies the future locations for development as follows: - Littlehampton and Bognor Regis; - Eastergate, 
Westergate and Barnham; and, - In and around Angerming. 3.3 These broader locations are supported by town and 
parish allocations which the Council consider would be necessary to achieve the plan period housing target when 
based upon the higher annual target of 565. If the smaller figure of 400 is adopted, the Council considers that these 
can be sufficiently delivered in the locations identified above. As we have discussed, the figure of 400 is not robust 
and would likely constrain the economic development of the District. Development would likely be required across 
the District to ensure the annual target is met. 3.4 We do not consider that all of these locations as identified within 
the DLP, support the presumption in favour of sustainable development. We consider that the settlement of Fontwell 
presents an opportunity to accommodate a significant quantum of housing, and, whilst it already benefits from 
excellent links to the highway network, there would be the opportunity to unlock the overall sustainability of the 
settlement thereby supporting the NPPF. 3.5 We have reviewed the consultation documents that preceded the DLP 
and consider that the conclusions of the '˜Op_ons for Growth' 2009 document secured Fontwell's exclusion from the 
broad locations for development. Fontwell was described as follows: 'Fontwell is a relatively small village with very 
limited local facilities. The village is not close to areas of high housing need and provides poor accessibility to 
employment opportunities. Public transport services in the area are also very poor. For these reasons, the area is not 
considered suitable for strategic development.'  3.6 We do not consider the three settlements outlined to present a 
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sequentially preferable location for growth, particularly in comparison to a settlement such as Fontwell. Whilst we 
acknowledge that Westergate and Barnham provide a good range of local services, including schools, limited 
convenience and comparison retail and a small number of restaurants, public houses and takeaways, Eastergate does 
not provide a comparable variety of services. Fontwell provides valuable visitor accommodation, has some small retail 
provision, a public house, a restaurant and the racecourse with associated facilities. 3.7 Furthermore, Fontwell 
benefits from significantly greater access to infrastructure when compared to Westergate and Eastergate. Fontwell 
benefits from access to the A29 and the larger A27, which provides lateral routes across the County. Draft Policy SP8 
identifies that the A29 will be upgraded; this will allow the existing level crossing in Westergate to be bypassed and 
the road will be introduced in the currently open space between Westergate and Barnham. 3.8 Significant new 
infrastructure would also be required to serve the proposed broad areas for development; at present the available 
space between Westergate and Eastergate is not served by a sufficient road network to support the proposed 
residential development. The proposed new route of the A29 between these two settlements will require significant 
funding and will have a significant impact upon the visual appearance of the currently open countryside. This 
infrastructure required and bridging of the railway would be a significant cost and would impact upon the viability of 
any scheme that came forward, alongside any other necessary costs. It is also anticipated that the re-routing of the 
A29 will occur in the medium to long term. 3.9 We recognise that Barnham benefits from a national rail train station, 
however this is not easily accessible from Westergate or Eastergate without a form of transport, and by road Fontwell 
is only a marginally longer journey (2.0miles as opposed to 1.7miles from Westergate) to the station. This nominal 
difference in journey length does not make Eastergate or Westergate are demonstrably preferable locations for 
growth. Fontwell benefits from good access to road infrastructure which negates the impact of providing fewer 
services than Westergate or Barnham. 3.10 We have examined bus services across the four settlements and recognise 
that Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate each benefit from access to eight, four and six bus routes, accessible across 
twenty, six and thirteen stops within the settlements respectively. Fontwell benefits from access to four routes across 
six stops. Access to public transport in Fontwell is therefore comparable to that of Eastergate. 3.11 Furthermore, the 
spatial arrangement of Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham would constrain their future growth and be in conflict 
within draft Policy SP9; 'The separation of these settlements shall be conserved as part of any development scheme' . 
The existing settlements are located within close proximity of one another; Westergate's largely linear development 
along the A29 merges to the north east with Eastergate with the result that neither settlement is clearly defined. 
Eastergate similarly merges with Barnham to the south east. 3.12 We consider that further development within and 
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around these identified settlements would thus conflict with the desire to conserve this separation and protect the ' 
small characterful villages'  (Policy SP9). By comparison, Fontwell benefits from sufficient separation from adjacent 
settlements and could reasonably accommodate growth to peripheral locations without impeaching on the 
boundaries of adjacent villages. 3.13 We recognise therefore that, whilst at present Fontwell does not benefit from 
the immediate availability of services and /or employment opportunities opportunities as proximate settlements, in 
order to support the principal objective of the NPPF, the DLP should look at opportunities to not only grow within 
sustainable settlements, but to increase the quantum of sustainable locations within the District. 3.14 The Strategic 
Housing Land Allocations Assessment, updated in 2012, analyses available sites in the District and considers their 
potential to be deliverable and developable and thus their ability to be allocated within the Development Plan. The 
sites within the SHLAA are not allocations; the document forms the evidence base to DLP Policy. 3.15 The SHLAA 
update reiterates the summary of Fontwell as within the Options for Growth consultation document, as reproduced in 
paragraph 3.5. The SHLAA confirms that it was for these reasons that Fontwell was not considered suitable for major 
strategic development, although small scale future provision to meet local needs was not ruled out. 3.16 The 
obstruction to development potential in Fontwell is expanded upon within the assessments of the individual sites 
within Fontwell. Of the sites upon which the principle of residential development was considered acceptable, the only 
obstacle to realising this is ''¦subject to the Council determining Fontwell to be a sustainable location for future 
housing development.'  (SHLAA 2012). 3.17 In explicit reference to the land at Fontwell which is owned by our Client, 
the Dunhill Medical Trust, identified within the SHLAA as FON5, the SHLAA update describes: 'A more extensive tract 
of land to the south of the settlement may have potential for development in the eastern part (land north of Barn 
Farm in particular) without causing significant visual impact on the setting and separating qualities of the area when 
seen from the A29. This area is more discreet and implementation of an appropriate landscape strategy that 
reinforces/extends field boundaries on the higher ground should be required at the outset.'  3.18 We would reiterate 
that, in order to support the objectives of the NPPF, we consider that the Council should consider opportunities to 
increase the quantum of sustainable locations, such as Fontwell, as opposed to solely growing those existing 
settlements that that they consider sustainable. 3.19 Paragraph 1.2.13 o 

1044 Housing 
Allocations 

3.19 Paragraph 1.2.13 of the SHLAA methodology section, which outlines how sites were assessed, considers the 
accessibility of sites. The methodology explicitly describes the following: 
“However, it is recognised that larger urban extensions and freestanding new settlements will provide for a range of 
facilities and services themselves which may overcome any existing deficiencies [in accessibility].” 
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3.20 As we have identified, it is apparent that the Options for Growth conclusion of Fontwell that the accessibility of 
the site, and the consequential impact upon the access to employment opportunities, public transport and local 
services, is the main driver behind its exclusion as an area of growth and the principal obstruction to future residential 
development. We do not consider that the Council has acknowledged the ability of development in Fontwell to 
‘unlock’ it’s potential to be a sustainable location. 
3.21 Larger scale development has the ability to produce significant planning contributions, which can be secured via 
Section 106 legal agreements and shortly by the Community Infrastructure Levy. Development on a site such as FON5, 
which has the physical capacity to produce a high yield of residential dwellings, would present the opportunity to 
enhance the sustainability of Fontwell as a settlement, both directly, for example via, the provision of convenience 
retail facilities, healthcare facilities, a nursery or primary school and transport improvements and indirectly via 
planning obligations, directed to where Officers consider there to be a deficit in supply. 
4. SHLAA Sites 
4.1 We have reviewed a number of the SHLAA sites that are considered to have future potential for development. Our 
principal objection relates to the large number of sites which are currently not suitable for development as they fall 
outside of the settlement boundary of those sites identified around Arundel and in villages, at present only three are 
located within settlements with forty seven located outside. The development of those sites located outside would be 
contrary to proposed Policy SP2 ‘Built Up Area Boundary’ which seeks to safeguard the countryside. This presents a 
policy obstacle to the delivery of residential accommodation on these sites; thereby further destabilising Arun’s 
housing projected housing supply over the plan period. 
4.2 We would therefore recommend a review of this policy and approach to restricting development within the 
countryside. We recognise the value of protecting the countryside, however recommend that a more flexible 
approach that would support the development of sites that fall adjacent to settlements, i.e. those which would form 
natural extensions of these areas without impinging on the countryside and landscape character. This would also 
support the NPPF’s presumption in favour of sustainable development. We would draw Officer's attention to the 
Dunhill Medical Trust’s land at Fontwell, which would make a logical extension of Fontwell to the south. 
FON5 – Land to the East of Fontwell Racecourse 
4.3 The Dunhill Medical Trust is the sole land owner of the land to the east of Fontwell racecourse, identified within 
the SHLAA as FON5. The site, which measures 17.65ha, is comprised principally of open fields, with sparse trees and 
bushes. The extent of the site is reproduced in Figure 4 below. 
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Figure 4: FON5 Site Boundary 
4.4 The 2012 SHLAA identifies minor constraints that could be easily overcome, for example groundwater flood risk. 
However the site is also noted for its availability, viability and ability to accommodate residential development 
without a demonstrable, negative visual impact upon the landscape character. In summary, the site “is considered 
suitable in principle for future housing potential, because there are no insurmountable constraints, subject to the 
Council determining Fontwell to be a sustainable location for future housing development”. 
4.5 We would however contend the following points that currently comprise the review of the site: 
Availability Summary 
“The site is available for development, however, the owner is reserving the site for a specialist housing use – 
continuing care village.” 
This assumption is erroneous and should be discounted when considering the form of future development for the site. 
Physical Constraints 
“There is ‘potential’ groundwater flood risk and the site is located within a historic surface water area .” 
While this may be true, the issues of groundwater are easily resolved i.e. through the implementation of landscaped 
equalising ponds. 
Access 
“Access may be a constraint to this area as West Walberton Lane and Wandley’s Lane are of limited width.” 
The development of Eastergate, Westergate & Barnham through the SHLAA are contingent on plans being enforced to 
upgrade the A29, which runs along the western boundary of FON5. 
Achievability Study 
The SHLAA notes that there is no economic reason as to why the site should not be viable for development. 
Furthermore the SHLAA notes that other sites which were bought by developers’ pre-2008 are economically unviable 
in the short-term due to the high price paid for them. There would be no such issue with FON 5: 
“There is no doubt that the site is economically viable. There are no known abnormal costs that are likely to prevent 
development progressing.” 
4.6 We would again reiterate that the land at Fontwell presents an opportunity for Arun to address its historic record 
of undersupply, and unlock the potential of the settlement as a sustainable location for development through 
improvements to public transport and services provision, secured by the contributions generated by a large scale 
development. 
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4.7 We do not consider comparable sites identified within the SHLAA within the areas identified by draft Policy SP8 as 
locations of future housing development (Eastergate, Westergate, Barnham, Angmering and parish allocations) to 
comprise as potentially successful sites, measured against the NPPF definition of a deliverable, developable site. The 
NPPF is very clear that such sites must be considered as being demonstrably deliverable which is defined within the 
NPPF as follows: 
“to be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be 
achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years and in particular that 
development of the site is viable.” 
Overview of SHLAA Sites within Policy Identified Areas of Future Development 
4.8 We have reviewed sites within the growth settlements identified in draft Policy SP8 comparable to FON5 that have 
been included within the SHLAA. We consider that a number are subject to constraints which could impede their 
future delivery. 
Angmering 
Site Address – Land South of Bramley Green / North of Mayflower Way SHLAA Site Ref: 101 
- Area – 5.37 ha 
- Settlement – Angmering 
- Category – Site within settlements with potential 
- Current /Previous Land-use – Residential, Retail, Horticulture 
A main constraint with the site is the demolition of the existing buildings. There may be contamination risks due to the 
existing and previous uses of the site. This is not a concern for the land at Fontwell. The Southern part of this site is 
protected open space meaning it is unsuitable for development and could prejudice development on the Northern 
part of the site, in conflict with national policy. 
Site Address – West End Nursery, Roundstone Lane, Angmering SHLAA Site Ref: 48 
- Area – 10.44 ha 
- Settlement – Angmering 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use - Horticulture 
The demolition of the existing structure would result in a loss of employment. 
Site Address – Land East of Roundstone Lane SHLAA Site Ref: 80 
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- Area – 10.52 ha 
- Settlement – Angmering 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Residential, Horticulture, Agriculture 
Adjacent to the Site Ref. 48 with the potential to be a larger comprehensive development. The same issues identified 
with Site Ref. 48 would therefore apply regarding the loss of employment. 
Site Address – Land East of Dappers Lane SHLAA Site Ref: 82 
- Area – 14.50 ha 
- Settlement – Angmering 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Residential, Horticulture, Agriculture 
- Had been refused but is now at appeal 
Development of the site would require the demolition of existing buildings, which could be problematic as the site is 
located adjacent to a groundwater emergence zone (Flood Risk 3b). 
Abnormal development costs relating to the site. 
Site Address – Land between Arundel Road and Dappers Lane SHLAA Site Ref: 109 
- Area – 6.34 ha 
- Settlement – Angmering 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land use – Agriculture 
Power cables and a footpath run through the site, which would need to be relocated. The South Downs National Park 
is located to the north, which could have an impact on the type of development that could go on the site. However, 
there is a woodland development in between the site and the National Park, which could provide screening. 
Barnham 
Site Address – Land at Yapton Road SHLAA Site Ref: 41 
- Area – 3.10 ha 
- Settlement – Barnham 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Agriculture 
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One constraint could be the railway line to the North of the site. This could impact upon residential amenity, with 
regards to safety, noise and vibration. There are existing trees on the site which are noteworthy and would need to be 
retained. The area has historic issues with surface water flooding, which is another key constraint. This could affect 
the uses able to be incorporated into the scheme. 
Site Address – Land at Barn Rise / Halliford Drive SHLAA Site Ref: 102 
- Area – 2.34 ha 
- Settlement – Barnham 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Agricultural 
The site is subject to groundwater flooding and has a history of surface water flooding; sufficient measures which 
have an inherent cost would be required to remedy this. There is a private road to neighbourhood residential sites 
which would either need to be relocated or incorporated into the site. The site is irregular in shape which could affect 
the scale and range of the development. 
Site Address – Land at Eric Wall Nursery, Lake Lane SHLAA Site Ref: 116 
- Area – 8.81 ha 
- Settlement – Barnham 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Horticultural 
The site is a large nursery site, which would need to be demolished before any potential developments. This would 
result in the loss of a community facility. This would be sensitive politically and for the community. There is also risk of 
groundwater flooding, a recurring issue in Barnham. The site neighbours Site 102and a partnership is encouraged 
between the two sites. 
Site Address – Brookes Nursery, Barnham Road SHLAA Site Ref: 128 
- Area – 2.45 ha 
- Settlement – Barnham 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Vacant 
The site is located in an area of special character. The existing buildings would require demolition and there is the risk 
of groundwater flooding. 
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Eastergate 
Site Address – Land off Barnham Road SHLAA Site Ref: 105 
- Area – 10.90 ha 
- Settlement – Eastergate 
- Catgeory – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Agriculture 
There are existing trees on the site that would need to be removed, which could have an effect on ground stability. 
Parts of the site are located within flood zones 3a and 3b. An FRA would be required to demonstrate the scheme is 
appropriate in terms of type, and the mitigation measures provided. 
Site Address – Land Adjacent to Eastergate Site Ref: 124 
- Area – 125.49 
- Settlement – Eastergate 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Agriculture 
The site is divided by a railway line, which could cause problems with regards to noise pollution and ground 
structures, as well as complexity during the development phases. The Western part of the site is located within flood 
zones 2, 3a and 3b, as well as risk of groundwater flooding. The South of the site is remote and currently inaccessible 
to vehicles. Developments would need to incorporate significant S106 contributions in order to improve the A29 to 
increase the connectivity of the site. 
Westergate 
Site Address – Land at Wings Nursery, Lidsey Road SHLAA Site Ref: 32 
- Area – 2.60 ha 
- Settlement – Westergate 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Agriculture / Horticulture 
The existing buildings would need to be demolished before redevelopment. There is also the risk of groundwater 
flooding. The site should not be considered on its own and should be in conjunction with neighbouring land. However, 
it appears to be a desired site due to its accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public transport. 
Site Address – Land at Nyton Nursery SHLAA Site Ref : WE1 
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- Area – 4.43 ha 
- Settlement – Westergate 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Horticulture / Agriculture 
Any redevelopment would involve the demolition of a number of existing buildings. The site has historically had issues 
with regards to surface water flooding and there could be potential for contamination given its previous uses. With 
regards to access route, there is no easily identifiable access route for vehicles, which adds complications and costs to 
any potential residential development. 
Site Address – Land to the East of Eastergate Street SHLAA Site Ref WE4 
- Area – 19.97 ha 
- Settlement – Westergate 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Agricultural, Vacant, Woodland 
The site is close to Eastergate Church Lane Conservation Area to the west. This could impact on the type and scale of 
development. There is currently limited vehicular access to the site, which would pose problems with any potential 
redevelopment. The site is located within an historic surface water flooding area and there are also existing trees on 
site, which could cause issues when needing to be removed. 
Site Address – Ryefield Farm, Oaktree Lane SHLAA Site Ref: WE6 
- Area – 8.39 ha 
- Settlement – Westergate 
- Category – Site outside settlements with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Horse Paddock, Agriculture 
- Planning application refused in Dec 2011, which was an outline for 100 homes – currently at appeal. 
The existing buildings (paddocks and farm buildings) would probably require demolition. The eastern part of the site is 
located within flood zones 2, 3a and 3b and has a risk of groundwater flooding. However, the site has been seen as 
suitable because of its accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public transport links. 
Site Address – Land to east of Northfields SHLAA Site Ref WE9 
- Area – 2.91 ha 
- Settlement – Westergate 
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- Category – Site outside settlement with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Agriculture 
There are issues with the accessibility of the site for vehicles. The site is also located within an historic surface water 
flooding area. The site could be considered as part of a more comprehensive development with adjacent land. 
Site Address – Land to Rear of Aldingbourne Primary School SHLAA Site Ref WE11 
- Area – 3.93 ha 
- Settlement – Westergate 
- Category – Site outside settlement with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Agriculture 
There could be some issues with regards to vehicular access and potential of groundwater flood risk. 
Yapton 
Site Address – Land off Burndell Road 1 SHLAA Site Ref: 42 
- Area – 5.91 ha 
- Settlement – Yapton 
- Category – Site outside settlement with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Agricultural 
There have been issues identified by the council concerning potential contamination and issues with regards to 
groundwater flooding. However, the site could potentially offer a suitable location for development and contribute to 
the creation of sustainable communities. 
Site Address – Land South of Tack Lee Road SHLAA Site Ref: Y11 
- Area – 10.63 ha 
- Settlement – Yapton 
- Category – Site outside settlement with future potential 
- Current / Previous Land-use – Vacant, Dog-walking area 
There is limited access to the site for vehicles, as well as a risk of groundwater flooding. 
Site Address – Cinders Lane Nursery and works to the rear SHLAA Site Ref : Y15 
- Area – 2.04 ha 
- Settlement – Yapton 
- Category – Site outside settlement with future potential 
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- Current / Previous Land-use – Horticulture 
The existing buildings would require demolition, which may lead to a loss of employment. There are also issues with 
regards to access as Cinders Lane is a narrow track and would need expanding if there was to be development. 
 4.9 Furthermore, in addition to the constraints identified above, we do not consider a number of these sites to be 
deliverable on the basis that, by the SHLAA’s admission, they will not deliver housing within five years (2013 – 2018) 
and therefore could not be considered for inclusion within the Five Year Housing Supply. The table below summarises 
these sites: 
Site Reference 
Yield 
48 
340 
80 
290 
82 
380 
116 
250 
105 
280 
124 
1900 
WE1 
189 
WE4 
490 
Y11 
300 
Total 
4,419 
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 4.10 The table above indicates that, based upon the sites considered comparable to the land at Fontwell, 4,419 
dwellings over nine sites would not merit inclusion in the Five Year Housing Land Supply as they are not considered 
deliverable within the next five years. It should be noted that this is a reflection of sites we consider comparable to 
Fontwell for the purposes of our representations, and this figure would therefore increase were all SHLAA sites 
considered. 
4.11 This further highlights Arun’s need for sites which can be delivered within the next five years and can legitimately 
be identified as contributing towards Arun’s five year housing supply, with the additional 20% buffer applied on top of 
this. 
4.12 The land at Fontwell is viable, free from onerous constraints, achievable and deliverable now. It is of a sufficient 
scale that would enable it to yield a high number of residential dwellings, generating significant planning contributions 
that would support the development of Fontwell as a sustainable settlement and would address Arun’s historic under 
delivery and, at present, projected under supply of residential dwellings. As described within the SHLAA, the land at 
Fontwell “is considered suitable in principle for future housing potential, because there are no insurmountable 
constraints, subject to the Council determining Fontwell to be a sustainable location for future housing development”. 
4.13 We would therefore urge the Council to reexamine the potential presented by FON5 and other sites within 
Fontwell and the ability to unlock additional settlements, such as Fontwell, as future locations for housing growth and 
sustainable development. This is particularly in light of the District’s historic under delivery of housing and unrealistic 
housing supply projections. 

930 Housing 
Allocations 

There are currently (as at 8 September)  72 houses, 8 flats and 13 bungalows advertised for sale via the Internet in 
Angmering.  It is also a matter of record that a high number of the houses built at Bramley Green were put onto the 
market within 12 months of their first occupancy.  This would indicate that there is a healthy supply currently, 
together with a regular turnover.  This can only increase if further houses are built. Consistent lack of firm plans for 
improved infrastructure do not give anyone confidence that you will manage this.  We have only to look at the 
overcrowded schools, congested roads, flooding as recently as June 2012 to recognise that Angmering is already in 
need and that there is no will to address these issues on the part of ADC. 

1003 Housing 
Allocations 

There seems to be some great gaps in this plan, as there is no mention whatsoever about all the infrastructure 
required to support all these new houses. Where are the schools, doctor,s surgery, etc. What about the ADC,s 
objective not to destroy the character of these villages, nor to fill in the gaps between the villages. Have these 
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objectives just been ignored to justify this massive building programme?. What about drainage considerations?. If this 
area is concreted over this is going to lead to flood and sewage problems, as Southern Water already acknowledge, 
not only in the villages, but undoubtedly this will cause problems for Bognor as the local rifes will be unable to cope.   

934 Housing 
Allocations 

The prospect of another 490 homes in Angmering is horrific. Recent developments between Station Road and 
Roundstone Lane, and between the A259 and the railway line has produced well over 1000 houses, together with an 
ever expanding Angmering School. Now further large scale development is proposed for land east of Roundstone 
Lane. Because of the inadequacy of the A259, through traffic does not use the by-pass, and the roads are severely 
congested with commercial and residential traffic. Angmering is already losing its village identity and risks becoming 
merely a dormitory suburb  for nearby towns. Please take note of the huge local opposition to any further large scale 
development by the people who actually live here. 

924 Housing 
Allocations 

Strategic Housing opion 2. Very over optimistic will not create high quality job in BVOgnor or Littlehampton. These 
new houses not linked to new job creation so con only attract workers from outsidethe distric creating more traffic 
and cogestion and not meeting ADC objestives of producing more high paid local employment. Will erode and then 
destroy the villages creating one huge urban areacounter to to ther stated ADC objectives. There is no supporting 
research as to the housing needs in option 2. It appears that the housing is to support the road constuction but no 
account is made for the other servises that are needed to support the increased population such as schools drainage 
sewaged surgeries and recreational facilities.   

949 Housing 
Allocations 

Option 2 A29 Bypass The Draft policy shows the options for the propose road and housing. All of which cut through 
Greenfield land. This is contrary to Government Policy which demand the use and development of Brownfield Sites 
BEFORE Greenfield Sites. This draft policy would appear to completely disregard the Government Policy. There are 
Brownfield areas locally that could be used for development BEFORE any Greenfield Sites, For example the site at 
Wiley remains unused and empty. There are also Brownfield areas at Ford. (CHAPTER 13 PARAGRAPH 13.1.14)   

931 Housing 
Allocations 

I am deeply concerned about the proposal to build 2,000 extra new homes in the Westergate/Eastergate/Barnham 
area. This is essentially a rural area. This amount of housing would increase the number of cars on the road, the need 
for extra medical services, education and other services. It would increase traffic congestion and the pressure on 
services provided by the local authorities. Where would these houses be built? To be build so many houses in this 
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area, they would have to be built on green field sites. There have been problems with flooding in the last few years. 
Building more houses in this area is going to make it more difficult for the area to deal with flooding issues. Although I 
accept there is a housing shortage in the Arun area, building such a large number of houses in  this part of the county, 
would significantly alter the character of the villages and have a detrimental effect to the area as a whole. 

932 Housing 
Allocations 

Having lived in Westergate for 9 years, my view is that building an additional 2000 houses by 2028, as set out in 
Option 2, would completely destroy the 'village' type feel and character of both Westergate and Eastergate. This is a 
relatively small community, and the scale of development set out in Option 2 is huge. Not only would we lose many of 
our greenfields to housing, but the level of noise and traffic would seriously detract from relatively small scale, 
peaceful environment around here. I'm not opposed to some development, but feel this must be in proportion to the 
scale of the community where it's taking place. In my view Option 2 is way beyond what the villages can support 
without losing their intrinsic identity.  Option 1 is a much more realistic option if the character of the villages is to be 
preserved. I also seriously question the idea of treating Westergate and Eastergate as a place for 'strategic housing'. In 
my view the current infrastructure definitely isn't up to it – there is hardly anything here save a couple of shops and 
small businesses, some schools and limited small scale leisure facilities. We have to drive into Chichester or Bognor for 
most of the facilities we use on a regular basis, and both myself and my husband commute elsewhere for work. There 
would also need to be really significant investment in the road infrastructure. Building a railway bridge at Woodgate 
would not on its own be sufficient, as this would just shunt the traffic up to the next bottlenecks at the junction with 
the B2233, the small roundabout between Westergate and Eastergate, or the Fontwell roundabout junction with the 
A27, all of which are already incredibly busy. Significant investment in all these locations would be needed at all these 
junctions, which I'm sure would be very costly, and probably beyond what can be justified through building 2000 
houses, leading to the need for even more development. Such modifications would also seriously change the 
character of the villages. The A29 already forms a sort of 'divide' between the two halves of the village – how much 
more would this be the case if the road became even more busy? 

978 Housing 
Allocations 

There should be absolutely NO MORE new housing. 
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979 Housing 
Allocations 

There should be absolutely NO MORE new housing. 

982 Housing 
Allocations 

 local comments and local publicity campaigns have made people aware of the draft proposals in SHLAA Policy SP8, in 
particular section 13.1.14 which implies many new residents from such a development would find it necessary to 
travel either to the East to Worthing or West in the direction of Chichester for both employment and leisure activities. 
As a resident of Colwrth I have grave reservations with respect to the traffic infrastructure such a development would 
have on traffic congestion in and around Oving village. With traffic already at all time highs and local developments 
proposed for 500 house or more within the parish, the resultant increase could be deliver a hugely negative effect 
upon the parish of Oving and the surrounding hamlets 

985 Housing 
Allocations 

I totally reject the Proposal 2, that 2000 homes should be built in the land as indicated in your preferred option, 
adjacent to Barnham, Eastergate  and Westergate. The sole basis for this appears to be a way to seek sufficient funds 
from developers, to pay for improvement of the A29 and a bridge over the railway to eliminate the woodgate level 
crossing. All to improve access for industry in the Bognor area. This is a totally false basis. Firstly the road is a road to 
'no-where', it will merely move the traffic holdup queues to Eastergate and the Barnham Road and will not cure the 
problem. Secondly these new businesses will require good transport links and this proposal will not provide that. The 
local problems will remain and made worse by traffic from the new housing and will not give direct access to the A27. 
and will not cure the other traffic bottleneck in the area of Chichester Bypass, which floods at the first hint of rain and 
is regularly mentioned on National Roadtraff warnings.(a great inducement to encourage businesses).  Thirdly the 
money generated from developers is unlikely to be enough to provide the road and all the necessary infrastructure 
required. namely schools, doctors (there is no surgery in Barnham- when this closed residents had to go to the 
practice with surgeries in Yapton or Middleton.) This will also split existing communities The original proposal as 
Option 1 for smaller housing growth in each village was far better as organic growth, having looked at your 
background studies I also fail to see the logic of some decision. For example under the rejected sites for housing you 
list a number in Barnham to the east of the railway bridge and adjacent to or near the Yapton Road and the comment 
of 'Poorly related to facilities' is mentioned.  If this is so, then why was the development of the Barnham Nursery  site 
developed some years ago, also the old schoolhouse site and now the houses at Murrells Field and in the future 
Angels Nursery. These must be well sited for facilities, yet now this is not present for adjacent land. Any smaller 
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growth in this area is within walking distance of Barnham Station and is thus much less likely to add to the growing 
problem of commuters parking cars in the area. 

1055 Housing 
Allocations 

Put simply, why should the District Council seek to go beyond Option 1?  Why should it aim to exceed significantly the 
local target.  Further, unless there is confidence that employment will improve to support the increased population 
the additional housing would bring  then why even has the target of 6,000 homes been set over the next 15 
years?  The plan is full of expressions of hope and aspiration but is short on fact and evidence to support these.  If the 
District simply ends up promoting housing without jobs it becomes even more of a dormitory than it already is. 

1042 Housing 
Allocations 

Paragraph 13.8 refers to the 'ability' of the three villages to absorb the proposed increase in housing because of their 
existingg infrastructure in terms of shops and services.  Development on the scale proposed would swamp those 
services without any evidence that they could or would want to expand to meet the increased demand.  For example 
what evidence is there that schools, health or community services could or would want to expand and where would 
the money come from to support this? Does the County Council have the funds to expand the schools in the area and 
do they have the space to allow this if the money is avaialble?  Similarly do the doctors' surgeries that serve the area 
want to expand their practises and would they have the finance to do this?   Again the plan seems to be aspirational 
and assume people will do things which the Council cannot fund and yet is relying upon to justify its approach. 

1025 Housing 
Allocations 

The Plan appears to endorse Option 2 which has already been rejected by the Local Plan sub-committee, whereas 
Option 1 has been endorsed. Option 2 has no evidence base, provides no proper funding evidence, fails to address 
infrastructure needs and costs, is not necessary to support the future growth of the villages, and raises the suspicion 
that its purpose is to provide funding for a new road. Option 1 is of a manageable proportion, would provide for 
future needs in the villages, and is of a size unlikely to destroy the character of the village communities. 

1015 Housing 
Allocations 

I do not support the proposal to build an additional 2000 houses in the villages of Barnham, Eastergate and 
Westergate which forms part of SP8. Such development would sigificantly adversely change the character of these 
individual villages and would result in the loss of 'greenfield' land. The existing local infrastructure, particularly in 
terms of medical care, education and travel, is already stretched and could not support the demands such large scale 
additional housing would bring. SP8 makes passing reference to the need for 'additional community infrastructure' 
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but there is no assessment of the actual need (even though the number of proposed new houses has been specifically 
identified) nor of the likely cost. In the absence of such information it is not possible to conclude that the proposal to 
build an additional 2000 in the area is economically viable. Housing development should only be permitted once the 
necessary additional infrastructure is in place. An agreement with a developer that allowed the provision of 
infrastructure after the housing had been built would run the very real risk of the infrastructure not being completed 
due to the financial failure of the developer.         

1047 Housing 
Allocations 

Comment on 13.2 as follows. The 30 dwellings allocated for Middleton on Sea should be allowed untill such times that 
the SW Management has designed and implemented a satisfactory drainage system that addresses the major flooding 
problems in Middleton on Sea in June 2012 

1022 Housing 
Allocations 

It is not correct to suggest that house building allocation in Barnham, Eastergate and Aldingbourne at a rate greater 
than the small scale (option 1) can be justified as a way of facilitating the easing of traffic flow on the A29. The 
possibility of faster traffic flow might be of benefit to Bognor although it is certain that the congestion would simply 
be moved to another point on the route with an increase in attempts to avoid congestion through "rat runs", while 
the impact of the house building would be borne by the villages concerned with additional strain on infrastructure. If a 
bypass or other alterations to transport are required they should be justified in economic terms and not linked to 
dubious attempts to foist excess housing on to the villages concerned.    

1065 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.6 The coastal towns of Littlehampton and Bognor Regis; The villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate 
and; Areas in and around Angmering   I am very concerned that Arun District Council is not representing the interests 
of the people of Angmering. Only three areas of Sussex have been identified above including Angmering. Why, for 
example, is Ford not included? Angmering has still not properly recovered from the Bramley Green development in 
the village and does not have the infrastructure in place to support further building. Arun District Council needs to ask 
itself whether in a court of law it could prove that it is truly representing the people of Angmering to the same degree 
that it is representing the people of Ford.   Gerald Heath 

1027 Housing 
Allocations 

My vote is for Option1.I appreciate that we must make way for extra housing but it seems to me that Option 1 will 
allow extra Housing to be eased into Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate villages on a progressive basis whilst 
testing the infra structure for facilities and a review of potential flooding probems as well as the provision of services. 
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Option 2 seems a drastic step to install 2300 houses in an untested area where there are few facilities and flooding 
risks. It would seem that it will cause additional traffic problems where therealready is a problem. In any event this 
sudden influx of people willcreate difficulties for the enviroment as well asthe destruction of a rich growing area at a 
time when too much food has to be imported. Please consider Option 1 as the way forward. 

1437 Housing 
Allocations 

DM11 Object to Option 2. See attached Navigus Planning Report from Barnham, Eastergate, Walberton and 
Aldingbourne Parish Councils. Why is there mention of "Binsted Valley" in the Barnham/ Eastergate/ Westergate 
Strategic Housing zone? It is nowhere near this location. 

1359 Housing 
Allocations 

Support paragraphs 13.1.6, 13.1.7 and 13.1.8 The identification of three specified areas as strategic locations for 
growth in the District during the life of the Plan is strongly supported. However there is a high probability that during 
the consultation process Ford Airfield will be highlighted as a possible alternative to the proposed strategic location at 
Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate, and in view of the highly dubious recommendation about the Ford Site's 
suitability for development in the 2012 SHLAA, the prospects for such a proposal arising are significant. Thus if, during 
future alterations of the Plan, any alternative strategic locations are identified and then incorporated into Policy SP8, 
particularly should any such location be in the vicinity of Ford Arifield, Arundel Town Council would wish to reserve 
the right to make a very strong Objection at that and all further stages of the debate about the Plan.   

1363 Housing 
Allocations 

Objection d. Chapter 13, Housing Delivery, para 13.1.11 This para introduces for the first time in the Chapter mention 
of 'town and parish allocations' . However the topic has not been previously introduced as a firm aspiration aimed at 
maintaining the life/sustainability of the District's villages and smaller towns. This should be something which ADC 
wishes to support, and the Plan would be improved if this aim was clearly described in this para. A helpful set of words 
is included in the 3' sentence of para 13.3.1, although that only refers to 'Rural Housing and Exception Sites' . The 
Plan would be improved if the latter was included in para 13.1.11. Also, Arundel would wish to be added to the list of 
named Parishes at Policy SP1O. 

1364 Housing 
Allocations 

Objection e. Chapter 13, Housing Delivery, para 13.1.13 and Policy SP 8 Whilst Policy SP 8 is strongly supported, there 
is no evidence base in the Plan in relation to the 1350 housing units specified to be provided by the District's Towns 
and Parishes during the lifetime of the Plan. All the allocations seem to be reasonable, including the figure for 
Arundel, but the Plan is defective because of the absence of sound evidence, and this omission needs to be addressed. 
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There needs to be a paragraph in the explanation to Policy SP 8 which sets out the broad rationale behind the 
allocations, and Table 3.2 needs to be expanded to show the specific rationale of each of the towns and parishes 
listed. This is essential if the Town and Parish Councils, and their populations, are to be able to understand and 
therefore to 'buy-in'  to the housing numbers envisaged. ADC's Head of Planning Policy agreed at a Local Plan Briefing 
Meeting held on 15 June that such details would be provided, but they are still awaited. Similarly, there is no evidence 
base for the 'sites with planning permission' . The current ADC Local Plan includes an excellent Appendix 4 showing 
sites with planning permission as at that Plan's start date, and there should be similar information on the new Plan. 
Again, ADC's Head of Planning Policy agreed at a Local Plan Briefing Meeting held on 15 June that such details would 
be provided, but they are still awaited. This is another major omission, which puts the soundness of the Plan at risk. 
Also, the 'Total Housing Supply'  consists of two quite distinct and separate elements, which should be separately 
described. First, there are the 'sites with planning permission'  (addressed above), and then there are the 'sites with 
potential within settlements as identified in the SHLAA 2012' . The Plan needs to include a Table which specify the 
number in each element, both overall and in respect of each town and parish. These are serious omissions which need 
to be rectified, and this Objection will stand until the problem is resolved. 

1354 Housing 
Allocations 

Para 2.6 and Para 13.1.2 Housing Allocations Surprisingly the Local Plan does not include a policy relating to the 
overall housing provision for the District. At Paragraph 2.6, the plan explains that whilst the South East Plan proposed 
an annual requirement of 565 dwellings per annum, 'Arun's preferred housing target'  is 400 dwellings per annum, a 
reduction of 165 dwellings per annum or 2,475 dwellings over the plan period. The justification for this reduction is 
described in paragraph 2.6 as being a consequence of the strategy being 'jobs based not housing based' . Contrary to 
the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) the Local Plan seeks to weight the three dimensions 
of sustainable development as described in paragraph 7 of the NPPF :- economic, social and environmental. This 
demonstrates a significant failure in the Council to recognise the interrelationship between housing and the economy 
. This is demonstrated at paragraph 13.1.1 of the Local Plan which states 'The development strategy is not just about 
facilitating the provision of housing units. It is about shaping places and building sustainable communities. 
Employment growth is central to this Local Plan area '¦..'  Paragraph 13.1.2 refers to the 'extensive community 
consultation'  which has been carried out 'to determine what is appropriate for the district in terms of housing 
growth' . Whilst consultation is clearly important, there is no demographic evidence to support the proposed 
reduction in housing numbers, indeed the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) is still in the process of being 
prepared and was not available when the draft Local Plan was considered by the Local Plan Subcommittee on 14 June 
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2012 (paragraph 6 of the associated minutes). This is despite the NPPF's Core Principle 3 :- that 'every effort should be 
made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of an area, and 
respond positively to wider opportunities for growth; paragraph 47 which requires local planning authorities 'to boost 
significantly the supply of housing'  using 'their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area'  and paragraph 159 
requiring local planning authorities to have a clear understanding of housing needs in their area by preparing a SHMA 
to assess their full housing needs and 'identify the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local 
population is likely to need over the plan period which meets household and population projections, taking account of 
migration and demographic change' . Paragraph 182 sets out the tests of soundness and specifically requires the plan 
to be 'positively prepared' , 'based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and 
infrastructure requirements' . For the reasons set out above, in so far as the Arun 'preferred ' housing target is 
concerned, this plan fails to meet this specific test of soundness. 

1355 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP 8 Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations Strategic Housing Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate 
Whilst Hallam Land Management (HLM) have no objection to the pattern of strategic housing allocations as defined in 
Policy SP 8, we strongly object to the boundary drawn for the Broad Strategic Location of Growth as shown on the Key 
Diagram at paragraph 5.1 of the Local Plan. The boundary, as drawn excludes almost the entirety of Westergate 
including a number of sites identified within the SHLAA as having future potential. These include WE11, Land to the 
rear of Aldingbourne Primary School . The SHLAA notes in particular that this site is 'contained in character'  and in an 
area which has a medium/high capacity for development. The SHLAA also notes the site's accessibility to facilities, job 
opportunities and public transport and concludes that the site would be suitable for a mix of dwellings of about 
100units likely to be started in about 2016 and completed by 2019. In addition this site provides the only opportunity 
to expand the primary school, as necessary to support the level of strategic growth proposed. In addition HLM object 
to the routing of the A29 as shown on the key diagram. The reasons for this objection are set out in our response to 
Policies SP 18 and SP20 below however, in short, this is not the preferred route as defined by the Parsons Brinckerhoff 
study published subsequent to the draft Local Plan and consequently full consideration must be given to the 
conclusions of that report and specifically the benefits of Option A to the west of Woodgate prior to the Plan being 
finalised. Parish and Town Council Housing Allocation The allocation for Aldingbourne, which covers Westergate, 
amounts to only 30 dwellings which does not reflect the extent of sites with future potential as identified in the SHLAA 
and does not correspond with settlements of a similar size and form such as Eastergate, which falls within the Broad 
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Strategic Location of Growth and Yapton which are both subject to allocations of 100 or indeed Walberton which is a 
significantly smaller settlement and yet is subject to a larger allocation of 50 units . This allocation should be increased 
to at least 100 dwellings. 

1339 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8 Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations 3.1 The SDNPA supports the reference in Policy SP8 
to the provision for a buffer strip along the eastern and northern boundaries to suitably screen this area when viewed 
from the South Downs National Park, but suggests this could be emphasized by reference to 'extensive buffer strip' . 

1191 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8 Network Rail wholly supports policy SP8 regarding the bridging of the railway within the 
Barnham/Eastergate and Westergate area. Crossings identified in the area include, Park Lane user worked crossing, 
adjacent to the west of Woodgate Level crossing should be closed and footpath diverted at the expense of any 
prospective developer in form of a bridge or obligations towards such a proposal and this should be added to this 
policy. 

1216 Housing 
Allocations 

Strategic Housing Locations (Chapter 13 – Policy SP8) Presently, the consultation draft Local Plan is required to 
acknowledge the requirements of the extant South East Plan at 565 dwellings per annum. In this scenario the plan 
identifies the need for strategic locations for housing growth and identifies two such locations; one at Angmering and 
the other to the south of Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham. Fundamentally, acknowledging that there is likely to 
be a need for a greater level of housing over the plan period, the location of new strategic development allocations 
will need to be assessed given that: 1) further strategic scale allocations may be necessary; 2) the strategic area of 
search south of Eastergate, Westergate, Barnham is not considered justified or sustainable. Although the plan only 
identifies a broad location for development in the area to the south of these three villages, unlike the Angmering 
location, it is not clear how a strategic housing development that represents a sustainable urban extension can be 
achieved in this location without: a) resulting in the obvious and unacceptable coalescence of these individual villages; 
b) the risk of becoming a more detached, self contained dormitory housing development that perpetuates 
unsustainable patterns of movement likely to result in a higher proportion of trips by private car. This strategy does 
not appear to facilitate a strategic sustainable urban extension that represents an appropriate mechanism to deliver 
the infrastructure requirements of the area, in particular the A29 realignment and bridge over the railway line. 
Indeed, the desirable improvements to the A29 could, more appropriately be facilitated via the development of an 
appropriate Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). Angmering is appropriately identified as a strategic location for 
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housing growth given the evidence base and the broad location to the east of the settlement on land to the west of 
the A280 is supported but the area should be extended southwards to include the site of WRFC given the club's 
proposal to relocate to a more appropriate site within Worthing Borough close to Goring Station. 

1540 Housing 
Allocations 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 17. Paragraph 13.1 .9-13 '”the rationale for local allocations should be better explained and justified 
than at present '” crucially, the Total Housing Supply number should only include sites with consent and not include 
'sites with potential within settlements in SHLAA' as this will prejudice the role of NDP's in determining local housing 
supply and allocations 

1541 Housing 
Allocations 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 18. Policy SP8 '” should say that local allocation targets should be used to test their suitability based on 
land availability etc and should not be used as minimum targets if they cannot provide a rationale for how they have 
been arrived at 

1548 Housing 
Allocations 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 25. Policy SP 8'”add the Arundel Bypass to be safeguarded in the ALP and ANDP under part iii 

1566 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 • The proposal for an A29 bypass and housing as described in the Draft Local Plan dated July 2012 is rejected. 
Housing • While recognising the need for more housing the Brownfield site at Ford is as viable as any other location 
and must be brought back into the Local Plan proposals. • The amount of housing at Ford should be kept within 
sustainable levels and not constitute an eco-town as historically debated. • Each parish should accept a small number 
of homes where it can be shown sustainable and integrated within existing built-up areas as far as possible. 

1569 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Aldingbourne Parish Proposal for development Aldingbourne Parish Council proposes to absorb limited housing 
expansion within or immediately adjacent to, the existing built-up boundaries of Westergate, as approved by the 
majority of parishioners in the Parish Council NP Questionnaire of June 2011. The expansion would be subject to 
improvements to drainage, sewer services and other required infrastructure. To delay any decisions on A29 
improvement schemes until the result of traffic surveys to measure traffic flow resulting from the A259 improvements 
is complete. A rejection of the housing development as proposed in the [ as unsustainable and continued use of the 
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Woodgate Crossing. That Network Rail is directed to improve signalling to limit Woodgate Crossing closure times. 

1636 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing numbers The Draft Local Plan presents two housing options: A target build of 6,000 by 2028 and a target of 
8475 by 2028 the latter figure relating to the Regional Plan which is based on the 2001 census and sets a housing 
figure for the District of 11,300 by 2026 extrapolated by the District to 12,000 by 2028. We can see no evidence in the 
Arun Generated Needs Study of the Strategic Housing Land Availability or the Allocation that justifies the higher 
housing figures given a realistic assessment of economic growth, employment and population. The conclusion here (as 
far as we can determine in the time available) is that neither the current population growth nor employment growth 
justify the higher housing figures and that there is no need for a strategic housing allocation of the additional 2,000 
houses at Eastergate / Barnham, based on local and district housing need, or indeed even the original targets which 
were set in a period of economic growth in England which is unlikely to be repeated in the Plan period. This level of 
strategic housing in this location would completely change character of the area and contradicts some of the stated 
policies within the plan; 'minimising impacts on the countryside', preserving the individual character and identify of 
Arun's towns and villages, avoiding overdevelopment or the merging of settlements. This scale of development is also 
unsustainable. The area is already an Area of Water Stress and the increase in housing would exacerbate this problem. 
There is a lack of infrastructure to cope with this level of increase and it will further increase and exacerbate traffic 
congestion on the existing road network. We feel that the justification for the housing figures and the housing figure 
options should be set out more clearly in the Plan in order to to ensure that there is a clear robust case. In addition 
Arun should better reflect some of the major constraints it faces. It is an area of: severe water stress, there is a large 
area of land subject to flooding, it has significant areas of the highest quality soils, a significant proportion of land is 
located within a National Park. On top of this it is already the 9th most populated district in the SE with limited 
capacity to provide a significant scale of local employment. In Par 13.1.14 reference is made to Brownfield land. 'The 
development of land that has not previously been developed (Greenfield) should only be considered where 
Brownfeild land cannot be developed'  CPRE supports this principle. However it is not clear from the Plan the extent 
to which Brown Field development has been considered or the extent (if any) of such land within the District. 
Therefore the data to justify the Plan requirement is not available to consultees so as to comment upon them. 
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1658 Housing 
Allocations 

Statement of Support 1. Chapter 13 - Housing Policy (Policy SP 8) The identification of the three specified areas as 
strategic locations for growth in the District is fully supported, as is Policy SP 8. However, as part of the consultation 
process, there is a high probability that Ford Airfield will be highlighted as an 'Omission Site' as an alternative to the 
Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate strategic location. This is especially in view of the highly dubious 
recommendation about the Ford Site 71's suitability for development in the 2012 SHLAA (see Objection No 1 below). 
Thus, if in the course of further debates during the life of this draft Plan, any alternative strategic locations are 
identified and then incorporated into the next version of the Plan, particularly should any such location be in the 
vicinity of the old Ford Airfield, CAFÃ‰ would wish to reserve its right to make a very strong Objection to that and all 
further stages of the debate about the Plan. Any such Objection would be based on the arguments set out in the 
CAFÃ‰ response (of which you have a copy) dated 27 April 2009 to the Government's Eco-Town proposal, as well as 
in the CAFÃ‰ response dated 23 March 2009 to the ADC Options for Growth consultation document, in which we 
specifically objected to 'Spatial Option 2' . 

1659 Housing 
Allocations 

O bjections 1. Chapter 13 - Housing Delivery, para 13.1.4 (SHLAA) There are two aspects to this Objection concerning 
the 2012 SHLAA. The first relates to the process by which the SHLAA was taken into evidence by the Council. The 
second relates to the consultants' comments and recommendations concerning Site 71 - Ford. First, the procedure for 
taking the 2012 SHLAA Report into the ADC evidence base was flawed. It was included without any public domain 
debate - after an un-minuted Member-only Workshop. This unsatisfactory situation was rectified (in arrears) on 2 
August 2012, but even then the covering Report failed to indicate the formal implications of the consultants' 
recommendations. There appears to have been no review of any of the latter - which are now part of the Plan's formal 
evidence base, whether or not they are sound and whether or not they are, themselves, evidence-based. In contrast, 
the procedure that applied to the 2008 SHLAA Report was far more transparent. Before inclusion in the evidence 
base, explanatory reports were produced, they were debated in public by members of the LDF Sub-Committee and, 
most importantly, the SHLAA's Part 8 dated January 2010 took overt account of Councillor's views. As a result, the Part 
8 Report included the following statement in its para 3.4: 'In terms of housing potential outside existing settlement 
boundaries, the Stage 7 Site Assessment Report identifies a total of 61 potential sites, which together provide a 
combined total of up to 11,747. This figure would rise to 16,747 if the proposed Ford eco-town site is included. 
However, this is not consistent with the conclusions of either the Arun DC Ford Eco-town Select Committee or that of 
the Department of Communities and Local Government which was published in July 2009, therefore Ford has not 
been included as a potential site in the indicative housing trajectory' . However, in the 2012 SHLAA the consultants 
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have chosen to ignore the previous Part 8 Report, and this omission does not appear to have been noted, debated or 
approved by either ADC officers or members. This aspect of the procedure for accepting the 2012 SHLAA as sound 
evidence is therefore flawed, and needs to be rectified. Second, in relation to the 2012 SHLAA's Site Assessment Sheet 
No 71 - Ford Eco Town, there have been a number of unexplained changes when compared with the 2008 SHLAA's 
Site Assessment Sheet No 71 - Ford Eco Town. Comparison of the two Assessment Sheets reveals three such 
differences: a. In the 2012 version, the new 'Planning History'  is incomplete and biased, seeming to rely solely on 
information provided by the prospective developers. It fails to acknowledge that similar proposals have been turned 
down previously by the Planning Inspectors reviewing both the ADC Local Plan and the WSCC Structure Plan. The 
Assessment Sheet data does not reflect a balanced view. b. In the 2012 version, the 'Availability Summary'  states 
that the site has recently been included in strategic planning discussions. There is no evidence about the latter in the 
public domain, and the location's MP has been advised that ADC has no knowledge of any such discussions. c. In the 
2012 version, the site's 'Viability'  is said to be 'Yes - Strong'  with a supporting statement that 'There is no doubt that 
the site is economically viable' . This opinion appears to ignore the implications of the long-delayed A27 Arundel 
Bypass project (on which the development proposal relies), as well as the total flood defence costs. The Government's 
conclusion about the Ford site as set out in the DCLG's Eco-Towns Location Decision Statement dated July 2009 stated 
that 'This location has not demonstrated the potential to meet the sustainability requirements for successful 
development as an eco-town at this time'  , and there is no evidence that anything with regard to the Ford site's 
sustainability has changed since July 2009. It is therefore difficult to understand why the 2012 Ford Site 71 
Assessment Sheet should reflect such a positive view of the prospects for development on the site. CAFÃ‰ accepts 
that the Council has been at pains to point out that the SHLAA consultants' recommendations are not Council policy, 
but the fact remains that a document which has not been subjected to critical scrutiny, even for errors, has been 
taken into the Local Plan's evidence base, thereby giving the SHLAA's recommendations a degree of official credence. 
This unsatisfactory situation, which was highlighted in our letter dated 26 June 2012, needs to be reviewed and 
corrected before the Plan is reviewed by an independent Inspector, especially in view of the statement in the Plan's 
paragraph 13.1.17 about reviewing the SHLAA 'to see if there are additional sites which could be developed' . 

1603 Housing 
Allocations 

Paragraph 13.1.8 2.6. The principle of strategic housing growth being focused on the villages of Barnham, Eastergate 
and Westergate is supported. This will lead to improved services and access for the three villages and will help 
develop it as a sustainable community into the future. It will enable critical infrastructure and services to be provided 
through the life of the plan whilst maintaining appropriate character. 
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1604 Housing 
Allocations 

Paragraph 13.1.11 2.7. Highlights that strategic growth should be encouraged in order to provide the means by which 
critical infrastructure can be delivered in the district. This would not only be in support of future strategic 
development but would also help with an under provision of critical infrastructure in the district at present. 2.8. We 
therefore support Option 2 as the most sustainable level of development for the district, allowing for appropriately 
planned strategic development within the district over the plan period. 

1605 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8 - Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate 2.9. The broad location for development, as defined on the key diagram, 
should reflect a wider area covering the east of Barnham north of the railway line. Planning applications amounting to 
170 units have recently obtained consent and a further 151 units are currently being considered under planning 
applications (reference BN/16/12 and BN/15/12). The area for strategic housing growth should reflect the emerging 
position insofar as the existing and future growth potential of the village. This can be done by incorporating the 
eastern part of the village within the identified growth area on the key diagram. The sites are all represented in the 
SHLAA as having potential to accommodate development. They should therefore also be included in the indicative 
growth area. 2.10. We consider that increasing the growth area will allow any development in the identified area, as 
set out under Policy SP8 on the key diagram, to have a greater opportunity to maintain the character and separation 
of the settlements. 2.11. In particular, the strategic growth area should cover our client's land, as set out in Appendix 
1 [See attached document]. 

1267 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP 8: Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations - Object 2.30 The approach to housing in the 
emerging Local Plan is confusing, given that two housing requirement figures are being considered (400dpa and 
565dpa). Policy SP8 does not make it clear, but paragraph 13.1.11, is taken to mean that should 400dpa finally be 
settled on as a housing requirement then strategic housing allocations at Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate and 
Angmering will not be required, i.e. only the minimum allocations to Parishes and Towns set out in table 13.2, 
alongside existing planning consents for urban extensions adjoining Littlehampton and Bognor Regis, would be 
required. 2.31 The NPPF is clear in that there is an urgent need to significantly increase housing supply (paragraph 47 
refers). The NPPF stresses the need for Local Planning Authorities to use their evidence bases to ensure that their 
Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as 
far as consistent with the policies in the NPPF (paragraph 47 refers). Policy SP8 should reflect the above and also the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development which is a key requirement of the NPPF. 2.32 It is considered that 
Policy SP8 is unsound as it is not based on an objectively assessed housing requirement. In order to ensure the plan is 
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made sound the housing requirement needs to be above the higher of the two options being considered and further 
strategic residential development sites need to be allocated. Our concerns regarding Policy SP8 are set out further 
below: The Housing Requirement 2.33 Policy SP8 is fundamentally objected to as it does not correspond to the 
objectively assessed housing needs of Arun. This is contrary to the NPPF and the Arun Local Plan strategic objective for 
housing, set out in paragraph 13.1.3 of the emerging Local Plan that states: 'To plan and deliver a range of housing 
types in locations with good access to employment, services and facilities to meet the district's housing requirements 
and the needs of Arun's residents and communities both urban and rural, ensuring that issues of affordability and the 
provision of appropriate levels of affordable housing are addressed.'  2.34 Attached as Appendix 2 to these 
representations is a Technical Note produced by Barton Willmore entitled: 'Arun District Housing Requirement 
Technical Note'. 2.35 This note provides an up to date analysis of the housing requirement for Arun District in the 
context of publicly available information sources including the evidence base for the Local Plan. 2.36 The note 
considers the emerging Local Plan, the Locally Generated Needs Study produced by GL Hearn in May 2010 and central 
Government household and population projections. The Technical Note includes the following important conclusions: 
• The preferred housing target of the emerging Local Plan (400 new dwellings per annum, 2013-2028) and the SEP 
housing target (565 new dwellings per annum) fall significantly lower than the 2008-based CLG household projection 
(1,000 new household per annum, 2013-2028); • The Locally Generated Housing Needs Assessment by GL Hearn (May 
2010) was instructed by ADC to support development of the emerging Local Plan. The assessment sets out economic 
and demographic-led scenarios for housing growth, all of which exceed the preferred option (400 dpa) of the 
emerging Local Plan; • The provision of only 400 new dwellings per annum, 2013-2028, would stymie economic 
growth in Arun and wholly conflict with the clear economic growth aspirations of ADC; • The economic-led scenarios 
for growth show a range of growth between 550 and 670 new dwellings per annum; • The demographic trend-based 
scenario of the GL Hearn report projects housing growth of 610 new dwellings per annum, and is considered by GL 
Hearn to represent a robust scenario for growth. 2.37 In terms of a proposed way forward it is considered that a range 
of between 610 to 670 new dwellings per annum should be targeted. 2.38 Given the above and the attached 
Technical Note, the approach to the housing requirement set out in the draft Local Plan fails the following tests of 
soundness: Positively prepared – the plan does not meet objectively assessed development requirements; Justified – 
the plan is not the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on 
proportionate evidence. The Technical Note demonstrates that the Local Plan evidence base supports a higher level of 
housing growth than is being proposed. The most appropriate strategy would be to meet objectively assessed housing 
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needs, which is a clear requirement of the NPPF; Consistent with national policy - the plan does not meet objectively 
assessed development requirements, which is a key requirement of the NPPF. 2.39 In order for the Local Plan to be 
sound, the housing requirement needs to be considerably increased. In turn this will require a change in the approach 
set out by Policy SP8 in order that an objectively assessed level of housing need can be delivered. This will require the 
allocation of additional strategic sites. The selection of sites needs to be informed by the extent that they would 
deliver sustainable development. Two central elements to this are to ensure that new allocations are made in 
sustainable locations and that they are deliverable, an issue that is recognised in paragraph 13.1.16 of the emerging 
Local Plan. 2.40 It is considered that Bognor Regis and its immediate surrounding built up area should be central to 
the location of additional residential sites to reflect the sustainability of the settlement and the opportunities for new 
strategic development that exist. Proposed strategic allocation at Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate 2.41 Concerns are 
raised about the proposed strategic allocation at Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate. This proposal presents significant 
potential risks to the character of the three villages and to the wider landscape. There are also a number of 
constraints that it would need to be demonstrated could be overcome. Deliverability is a further concern given the 
amount of strategic infrastructure that would be required to support a development of 2,000 dwellings and the likely 
high level of objection to these proposals from the local community and local Parish Councils. 2.42 At this stage, it is 
appreciated that Arun District Council consider that the preferred option for the housing requirement (400dpa) would 
not require strategic development at Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate. Therefore, and given the stage of the Local 
Plan, it might be that the Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate strategic location has not been considered by Arun District 
Council in the depth and extent to ensure that a Local Plan that included the site as an allocation could be found 
sound. However, given our conclusions on housing requirements, it is considered that large scale strategic 
development will be required with more sites identified than the two strategic locations currently identified in Policy 
SP8. 2.43 The issue of strategic housing needs to be reconsidered in the context of a realistic an objectively assessed 
housing requirement. As part of this process the proposed strategic development at Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate 
needs to be revisited in terms of whether it is the most appropriate strategy given constraints and delivery prospects 
and other reasonable alternative sites in the District. Irrespective of whether the Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate 
site remains as a proposed allocation further strategic allocations are required. Parish and Town Council Housing 
Allocations 2.44 These representations consider that the proposed housing requirement is insufficient to meet the 
objectively assessed needs of the District. As such, the emerging Local Plan is considered to be unsound. 2.45 The 
housing requirements allocated to towns and parishes may need to be increased should the housing requirement be 
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raised alongside new additional strategic allocations. 2.46 It is noted that the numbers of houses distributed to Parish 
and Town Council areas are minimums and this is supported in principle. 2.47 However, these numbers must be new 
sites and not sites that are previous unimplemented allocations or that already have planning permission, i.e. are 
already in the housing supply. Omission Site – Land at Sefter Road, Bognor Regis Introduction 2.48 Land at Sefter Road 
lies within Pagham parish and immediately adjoins the built up Greater Bognor Area. The location of the site is shown 
in Appendix 1 of these representations. It is a site that could deliver approximately 370 dwellings. It is considered to 
be a suitable, available and achievable residential development site in a sustainable location. This is recognised in the 
SHLAA which considers the site suitable in principle for residential development. 2.49 As such, and given that the 
emerging Local Plan is considered to be unsound because of an inadequate housing requirement, the site should be 
allocated in the Local Plan for residential development. 2.50 Land at Sefter Road is a 13.3ha site owned entirely by 
Taylor Wimpey. As a national house builder the site therefore has excellent delivery credentials. 2.51 The site is made 
up of two land parcels. The first is a large square parcel of relatively flat land that is currently vacant, but was formerly 
in arable use. 2.52 The second is an ancillary site that leads from the north western corner of the main site down to 
Sefter Road. The ancillary site is currently vacant, but was formerly in arable use to the north with rough grassland 
with pockets of woodland and scrub to the south. The main entrance to the whole site is from Sefter Road into the 
ancillary site. To the east of this access lies a scout hut that is used by the Aldwick and Pagham Scout Group. 2.53 The 
main site is bound on three sides by existing built form. To the east the site is bound by the rear gardens of properties 
on Lincoln Avenue, to the south the site is bound by residential development that fronts Rose Green Road. This 
includes the recent Barratt Homes scheme for 90 dwellings that was granted in 2008 (AW/245/07) at Osbourne Way 
that immediately adjoins the main site to the south. To the west the main part of the site is bound by an industrial 
unit occupied by Osbourne Refrigerators and its associated parking and servicing areas. This unit was built following 
the sale of the previous premises to Barratt Homes, which is referred to above. To the north is the only non built up 
boundary to the main site and the site is bounded by field parcels, but is well screened by hedgerows. 2.54 The 
ancillary site is bound by arable fields to the north and west, but is well screened by existing vegetation. To the south 
the ancillary site bounds Sefter Road and includes the existing access to the site. To the east the ancillary site bounds 
a residential property that fronts Sefter Road and then land to the west of Osbourne Refrigeration, which contains 
former stable buildings. This site, which is approximately 2ha in area, is referenced as site 27 in the SHLAA and is 
considered as suitable in principle for residential development in the SHLAA for approximately 55 dwellings. 2.55 The 
site is located within Pagham Parish, with Aldwick Parish being immediately to the east and south of the main element 
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of the site. However, the site is very well located to Bognor Regis to which it is linked by continuous built 
development. Bognor Regis is the largest settlement in the District and as such offers a wide range of services and 
facilities. 2.56 In terms of local facilities there is a Co-op store and ATM on Rose Green Road. There is also well 
established local centre around the Grosvenor Road/Rose Green Road signal controlled junction (about 500 metres 
from the site) that includes a wide selection of local shops, two banks and other facilities. There are also local bus 
services that run in the area and that can be accessed from the site. 2.57 The site lies outside, but immediately 
adjoining the built up area boundary and is shown on Inset D: Pagham of the Arun District Local Plan 2003 Proposals 
Map. The site lies wholly within the Bognor Regis and Chichester Strategic Gap under Policy Area 10 (v), which is a 
'saved' policy. This is an extensive designation that extends from much of the north of Bognor Regis and the 
surrounding areas to the west to the boundary with Chichester District Council to the north. The site is not subject to 
any further designation in the 2003 Local Plan. 2.58 The site is shown on Map 3: Bognor Regis & Surrounding Area of 
the Arun District Council Draft Local Plan Consultation Document. The site lies wholly within the West Bognor Regis 
Green Infrastructure Corridor under policy DM25. This designation is intended to replace the previous strategic gap 
designation. The SHLAA 2.59 The site is assessed in the Stage 7 Site Assessment Final Report of the SHLAA undertaken 
by Baker Associates and dated December 2009. 2.60 The site is referenced as site 31 and the following is relevant: • 
The previous Landscape Study (2006) judged the area as having a 'High' Landscape Capacity for development and that 
there are no apparent constraints; as such it appears suitable for development, although the northern and western 
boundaries should be retained and reinforced; • The Suitability Summary states the following: 'Outside but adjoining 
the settlement boundary. Currently development on the site would contravene policy and therefore the site would 
not be considered to be suitable. However, from the information available, the site is considered suitable in principle 
for future housing potential, because of its accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public transport, and 
because there are no insurmountable constraints. The site could contribute to the creation of a sustainable, mixed 
community.'  • The site is available and there are no legal or ownership problems which could limit development; • 
The Conclusion states: 'Because of its location and characteristics, this site would be suitable for a mix of dwellings of 
about 324 units which could be started in about 2014 and completed by 2022, depending on the Council's eventual 
distribution of development strategy.'  2.61 The SHLAA update 2012: Broad Locations and Windfall seeks to identify 
opportunities for future housing provision outside of existing settlements as evidence for the emerging Local Plan. It is 
stated that this evidence will be considered through the Local Plan process in order to support appropriate locations 
for development. 2.62 In terms of Bognor Regis and the surrounding area, which is the largest and most sustainable 
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settlement in the District, a total of eight sites are considered to possibly provide future potential subject to 
availability and further consideration through the plan making process. This includes site 31 (land at Sefter Road), i.e. 
its suitability in principle for residential development has been reaffirmed. 2.63 The conclusion of the updated 
assessment is consistent with the original conclusion of the SHLAA, with an adjustment to the expected timescales for 
delivery. The conclusion is set out below: 'Because of its location and characteristics, the site would be suitable for a 
mix of dwellings of about 330 units which could be started in about 2016 and completed by 2024, depending on the 
Council's eventual distribution of development strategy.'  Â  Â  Â  

1308 Housing 
Allocations 

DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 2013 - 2028 CONSULTATION – SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF ***** [See attached document for 
map] In response to the Draft Local Plan, please accept the following comments in respect of Housing Requirement 
(Table 13.1) and Policy SP8. We would welcome the opportunity to continue to liaise with the Local Planning Authority 
over the emerging Local Plan and in particular the opportunities for growth in the Westergate, Eastergate and 
Barnham area. Housing Requirement - Table 13.1 It is noted within the draft Local Plan that the Council is still to 
define its locally derived housing requirement, with the two options representing the outcome of its previous 
consultation event (400 dpa) and that included within the adopted South East Plan (565 dpa). While the variation 
between the two options may appear small, such a difference in the numerical annual becomes significant when 
multiplied over the course of the Plan Period to 2028. Through the Localism Bill and the recently adopted NPPF, the 
responsibility for testing and setting its housing requirement now lies firmly with the Local Planning Authority. With 
this responsibility comes a requirement to ensure that the evidence base and Local Plan upon which it is based meets 
the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area (NPPF Para 47). This 
first part of assessing the open market and affordable housing need and demand is vital to the soundness of the Local 
Plan and the foundations upon which the Local Planning Authority's spatial strategy has been formed. Recently we 
have witnessed several Local Planning Authorities fall foul of this process in preparing for Examination in artificially 
seeking to reduce the housing requirement either through not establishing the objectively assessed housing needs in 
the first instance, or choosing to consciously disregard the level of housing requirement deemed necessary to meet 
the tests held within the NPPF. Both scenarios would find the Local Plan unsound. Officers will be aware of the 
outputs from the Locally Generated Needs Study completed by GL Hearn in May 2010 and the recommendation of an 
annual requirement of 610 dwellings per annum. Given the disparity between the 400 dpa and the 610 dpa 
recommended within the GL Hearn Report, we raise concerns at this time over the soundness of any Local Plan based 
on the former particularly if this is presented as being the objectively assessed housing needs of the District. In 
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considering the next iteration of the Local Plan, the Council should move quickly to dismiss the 400 dpa option given 
its conflict with the NPPF and set about finalising a strategy for submission to the Secretary of State. To continue to 
Examination with an annual requirement significantly below that shown to be required, and without justification will 
lead to the Local Plan being deemed unsound. It is noted that the Council is planning to update its Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment, which as required by the NPPF forms an integral part of the evidence base and thus the 
soundness of the Strategy. In advance of this updated SHMA being prepared, the strategy should include at a 
minimum a continuation of that previously deemed sound with the South East Plan (565 dpa), with full consideration 
given to achieving that identified as being needed through the GL Hearn Report (610 dpa) or any variation to be 
defined through the updated SHMA as being the objectively assessed needs within the District. Policy SP8 Support is 
given to the identification of the Eastergate/ Westergate/ Barnham area as a principal area of growth within the Local 
Plan. Where there is concern at this time is to ensure that Policy is sufficiently flexible and reflects the work that has 
already been completed to demonstrate the deliverability of circa 350 dwellings adjacent to the village of Westergate. 
As part of a wider project team, ****** has been engaged and consulted with the Parish Council and other 
stakeholders regarding delivering development within the area of land now identified as a Broad Location of Growth. 
Significant work has taken place in scoping the opportunities and constraints in forming the proposals, which include 
the delivery of 350 dwellings with associated access, landscaping and public open space. The Government recognises 
that large scale development is an important part of land supply, with opportunities to open up opportunities to build 
economic, social and environmental sustainability from the beginning. Moreover, large scale developments allow for 
delivering the attributes of housing that people most value, through a variety of house types, open spaces and 
improved services and facilities. The value of delivering large scale development is recognised within the NPPF (Para 
52), where it states that 'The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale 
development, such as new settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the principles of 
Garden Cities'. While Policy SP8 provides opportunities for the Local Planning Authority to work with the landowners 
to deliver such a vision for the Westergate, Eastergate, Barnham area, it should not restrict or prejudice the work that 
has been completed to date in forming a deliverable solution to 350 dwellings to the east of Westergate. In order to 
present a sound strategy considered deliverable to the Inspector, the Council will hopefully work with those who have 
an interest in the land to ensure that the proposal defined within Policy SP8 is deliverable and viable. There will 
always be barriers to large scale development including costs, viability, risk, timeframes and infrastructure, however 
by working closely with those with an interest in the land these can be worked through so a deliverable solution can 
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be presented at the Examination in Public. Turning to the wording of Policy SP8, the criterion are provided in broad 
terms and need to be refined working with stakeholders and those with a land interest to reflect the site specific 
issues. While criterion 4 recognises the unique character of each of the existing villages and notes the separation of 
each shall be conserved, this should not be inferred to mean that through good design and masterplanning, combined 
with a network of green corridors and open spaces, that development cannot occur immediately adjacent to the 
villages. There will throughout the Growth Area be constraints to development, whether physical or environmental 
and therefore a comprehensive assessment of these constraints is required before the scope and location of 
development is set out within the policy criterion. Beyond the physical constraints there will also be a need to assess 
in full the viability of the bridging of the railway line and how such costs can be met as part of the wider objectives of 
the Local Plan. As the Council is aware, a number of studies have been undertaken within the western part of the 
Growth Area to assess these constraints and identify a deliverable scheme of circa 350 dwellings with associated open 
space and infrastructure. These studies include Highways Assessment, Flood Risk Assessments, Ecology, Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessments as well as conceptual masterplanning based on these known constraints. This 
conceptual masterplan is appended to this repres to map the opportunities and constraints in forming the east of 
Westergate proposal, which could deliver: • A range of dwelling sizes and house types to meet both the affordable 
and open market need a demand. • Integrated network of retained hedgerows and tree planting providing new on 
site open space and formal and informal play space • Opportunities for new pedestrian and cycle connections to the 
east and beyond to Barnham Train Station. • New vehicular access to the A29, with improvements to wider road 
network facilitated via S.278. • Improvements to social infrastructure via financial contributions (Healthcare) The 
delivery of this informed development within the Growth Area is in the therefore can be shown to be deliverable, 
particularly in the short term and aid with the Council's requirement to maintain a rolling supply of land for housing. 
Within the wider Growth Area as proposed by Policy SP8, there will be a number of separate landowners and third 
parties that where the intention of third parties such as Network Rail are not yet know. In summary, while support is 
offered to the identification of the Eastergate, being identified as one to deliver growth, development within the 
Growth Area. **** are months to ensure that what is submitted to the Secretary of State is deliverable outstanding 
issues needing to be addressed in advance of the Examination in Public. 

1316 Housing 
Allocations 

(iv) Policy SP8: Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations Whilst the identification of strategic growth in 
the Eastergate/Westergate/Barnham area is supported, it is not clear from the Local Plan why the Council has 
constrained the area of search to that area south of Westergate/Eastergate and west of Barnham. In the absence of 
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any reasoned justification, and in order to ensure that a comprehensive assessment is carried out, the broad strategic 
locations of growth identified on the key diagram at picture 5.1 should be expanded to take in all peripheral areas of 
the three settlements, including land at Folly Foot Farm, Eastergate identified on the attached plan. Unless the Council 
has undertaken a comprehensive appraisal of the search area, it is unknown what constraints may affect the Council's 
area of search and therefore whether it is capable in capacity terms of accommodating the level of development 
envisaged by the Council. As a consequence the area of search should be widened. The Local Plan makes it clear that 
economic growth and job creation is a number one priority for the District, and in this respect, if the provision of a 
new A29 link to employment land is considered to be a key driver of this, it is imperative that the Council proactively 
and positively puts in place an Implementation Plan as a matter of urgency to secure its delivery. From experiences 
elsewhere, the Council should take note of the inherent difficulties in seeking to secure new infrastructure and is 
encouraged to engage with landowners early on in the process. Furthermore, the criteria based policy, as currently 
drafted, is too onerous and may lead to non-implementation and would be more appropriate contained within a 
separate masterplan document. This could more appropriately set out the detail against which applications will be 
assessed, having regard to those policies within the Local Plan thus avoiding unnecessary duplication, and more 
importantly provide a focus for delivery. This is essential where multiple landowners are likely to be involved in 
securing the delivery of strategic growth and having to contribute its share to the delivery of those significant 
infrastructure improvements identified. In formulating a criteria based policy, the Council are taking a reactionary 
approach to strategic development and should instead take positive steps to facilitate the delivery of strategic housing 
growth that supports the economic objectives of the Plan. 

1320 Housing 
Allocations 

(iv) Policy SP8: Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations Whilst the identification of strategic growth in 
the Eastergate/Westergate/Barnham area is supported, it is not clear from the Local Plan why the Council has 
constrained the area of search to that area south of Westergate/Eastergate and west of Barnham. In the absence of 
any reasoned justification, and in order to ensure that a comprehensive assessment is carried out, the broad strategic 
locations of growth identified on the key diagram at picture 5.1 should be expanded to take in all peripheral areas of 
the three settlements, including land to the west and north of Westergate on the attached plan. Unless the Council 
has undertaken a comprehensive appraisal of the search area, it is unknown what constraints may affect the Council's 
area of search and therefore whether it is capable in capacity terms of accommodating the level of development 
envisaged by the Council. As a consequence the area of search should be widened. The Local Plan makes it clear that 
economic growth and job creation is a number one priority for the District, and in this respect, if the provision of a 
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new A29 link to employment land is considered to be a key driver of this, it is imperative that the Council proactively 
and positively puts in place an Implementation Plan as a matter of urgency to secure its delivery. From experiences 
elsewhere, the Council should take note of the inherent difficulties in seeking to secure new infrastructure and is 
encouraged to engage with landowners early on in the process. Furthermore, the criteria based policy, as currently 
drafted, is too onerous and may lead to non-implementation and would be more appropriate contained within a 
separate masterplan document. This could more appropriately set out the detail against which applications will be 
assessed, having regard to those policies within the Local Plan thus avoiding unnecessary duplication, and more 
importantly provide a focus for delivery. This is essential where multiple landowners are likely to be involved in 
securing the delivery of strategic growth and having to contribute its share to the delivery of those significant 
infrastructure improvements identified. The Client is a willing party in this regard. In formulating a criteria based 
policy, the Council are taking a reactionary approach to strategic development and should instead take positive steps 
to facilitate the delivery of strategic housing growth that supports the economic objectives of the Plan. Turning to the 
parish/town allocations identified within table 13.2, it is noted that in addition to its identification as a location for 
strategic development, both settlements of Eastergate and Barnham are expected to allocate in Neighbourhood Plans 
a further 100 dwellings each. However, a similar provision is not made in relation to Westergate, and it is not 
apparent from the Local Plan why. Westergate is not considered to be any less sustainable comparatively and 
therefore, there is no reasonable justification for not including an allocation. Consequently, the Plan should be 
amended to include an allocation of 100 dwellings at Westergate within table 13.2. 

1324 Housing 
Allocations 

(i) Policy SP8: Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations The inclusion of allocations within the towns and 
parishes is supported, and in particular the identification of 50 dwellings at Walberton village. Walberton offers a 
good network of local shops and access to public transport, and which adequately carters for the resident 
population's day to day needs. Working with the Parish Council and local community in drawing up its Neighbourhood 
Plan, a village expansion could be delivered on land north of Walberton on the basis that: · The site is not subject to 
any statutory or non-statutory designations for landscape character or quality, or for their nature conservation 
interests; · A safe and convenient vehicular access can be created to serve the development; · An opportunity exists to 
safeguard the future expansion of Walberton and Binstead C of E Primary School through the allocation of additional 
land for education purposes; · Land north of Walberton is located in an accessible location in close proximity to the 
range of services and facilities available within the village; and · The site offers the opportunity to reinforce the 
northern boundary of the village through the inclusion of strategic landscape planting. 
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1333 Housing 
Allocations 

Section 13 – Housing Allocations 17. We consider that the approach to Housing Allocations is flawed, specifically in 
relation to the need to meet housing requirements over the plan period. The approach to identifying housing 
requirements is not clear and furthermore does not make use of the evidence base document 'Arun District Council 
Locally Generated Needs Study'  (May 2010) prepared by consultants GL Hearn. That document identifies an 
appropriate locally derived housing requirement between 550 dwellings per annum and 670 dwellings per annum. A 
consultation draft Local Plan suggests that, following the abolition of the Regional Spatial Strategy, the South East 
Plan, the Council will provide for just 400 dwellings per annum which, it argues, is an economically driven figure as 
opposed to a housing driven figure. Whilst the Government is committed to abolishing the regional spatial strategies 
(in this case the approved South East Plan), that process has not yet been completed and the emerging consultation 
draft Arun Local Plan must obviously set out policies that are broadly in accordance with the policies of the South East 
Plan. 18. As far as new housing is concerned, the South East Plan requires the delivery of 565 dwellings per annum 
between 2006 -2026. The NPPF requires Local Plans to: 'boost significantly the supply of housing'  and that Local 
Plans must provide for a locally derived housing requirement. Paragraph 47 of the NPPF specifically states that: 'to 
boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities should: Use their evidence base to ensure that 
their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market 
area, as far as consistent with the policies set out in this framework, including identifying key sites which are critical to 
the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period'¦'  19. GL Hearn was commissioned Arun District Council to 
produce a 'Locally Generated Need Study' which was published in May 2010. The study considered a number of 
different scenarios both housing and economically derived, which resulted in a range of the projections which 
included a zero employment growth projection at 362 dwellings per annum as well as a high economic growth 
projection at 741 dwellings per annum. The study concluded that a housing requirement in the range of 550dpa - 
670dpa would represent a 'positive future for the district'  and one which was 'based upon a realistic economic 
scenario' . Despite this the Council decided that, based upon public opinion, a figure of 400 dwellings per annum 
should be adopted. There is no credible basis for this figure and if the plan moves forward on this basis we consider 
that the Plan will be found unsound. 20. Paragraph 2.6 of the consultation draft plan states that the lower figure of 
400dpa is economically driven not housing driven yet the evidence based housing figures, based upon economic 
growth and principles of sustainable development, reducing net out commuting and providing more jobs within the 
Borough, results in an evidence base led housing requirement of between 550-670dpa. The study notes that, at 
465dpa, the level of housing delivered could actually constrain the economy. To put this further into context, the GL 
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Hearn analysis demonstrates that at 362dpa there will be zero economic growth and that recent (i.e. including a 
period of recession) based economic trends still require a higher level of housing delivery than proposed by the 
Council (425dpa compared to the 400dpa proposed). The plan sits firmly at odds with its own evidence base and 
national planning policy guidance. The results of adopting such a low level of housing provision are likely to be a 
constrained economy; continued high levels of unsustainable out commuting; increased housing need; increased 
housing poverty; reduced council income; reduced investment in infrastructure; a poor quality of life, which is 
essentially the opposite of what the plan states that it will deliver. Fundamentally, we consider that there is likely to 
be a need for a greater level of housing over the plan period, and that the location of new strategic development 
allocations will need to be assessed. 21. In relation to Policy SP9 we are concerned to what extent the impacts of such 
a low threshold for affordable housing has been tested, particularly in light of the need for residential housing growth 
of the scale proposed above. It is not clear from the evidence base available that the impacts of the policy have been 
analysed. We consider that the scale of provision required could not only result in the delivery of less affordable 
housing, but could for instance slow down the delivery of windfall sites. 

1350 Housing 
Allocations 

5.10 POLICY SP8 5.10.1 The draft Local Plan includes strategic housing allocations on sites throughout the district and 
the strong development pressures for the conversion of employment sites and premises to higher value uses such as 
housing is recognised in the Local Plan as the largest threat to existing employment sites. 5.10.2 However, the 
allocated sites in policy SP8 include several existing established glasshouse sites in Angmering, Barnham and 
Eastergate and could potentially limit the future expansion and viability of horticultural businesses. 5.10.3 It would 
appear that draft policy DM9 does not offer the same level of protection from development pressures as policy DM1 
and existing glasshouse businesses are threatened by housing allocations covering existing glasshouse employment 
sites. 5.10.4 The draft Local Plan recognises that there have been strong development pressures on existing 
employment sites that have led to an imbalance between employment and housing. 5.10.5 Much of the recent 
housing development and urban expansion within Arun has been on former glasshouse sites. This has led to tenants 
(WSGA members) being 'moved on' and the stock of suitable glasshouse space being reduced, thereby inhibiting the 
development of the Industry. 5.10.6 If horticultural employment sites are not afforded the same protection as other 
employment sites, the assistance of policy DM1 in relocation of existing businesses required to move would not apply. 
5.10.7 WSGA insists on provision being made for existing horticultural businesses to relocate in policy in a similar way 
to draft policy DM1 and support of the Council being made available to growers to facilitate relocations where 
necessary (remembering not all glasshouse operators own their sites). 
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1678 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.2 The Angmering Society made a comprehensive response to the consultation document 'Options for Growth - 
2009' . The comments made then are still relevant to The Local Plan. 13.1.5 The SHMA document states that - 'The 
value of strategic housing market assessments is in assisting policy development, decision-making and resource-
allocation processes by: . enabling regional bodies to develop long-term strategic views of housingneed and demand 
to inform regional spatial strategies and regional housingstrategies; . enabling local authorities to think spatially about 
the nature and influence of the housing markets in respect to their local area; . providing robust evidence to inform 
policies aimed at providing the right mix of housing across the whole housing market - both market and affordable 
housing; . providing evidence to inform policies about the level of affordable housing required, including the need for 
different sizes of affordable housing; . supporting authorities to develop a strategic approach to housing through 
consideration of housing need and demand in all housing sectors - owner occupied, private rented and affordable - 
and assessment of the keydrivers and relationships within the housing market;. drawing together the bulk of the 
evidence required for local authorities to appraise strategic housing options including social housing allocation 
priorities, the role of intermediate housing products, stock renewal, conversion, demolition and transfer; and . 
ensuring the most appropriate and cost-effective use of public funds.'  How can housing needs and allocations around 
Angmering be determined prior to the outcome of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment? Any allocation of 
houses before requirements are known can only regarded as speculation to satisfy political aims rather than to the 
needs of the community and its residents. Allocations should be determined by the intelligent application of principles 
as expressed in this and other Arun District Council documents. 13.1.6 and 13.1.8 Nowhere in this document is it 
shown that 'areas around Angmering'  are strategic and suitable for growth. In Angmering, infrastructure has proved 
to be reasonably adequate for the existing community, apart from the urgent need to convert the A259 to a dual 
carriageway: Local shops cater for the existing community; Angmering is surrounded by open spaces' , ¡e the Downs 
to the north and the area to the south; Recreational areas are ample. Improvements in services would be welcome 
but without further housing expansion, which would merely aggravate the need for improvement, a self-defeating 
exercise. Any expansion would destroy the local character which is already under pressure. 13.1.14 says The 
development of land that has not previously been developed (greenfield) should only be considered where brownfield 
land cannot be developed. THE CONSTRUCTION OF 150 HOUSES, AS CURRENTLY PROPOSED IN PLANNING 
APPLICATION A/82/12 CANNOT THEN BE JUSTIFIED. 
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1715 Housing 
Allocations 

Option 1, according to the voiced opinions of reasonable local residents, (whom your councillors, and you and your 
departmental employees represent) is the only common sense action for all the reasons individual and group 
petitioners have outlined to Arun Council and in letters to local newspapers, etc, for example, preservation of green 
land, prevention of increased traffic chaos, prevention ofincreased flooding, no infra-structure support and 
improvement, etc. There is no need for me to repeat the detailed case but I do offer my full support to those in favour 
of Option 1. If local democracy is seen to be working in practice then I urge you to stand firm as our true public 
servant. 

1743 Housing 
Allocations 

Mr Meecham: Ferring Conservation Group will be responding in full before the end of the consultation period but I 
would like to make an important point now, on the drafting of the 'Draft Local Plan'. It has obviously been difficult to 
write a draft which acknowledges both the Council's policy of no more than 400 housing units a year and the South 
East Plan (as yet unrevoked) target of 565 a year. But what we have in section 13 is a confusion – even a contradiction 
– as to which is the 'preferred' figure, and then a policy statement on strategic housing provision which assumes that 
the South East Plan figure will be required. Para 2.6 has already referred to 'Arun's preferred housing target [of] .. 400 
units each year'. Para 13.1.2 then says ,'This [400 units p.a.] target provides the basis for the development of the 
Council's policy approach'. But Para 13.1.12 goes on to refers to 'the preferred target of 565 dwellings p.a.' One might 
assume that the last reference was a slip of the pen for 'the SEP target of 565', but Policy SP8, which follows, clearly 
relates to the 565 figure because it includes the 'strategic' housing allocations to Littlehampton, Bognor, Barnham, 
Westergate, Eastergate and Angmering which would only be required to meet the SEP target. This is no quibble: the 
inclusion of all this greenfield area seriously compromises the integrity of the Draft Plan and is contrary to the 
Council's declared policy of limiting housing growth and conserving the countryside in Arun District. Can I suggest that 
the draft be reconsidered at this stage, and re-issued in a form which clearly distinguishes Arun DC's policy and its 
implications for land use from that of the SEP, which the Government is committed to revoke? – Ed Miller Secretary, 
Ferring Conservation Group 

1750 Housing 
Allocations 

[These are expanding upon his intial comments made at the Road Shows] Policy SP8(2) I object to the proposed 
allocation in Policy SP8(2) of a broad strategic housing site south of Barnham and Eastergate and east of Westergate. 
This is high quality agricultural land (Grades I or II). It is low lying and subject to flooding risk. It is important to 
maintain the separation of settlements to prevent coalescence and ensure the preservation of their characters. The 
Environment Agency has advised against further substantial housing development in the area because of the drainage 
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problems and flood risk. It is considered that sufficient land is allocated or proposed for housing development to meet 
the needs of the western part of the District already. Option 1 for housing development in Arun District up to 2028 is 
supported. This would mean that the existing housing allocations and additional housing sites found by Parish 
Councils within the built up area boundaries, would meet the needs of the district without the need to allocate green 
field land south of Barnham and Eastergate. The proposed allocation in SP8(2) should be removed from the Plan. 

1746 Housing 
Allocations 

There are a number of inaccuracies inthe summary of my response on policy SP8(2) which I should be obliged if you 
would correct. I welcome and support Option 1 for housing development in the District, which would obviate the 
need for the allocation of 2000+ houses on land south of Barnham and Eastergate. 

1777 Housing 
Allocations 

I reject this part of the plan because: We only need houses if we have local need.We only need more houses if we 
have jobs that support the purchasing of those new houses. Jobs in Bognor & Littlehampton do not pay enough to 
support local people buying these houses, so we the locals cannot afford them. Thus they can only be purchased by 
inmigrators. If they are purchased as social housing our communities can not cope with the extra policing required as 
the police stations of the area only operate 9 to 5. The new houses at North Bersted are not selling well, more are 
being sold to Housing Associations than originally specified.Why are ADC not policing the mixtue specified in the 
planning application(s)? There is no evidence provided here to show who needs these houses, how much they earn, 
how many of them will be wealth creators, how many cars they will own, how many schools, GPs, dentists, churches, 
mosques would be required for them to live here. 

1661 Housing 
Allocations 

Before I make my comments on the draft local plan I would like to express my frustration with the 
arun.objective.co.uk/portal. Havingworked through the process of registering and logging in Iwas presented with the 
entire document, only able to add comments on specific sections of the plan. This plan is not something most people 
would feel able or willing to wade through. I would certainly not attempt to read it from my laptop screen. This is not 
user friendly. I object to Option 2 of the draft local plan. The map shown at your presentation showed the A29 being 
re-routed from above the Shripney bend to Barnham Road, between Barnham and Eastergate. I fail to see how this 
would alleviate conjestion and predict that that there would be more conjestion in the Barnham and Eastergate Area 
than currently caused by the Woodgate crossing. In addition more than 2000 homes are planned along this proposed 
re-routing. My objections to these are many; this is not sustainable - there are no jobs in this area, there are limited 
doctor's surgerys andschool places, there is a history of problems with the sewerage system, the character of the 
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villages would be changed dramatically, flooding - recent flooding south of the villages is a real concern - more large 
scale development will increase the risk of this happening in the future. I accept that there isa need for growth and 
new housing - the allocations suggested in Option 1 are closer to being sensible and sustainable. 

1595 Housing 
Allocations 

Consultation response to Draft Arun Local Plan Section 13 Housing Delivery :Policy SP8 and Table 13.2 On behalf of 
our client Mr Loveys, we support the general thrust of the proposals for housing delivery as set out in Section 13 of 
the draft plan, the housing figures in Option 2, and the figures for the parishes in Table 13.2. Whilst we appreciate 
that at this stage the plan will not be allocating smaller non-strategic sites which will be left to the Neighbourhood 
Plans (as indicated ¡n Policy SP8), our clients have land at Yapton (SHLAA refs. 42/43) which has previously been put 
forward as part of the SHLAA and could provide a site for the housing in that parish. We will be making 
representations at the appropriate time to inform the preparation of the emerging Neighbour hood Plans. We should 
be grateful ¡f you can keep us informed of subsequent stages and look forward to receiving acknowledgement that 
this representation has been duly lodged. 

1651 Housing 
Allocations 

2. Undermining neighbourhood plans The principle of the Government's reforms to housing and planning policy is to 
bring decision-making as close to the affected communities as possible. We all accept the need for some new housing 
to cope with a growing population and to allow young people onto the first rung of the property ladder. But this 
housing must be sustainable, based on local need and planned so far as possible on the basis of local consent. Already 
we are seeing speculative applications by developers who are taking advantage of the current transitional period, 
before the South East RSS is finally scrapped and neighbourhood plans are in place. The District Council needs to 
adopt a more positive attitude to neighbourhood planning. Speculative applications which undermine the local 
process, such as the one currently underway in Angmering, should be discouraged. In Policy SP8 (p.112) the Draft 
Plan's housing allocation table per parish suggests 100 additional houses in Angmering and 250 in 
Barnham/Eastergate/Walberton. These numbers seem sensible and achievable over a fifteen year period, and these 
parishes could decide where to allocate this housing through their neighbourhood plans. Indeed, the allocation of 100 
additional houses in Angmering is broadly in accord with a survey of the village taken by the Parish Council in the 
process of drafting its neighbourhood plan. This found that 78 per cent indicated a preference for 'up to 100 new 
homes' in the Parish spread over the next 17 years. However, just above this table the Draft Plan outlines 'strategic 
housing' developments to the tune of 490 new homes in Angmering and 'approximately 2,000' in 
Barnham/Eastergate/Aldingbourne. On top of the houses already allocated, this is 590 new homes in Angmering and 
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2,250 in Barnham/Eastergate/Aldingbourne. In the Angmering survey only 2 per cent wanted as many houses as you 
are proposing to allow there. Feelings are just as strong in Barnham/Eastergate/Aldingbourne. The proposed higher 
target and 'strategic housing' developments are excessive and are undermining neighbourhood planning. They must 
be rejected. 

1652 Housing 
Allocations 

3. Inadequate i nfrastructure Neither Angmering, nor Barnham/Eastergate/Aldingbourne has sufficient infrastructure 
to absorb the increased number of houses proposed. The facilities in Angmering simply could not cope with the 
additional demand. There is already pressure on public services and bad traffic congestion in the village. Angmering is 
already nearly twice the size of Arundel and has seen substantial additional housing in recent years. It is already one 
of the largest villages in my constituency. The proposal to allow 2,250 houses in Barnham/Eastergate/Aldingbourne is 
also unsustainable. Again, there is insufficient infrastructure. I do not believe that issues such as water supply, 
sewerage, and pressure on local roads have been sufficiently addressed. 

1653 Housing 
Allocations 

4. Maintaing the rural character of our villages It is important to protect the character and separation of West Sussex 
villages. We must not allow excessive development that will not only see a damaging loss of countryside but permit 
the creation of a new suburbia where the sense of village community is lost. The Draft Plan states that the proposals 
seek 'to positively add choice for existing communities whilst avoiding coalescence' (p.109). Such a huge additional 
development, in the area specified on the map, could not help but inextricably link up 
Barnham/Eastergate/Aldingbourne at the very least. This would be an irreversible change to the rural character of 
these villages. Similarly, Angmering cannot take more housing without losing its sense of a village community. It is 
close to becoming a small town by default but without the facilities to make sense of its size. 

1656 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8 Strategic Housing, Parish and Town Council Allocations Wates Developments does not support Draft Policy 
SP8. Paragraph 13.1.9, and the subsequent table at paragraph 13.1.13, of the draft Local Plan states that in the case of 
a lower target of 400 dwellings per annum, a shortfall of 1,363 dwellings exists and in the case of a higher target of 
565 dwellings, the shortfall would be 3,838 units. However, no transparent justification for the calculation of the 
shortfall has been provided. The table states that the Total Housing Supply (including sites with planning permission 
up to December 2011 and sites with potential within settlements asidentified in the SHLAA, 2012) is 4637. This does 
not accord with the figures provided in the May 2012 Housing Land Supply Note. Policy SP8 also states that four 
strategic locations for growth have been identified in the district during the life of this Local Plan that will 
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accommodate the shortfall. These locations are set out at policy SP8 and are as follows: · Littlehampton and Bognor 
Regis; · The villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate; · Angmering; and · Town and parish allocations. The 
SHLAA 2009 and the SHLAA update 2012 identifies Ford airfield as a developable site that could yield 200 dwellings 
per annum between 2024 and 2027, totalling 4,400 dwellings up to 2028 but Ford has not been taken forward as a 
strategic location. However, we note that the villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate are allocated for 
development. Site 124 (Land adjacent to Eastergate, Barnham) of the SHLAA identifies capacity to accommodate 
approximately 1,900 dwellings. Site 124 and Ford Airfield are similar sites and both sites experience the similar 
constraints. Ford contains a mix of both brown and greenfield land unlike Site 124 which is identified as containing 
solely Greenfield land. In addition, Site 124 falls within a green infrastructure corridor (emerging Local Plan Policy 
DM25) and partially within the Eastergate, Church Lane Conservation Area. The southern end of the site has very 
limited access and, in our view, the land south of the railway line would be difficult to access and is unlikely to be 
developed without major infrastructure. Ford Airfield is at least equally appropriate location for a new housing 
development which could provide access to employment and highways improvements as part of a future 
development. Ford Airfield should be allocated as a strategic location for housing in Policy SP8 of the draft Local Plan. 
Conclusion In short, the Council's own evidence base points to the need to adopt a housing target of between 550 and 
670 dwellings in order to ensure a realistic economic growth which represents a positive future for the District. A 
lower target would could constraint the economy and fail to meet the objectively assessed needs of the district. There 
is no e for adopting a lower housing target of 400 dwellings per annum should the SEP be revoked. Ford Airfield was 
previously considered in the Council's Options for Growth consultation in 2009 and is identified in within SHLAA as a 
site with potential for future development. Ford Airfield and adjoining land is a viable size that should be allocated for 
development in the emerging Local Plan. We trust that the above comments will be taken into consideration in the 
preparation of the revised draft Local Plan. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you wish to discuss these 
representations further. 

1663 Housing 
Allocations 

We wish to make know to you our objections to the proposed option 2 a new by pass to link the A29 with the new 
Bognor Regis bypass including a strategic allocation of 2000 extra new homes:- 1. Our business in Yapton will be 
severely inconvenienced by any closure of the Woodgate crossing, we are a growing business currently employing 
some 30 people in the local area either directly or through our local suppliers. 2. The additional traffic caused by the 
building of the 'extra' houses would impact the movement of our goods and services negatively, we send our capital 
goods to many world wide countries and European destinations delays caused by traffic density would hinder our 
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expansion plans. 3. The local infrastructure doctors surgeries, dentist, schools, and sewerage are inadequate to 
support such development, also flooding is a problem on the low lying ground, concreting over this land will only 
increase this problem. Closure of the Woodgate crossing plus the additional traffic from the housing would mean 
severe disruption to our business and might lead to relocation of our business into either Hampshire or Surrey. We 
anticipate that our business will create over 100 new jobs in Arun over the next 5 years, these jobs may be lost to 
Arun if your plans are approved. 

1697 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing Need 13.1.17 States the benefits of the towns as population centres and then because of outstanding 
consents makes a blind leap to say that they will not be the focus of additional strategic housing which goes against 
what we have always said which is urban extension first as all the infrastructure is there. 

1709 Housing 
Allocations 

I strongly disagree with option 2 as it is an unsafe and not well thought through. With new houses comes more cars 
and pollution and traffic to the area. I think with a demand on resources this is not the option. Option one is a lot safer 
and provides a reasonable and achievable idea. I am only 15 and I'm already extremely concerned about my village 
and want to help you realise how option one is the better idea. Please don't just ignore this email as my voice should 
be heard and listened to! Please consider option one and don't ruin my village which I have lived in all my life!!! 

1710 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to protest in the strongest possible terms about the above proposal. How you can even consider 
tarmacing over our beautiful Sussex countryside is unbelievable. Very soon there will be none left and Bognor, 
Chichester and the villages in between will soon become one large urban sprawl. Who is going to buy these houses - 
there are no jobs and nolikelihoodof there being any in the far distant future? The massive no. of houses being built at 
both ends of Bognor are very slow in selling, why do we need any more? Where are the children going to go to school 
- the existing schools are up to capacity? Where is the healthcare coming from - our doctors surgeries are full to 
bursting already? What about the overloaded sewerage system - every time there is flooding raw sewerage escapes 
into schools and gardens? Don't get me started on the traffic, which is appalling at the best of times - all this talk of a 
developer building a by-pass and a bridge, yeah right! He's going to build his houses first and what if he runs out of 
money before he has to do the rest? All in all the proposal is flawed on many levels and it will be a very sad day if it is 
steamrollered through, as is so often the case, without any thought whatsoever for the millions of council tax payers 
who don't want any of it. 
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1711 Housing 
Allocations 

We wish to strongly object to the proposal to build 2000 new houses and construct a new A29 bypass across the 
parishes of Westergate, Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate. The reason we chose to live in Eastergate was to 
enjoy village life and proposals such as this are destroying villages. We accept that houses may need to be built to 
accommodate the growing population within the villages but Option 2 to provide 2000 extra new houses spread 
across the heart of our villages is totally unacceptable. The infrastructure will not withstand this amount of building. I 
work at WSCC and am fully aware that all the grants for capital funding are being cut and planning places for schools 
are already over subscribed and funding is not available to build new schools. Health centres are already over 
stretched and it is almost impossible to see a GP when you need to. We have already experienced severe flooding in 
local villages over the past few years and any additional large expanse of concreted areas will only increase this risk by 
destroying the natural flood plains. We do not need any of the road options proposed because we do not need 2000 
new houses, the affect of which will destroy our villages and the close knit community which we value. 

1713 Housing 
Allocations 

The plan gives two options for housing delivery targets across the whole of Arun. I choose option 1 and I object to the 
proposed plan (option 2) to put an allocation of 2000 extra new houses into the 'Green Infrastructure Corridor'  in the 
Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate parishes. The infrastructure in terms of schools, drainage, sewage and roads is 
inadequate. This allocation of housing is out of proportion with the rural village character of the area. 

1714 Housing 
Allocations 

I would like to put forward my objections to the irresponsible and insensitive approach to the proposed development 
in the above areas. It seems that there is a lack of hard evidence on which the proposals are based and whilst it is 
obvious that there will be a need for new homes in the future and investment in sound and well planned 
infrastructure, again we are facing poorly thoughtout schemes that are far from sympathetic to the environment. 
Apart from the many contradictions that emerge in the planning document a worrying aspect is that, if green field 
sites are used, then large areas of food producing land will be swallowed up at a time when we need that essential 
land for growing food, at a time of urgent need. This is evidentas other parts of the globe are having crop failures due 
to climatic changes. If we can grow more food on our home soil, we can drastically reduce our carbon footprint by 
reducing the airmiles that food has to be transported. I am assuming that the people responsible for these proposals 
have very little empathy in this area and I would be very interested in their response. A further matter which worries 
me is the drainage situation. Not so long ago when the bad weather was upon us the land became seriously flooded. 
By laying more and more tarmac, concrete and other hard surfaces, the water courses will be diverted and we will 
experience many other problems, some of which will be a sewerage problems. This can result in effluent problems 
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leading to health issues as well as the destruction of the wildlife corridors. I urgently request these questions are 
addressed and that a solid infrastructure is put into place, which can support the additional housing and the 
environment for the future. Arun Council seems to be rather confused about what it wants and what is needed. I 
suggest that the council takes an honest look at the needs and the views of the people that it is supposed to 
represent. There is a need for affordable housing so I would propose that Arun adopts Option 1. 

1720 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to object to the Draft Local Plan for Arun regarding the proposals to build many many houses and an 
employment site in the village of Angmering. My wife and I moved to Angmering in 2003 and we now have two 
children, our eldest attends St Margaret's Primary School. Angmering is our home. I understand that more houses 
need to be built in the south east of England but there are several aspects to your plan that will wreck the village. · 
Certain parts of the plan will involve building on green fields. Surely there are plenty of brown field sites in Sussex. 
Developing brown field sites is known to have many advantages over green fields. · Angmering's infrastructure is 
already creaking; o my son's primary school is huge o the village roads are congested not only during school 
opening/closing but also at traditional rush hours – people already use Roundstone Lane as a cut through, driving too 
fast despite the speed bumps o the doctor's surgery is almost full o the village flooded a few months ago as the rain 
water could not drain away. I request that you review your Plan and show more consideration for the opinions of the 
existing residents of the village and protect the green spaces that we have left in the urban sprawl between 
Eastbourne and Chichester. 

1723 Housing 
Allocations 

Over the last 5 /10 years Angmering has already increased in size by approx 25% the proposed local plan suggests that 
there could be a fu12/15 % increase. The water supply is not sufficient even after a pipe line was installed prior to 
Bramley Green. The number ofhose pipe bans support this comment. The recent sewage being pumped into the sea 
also says not enough treatment plant to cope with current levels of use. To say this was an accident does not ring 
true. What is the 3 mile pipe out to sea for? This year we were without electricity due to overloading. The flooding in 
the village is due to lack of ground for the rain to penetrate. It has been concreted over on the Bramley Green site. 
The schools are over crowded. The £1000 charge per house from Bramley Green was never used to build a new 
school. Taking these and other things into consideration How can building more houses be a sensible thing to do . 
Some one needs to think more carefully on the damage that is being out upon Angmering. 



Page | 637  
 

1724 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to object to the plan to build2000+properties within the Barnham, Westergate and Eastergate villages. 
These properties, if built, would completely overwhelm thesevillages andcommunities and turn them intosprawling 
suburbia. On what groundscan thisbe allowed to happen? Bognor Regis and Littlehampton needregeneration certainly 
but not at the expense of the surroundingvillages. Pleasereconsider after taking into account the heartfelt views of 
the localcommunities. 

1725 Housing 
Allocations 

I wish to register my disapproval of your intention to build houses and also construct a road through the 
Eatergate/Westergate/Barnham areas I am not convinced that your arguments hold water with regard to the need for 
such a large housing development . I accept that a controlled increase of new builds that can be absorbed over the 
years would benefit the community The proposed new road should only be considered when the Bognor relief road is 
up and running Please do not make a hasty ill founded decision just because a small number of people have a "vested 
interest" in making money and creating a monster that will affect the local communities for the foreseeable future. 

1727 Housing 
Allocations 

I'm writing to protest bitterly about the building plans for 2,000 houses around Eastergate Westergate and Barnham. 
Traffic jams already clog our roads! This is not a well thought out plan , no thought has been given to the infrastruture 
needed to support this. We choose to live in a village not a town. We wanted to live in a area surrounded by fields not 
as part of a town which is what we shall become if this plan goes ahead. What legacy to leave our children, reducing 
fields birds butterflies etc. for miles around. 

1742 Housing 
Allocations 

3. A policy of house building to reduce homelessness is naive! Barnham now has many houses for let and Bognor still 
has many new houses left unsold! Housebuilding only provides a short multiplier to growth if the houses remain 
empty. And will provide zero medium/long term growth if the houses aren't built by local firms! Have all the new 
houses in the area been sold? How many are empty? How many are bought by landlords? 

1964 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 1 – Now omitted by council – would have been more acceptable, suggesting 150 houses in each Parish, up 
to 2028 – total agreed by Parishes. We do not need by-passes if we do not have 2000 + houses forced on us in the 
villages. There is ample Brownfield sites available – Government Policy. The Villages do not need more housing. No 
employment = more travel to work for new comers to villages. The villages DO need vastly improved SEWAGE BEFORE 
any more buildings. The area has smelt foul since June's Heavy rains and the system is already inadequate and causes 
severe flooding. Developers would only provide agreed infrastructure AFTER all housing sold, causing some years 
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delay in implementing it! 2000 + houses + infrastructure later, will open up the villages area to yet more development 
in future. ADC showed firstly address the sewage problems here and establish a plan to build on Brownfield sites only 
in this area. 

1833 Housing 
Allocations 

You have written to ask me to comment on the Arun District Council's Draft Local Plan for 2000 houses and an A29 
Bypass south of Westergate and Eastergate. I realise that there is a need for, and I am in favour of, a good and well 
considered Local Plan but not this plan. It seems to be putting the cart before the horse in that the houses have to be 
built first in order to facilitate the road. Also it seems that the options for the A29 bypass do not proceed further than 
the Barnham to Nyton road and surely there would be a need for carrying it further in due course which would entail 
more tarmac to the north cutting across what is now green space. I am sorry to say that I object to the building of the 
houses on the green fields because I am concerned about flooding in the area to the south. Also drainage and sewage 
problems need to be addressed in the Barnham area particularly and the drains in Felpham let that community down 
in the summer. It is also possible that taking away green land and replacing it with buildings and tarmac would have a 
detrimental health effect on the population due to frustration with the increase in traffic, long waiting times to see 
Doctors, travelling out of area for mothers to take children to school and other crowding issues. Open spaces and 
green landscapes are vital these days to counteract the effect of modern life on people's health. I do wonder where 
the people are coming from to buy these houses as there are not many great employment possibilities in the area, it 
being mainly an attractive tourist destination that hoards of people love. If congestion arose the tourists would not 
come. I would favour brown field sites being developed in the villages particularly for young local first time buyers. I 
say ,' NO' , to all of the Bypass Options and also, 'NO' , to the 2000 houses. 

1863 Housing 
Allocations 

Objection to Arun District Council Draft Local Plan for 2013-2028 regarding 2,230 new houses inand a new A29 Bypass 
in Six Village Area. 1. Why was option 1, providing for a more reasonable rate of housebuilding recently abandoned? 
Small villages in an agricultural setting are unable to assimilate large numbers of inhabitants without the development 
of inappropriate industry. This would lead to large-scale commuting and road congestion and an excessive demand on 
existing facilities. The rate of new housing should be more in keeping with that proposed in option 1, which would be 
enough to sustainpresent facilities without creating a further suburban link withan increased need for more schools 
and facilities and agreater loss of individual character. 2. Villages onthe flood plain are already regularly flooded in wet 
weather when water pours off the Downs and cannot drain away at sea level. This situation will worsen as climate 
change leads to higher sea levels. (Chap 13, Policy SP8) 3. Delays at Lidsey crossing should be addressed without road 
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developments causing increased traffic throughout the area and further feeding of a greater volume of traffic to the 
A27, which already suffers from very high congestion and accident rates.The extra traffic flow from and to the huge 
new extra housing development would exacerbate an already serious situation. (Chap 16, Policy SP30)  <------ THIS 
DOES'NT MAKE SENSE - [CB] 4. The tourist attraction of these villages as a peaceful haven at the foot of the South 
Downs National Park and between the historic cities of Arundel and Chichester needs to be preserved. Development 
on the scale proposed in Option 2 would have a damaging effect on this aspect of the area by in effect creating a new 
town in the area. In short, we feel that the proposals as they stand are deleterious to the area under consideration. 

1864 Housing 
Allocations 

Objection to Arun District Council Draft Local Plan for 2013-2028 regarding 2,230 new houses inand a new A29 Bypass 
in Six Village Area. 1. Why was option 1, providing for a more reasonable rate of housebuilding recently abandoned? 
Small villages in an agricultural setting are unable to assimilate large numbers of inhabitants without the development 
of inappropriate industry. This would lead to large-scale commuting and road congestion and an excessive demand on 
existing facilities. The rate of new housing should be more in keeping with that proposed in option 1, which would be 
enough to sustainpresent facilities without creating a further suburban link withan increased need for more schools 
and facilities and agreater loss of individual character. 2. Villages onthe flood plain are already regularly flooded in wet 
weather when water pours off the Downs and cannot drain away at sea level. This situation will worsen as climate 
change leads to higher sea levels. (Chap 13, Policy SP8) 3. Delays at Lidsey crossing should be addressed without road 
developments causing increased traffic throughout the area and further feeding of a greater volume of traffic to the 
A27, which already suffers from very high congestion and accident rates.The extra traffic flow from and to the huge 
new extra housing development would exacerbate an already serious situation. (Chap 16, Policy SP30) 4. The tourist 
attraction of these villages as a peaceful haven at the foot of the South Downs National Park and between the historic 
cities of Arundel and Chichester needs to be preserved. Development on the scale proposed in Option 2 would have a 
damaging effect on this aspect of the area by in effect creating a new town in the area. In short, we feel that the 
proposals as they stand are deleterious to the area under consideration. 

1843 Housing 
Allocations 

My wife and I oppose Option 2 in the Draft Local Plan 2013 –2028. 1. All three options for the new A 29 by-pass would 
create serious traffic congestion at key points. Where they are designed to meet the existing A 29, the situation would 
be particularly chaotic. 2. Closure of the Level Crossing at Woodgate would have a major negative impact upon 
villages and settlements along the present A 29 between Fontwell and Bognor Regis, and upon businesses and 
residents accustomed to using this section of the A 29, adapting to the limited restrictions the crossing creates. 
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Effectively Arun DC want to create a huge new housing complex somewhere. They seek to find arguments in favour of 
erecting this complex round a section of the A 29 in an operation which will cause massive disruption for years. This 
disruption would create unbearable living conditions in the three villages. If the proposed building plan is adhered to, 
the problems created by its implementation will be exacerbated by, and shared by, the new residents. 

2066 Housing 
Allocations 

It is proposed to build 400 houses per annum as there is approval for 4000 houses in North Littlehampton does this 
not give the district enough house allocation for 10 yrs 

1983 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I object very strongly to option 2. If there is a traffic problem, it is madness to exacerbate this further by dumping 
an additional 7 – 8 thousand people, plus their cars on the area. The houses are unwanted, they would occupy 
productive farmland and there are no additional jobs or infrastructure. Furthermore, just because one community has 
a traffic problem, why does it feel empowered to ruin other long established communities? If approved, this proposal 
would represent local government at it's lowest ebb. 

1968 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 We do not need 2000 + houses in the villages. The suggested new roads are not acceptable and which ever way 
you go access to the A27 is via a road or roundabout which are already at capacity. Very expensive to upgrade. 
Problems re drainage/ Flooding are well documented. Where are these people coming from? Other areas, such as 
London? There are no jobs locally, which means driving elsewhere- more congestion. Improvements to Woodgate 
level crossing would reduce 'closure times'  and we are told the new Bognor by-pass will reduce A29 Traffic. 

1900 Housing 
Allocations 

I am very concerned about the Draft Local Plan. It seems to me that this has been ill thought out with little regard to 
the actual needs of the people who live in these villages, employment, traffic, infrastucture, flooding potential and 
would in practice make the lives of the village inhabitants very unpleasant and more crowded. Chapter 13 – Policy 
SP8; Para 13.1.14; Section `3.1.7, Chap 20; Chap 16, Policy SP30 The lovely countryside which we enjoy as a family for 
walking and appreciating the changing seasons would be destroyed if Option 2 was imposed on it and the traffic is 
already bad in this area and would only get worse, making all journeys from our house more lengthy making getting to 
work and school (both in Chichester) difficult and less easy to predict journey times. As they grew up my daughters 
attended local primary schools and loved going into the countryside to explore both during school time with teachers 
for educational purposes and for leisure and it would be a shame for future generations to not only miss out on these 
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country visits but to have more dangerous journeys to school with the build up of extra traffic, should Option 2 be 
adopted. With Option 1 the country experience would continue and it would be safer to travel to and from school. If 
Option 2 were adopted children would be less likely to cycle or walk to school and this would add to the extra traffic 
as more parents take their children to school by car. During the time we have been in this area there have been 
mutiple cuts to the bus services into the surrounding towns and there is no mention in the plans for these to be 
restored or improved, thus making it even more likely that the roads would be filled with cars especially with the 
unrealistic addition of over 2 thousand additional houses with the resultant cars both of residents and their visitors. 
None of the bypass routes seem to offer a realsitic thought out solution to traffic issues in the area and the closure of 
Woodgate crossing would only add to the lreduction in of quality of live for the area and threaten jobs and businesses. 
Why build on greenfield sites when there are brownfield sites around which could be developed instead, empty 
houses that need renovating, buildings ripe for conversion, disused airfields such as Tangmere and Ford.? It is against 
Government policy to use greenfield sites and so other options should be considered first. It would also be sensible to 
link together the new business developments and new roads in Bognor with the new business developments and 
industrial centres in Chichester. It seems unfair to put the bulk of the houses in the villages of Eastergate, Barnham, 
Westergate and Aldingbourne when the houses are being built to support new jobs in Bognor and Littlehampton. The 
villages don't get extra employment opportunities but have all the negatives of extra traffic, an overstretched local 
infrastructure as the promised schools, doctors etc would not come for several years - if at al, as budgets would be 
strteched and exceededl. The original Option 1 was both sustainable and realistic and more in keeping with a village 
community – 250 houses over 15 years, based on parish allocations in these areas. This should be the policy that is 
taken up, not the ludicrous numbers suggested in Option 2. I think that the draft plan should be re-thought out and a 
move made towards Option 1 and using brownfield sites as far as possible and the traffic situation needs a complete 
replan. 

1892 Housing 
Allocations 

Local infrastructure – The local schools and Doctors surgeries are at full capacity supporting current residence and 
current services are being scaled back at St Richards with a view to merging services with Worthing hospital. It is 
obvious the current infrastructure would not support an extra 2000 house holders in caring for their medical needs or 
educating their children. We also understand the local sewerage system is not able to cope with the additional houses 
planned to be built. The proposal makes reference that the developers would provide funding for these infrastructure 
needs, in reality, this requires high levels of expenditure. Which the developers will fail to deliver on. We doubt very 
much that developers would have money left over to build a sufficient road infrastructure, after 2000 houses and a 
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new bypass have been built. So, where would the investment come from? Central Government? - We won't hold our 
breath. Chapter 13, Section1.8 & Chapter 20 

1893 Housing 
Allocations 

Building on Greenfield land – From research we understand that building on greenfield land contradicts government 
policy. Why aren't other brownfield sites, which there are plenty of as you travel in towards Bognor Regis or 
somewhere likeFord Airfield not being considered? This is also closer to employment opportunities. This may be 
considered 'anecdotal' however; we walk the Woodgate fields regularly. It has vast amount of wildlife, locals use the 
fields to exercise and it is accessible for the local dog walking community. We feel not every objection should be 
backed by hard facts and consideration of our general feelings should be taken into account. Chapter 13, paragraph 
13.1.14 The details stated in option 1 of the draft consultation appear far more realistic and agreeable. We 
understand future local needs will require extrahousing and it is important that consideration is taken on house 
affordability. 

1803 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Looking at the proposal for the 'structural'  development through the six villages in more detail (the proposal for 
the bridge is being made dependent on the road, and the road dependent on the housing) in an attempt to provide a 
coherent document I have peeled this back this like an onion and will comment on the proposal for the housing first 
though the arguments against both bypass and housing are interdependent. The proposal for housing is to build 
approx 2000 homes on a green field site that is currently open farmland. The exact number of dwellings is in dispute 
and the plan is difficult to correlate with the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) as the area 
covered by GIC2 in the plan does not match a single plot in the SHLAA. The SHLAA does not take into account 
requirements or policies to protect agricultural/horticultural land in the district. Indeed it seems to suggest such 
developments are most attractive on cost grounds as they are the most economically viable options. What the SHLAA 
does do is suggest 1900 homes may be built on an areas of approx 125ha over the life of the plan (15 years). Unlike 
the plan the SHLAA does not call for laying back of properties from the railway nor does the SHLAA account for land 
used to build a bypass. Crucially the 'Yield Summary for this site in the SHLAA is only 1100 units to take into account 
the character of the site and its surroundings. This provides independent evidence from the District Council's own 
studies that the proposed development is out of character with the area and will destroy the village environment. Also 
I believe any developer will want to access the site, build and sell properties in a much shorter time frame than the life 
of the plan especially if they are to fund a new road from their profits so talking in terms of a few properties per 
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annum over the period of the plan is misleading. Such a housing development is against the District Council's own 
policies so a new policy (SP8) has been drafted to ride rough shod over the other planning policies in relation to the 
proposed development in Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate. The policies that are being overridden, with no 
justifcation based upon hard evidence of need, protect agricultural land and prevent inappropriate development 
outside the built up areas identified on the maps in the plan. This policy has previously been applied to prevent 
development on the Eastergate Nurseries site but now the District Council themselves are proposing a much larger 
development. I would go further and say even the objectives of SP8 are not met by this plan and further cannot be 
met by any such development. Specifically the environment of the existing settlements and the character of the 
villages will not be conserved by the development plans with any separation between them being negligible. The 
existing landscape will be destroyed and any man made landscape enhancements will not compensate for this loss nor 
can a development of this size be made to complement the open, intensively farmed landscape. The scale of the 
proposed development is disproportionate to the pattern and scale of nearby residential developments and the plan 
has no regard to the conservation areas. At present the location earmarked for the development is a dark site with 
little or no noise. The effect of the plan will be reduced air quality and an infinite increase in both light and noise 
pollution. The land under GIC2 also provides part of a strategic gap from the six villages to Bognor Regis and the entire 
gap between and around the built up areas of the villages of Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham. Building on this 
would break the District Council's own planning policy to maintain the gaps between the villages so as to preserve 
their unique identities. Para 4.12 states 'settlements are separated by areas of undeveloped countryside, which are 
important in helping to maintain their separate identity and character' . In the foreword to the plan, Cllr Bower states 
such spaces will be protected. However, the proposal is to concrete over agricultural land that divides the ancient 
villages of Eastergate and Barnham (both are mentioned in the Domesday book at which time they were both 
significantly larger than Littlehampton; which the plan proudly boasts was mentioned in Domesday). Worse still the 
proposal will divide the six villages area in two with a trunk road that is proposed to lead precisely nowhere. This plan 
will not maintain the identity and character of these villages, it will destroy them as surely as if the bulldozers were 
sent in to flatten a thousand years of history. The District Council have failed to include in the plan or plain ignored 
any inconvenient facts about infrastructure costs to support such a housing development in terms of schools, 
healthcare, recreation, waste disposal, flood prevention etc etc. These costs have been estimated by the Parish 
Councils and other local groups to be well in excess of £60m over and above the cost of the road scheme. To be added 
to this higher figure though are the intangible costs. In approximate terms, the proposed development of the area 
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marked on the map as GIC2 represents at least a doubling of the population of the parish of Eastergate based on the 
2001 census data showing a population of 3,107. The area also covers approximately one half of the distance between 
the villages and the town of Bognor Regis so if this proposal were to go ahead the villages would no doubt soon 
become suburbs of the town of Bognor Regis in the same way the villages of Bersted, Pagham and Felpham have 
already. Put another way having concreted over much of the Eastern end of the District and extended development 
North through Angmering, Arun District are now turning to the Western and Downland areas for their next feeding 
frenzy having lost planning control over land now under the control of the South Downs National Park. There is no 
indication in the plan that Arun's housing targets have been reduced in lieu of losing planning control over 50% of its 
geography (17.2.7). If not then we can expect the coastal plain to soon be known as the Costa del Arun. The 
justification for the District Council to ignore their own planning policy is to allow development around Barnham, 
Eastergate and Westergate on 'strategic'  grounds. However, no strategic benefit will accrue to the six villages and in 
the case of Bognor Regis the supposed benefits are at best purely aspirational and at worst unachievable.No evidence 
has been provided that such benefits will accrue to the town. Some of the aspirational aims are even outside Arun's 
control i.e. where they seek to improve the educational standards in the area but have no power to do so. The District 
Council have aspirations for the Housing development to provide affordable accommodation (SP9) and to be occupied 
by people who will work in the District. These are mutually exclusive aims when it is considered that the main need for 
affordable housing is in the public sector but the main public sector employers (healthcare, council offices, law 
enforcement) for this part of West Sussex are located outside Arun District. For example, healthcare workers looking 
for affordable accommodation will travel to Chichester, Worthing or even further afield and so be classed as out-
commuters; something the plan is trying to reduce. The plan does not acknowledge that houses built in this location 
may be occupied by people who will most likely travel out of the District for work as this would also be inconvenient 
for the stated aim of the plan to cut out-commuting from the District. For example, the nearest railway station to the 
proposed development at Barnham currently provides a much better service than that from Littlehampton or Bognor 
Regis with a journey time to London Victoria of approx 1 hour 25 minutes compared to 1 hour 34 minutes from 
Bognor Regis and approx 1 hour 45 minutes from Littlehampton. To Brighton, best journey times are 40 minutes from 
Barnham, nearly 45 minutes from Littlehampton and over 50 minutes from Bognor Regis. The plan also attempts to 
justify the development as providing housing for families near where they grew up (SP10) but does not acknowledge 
that house prices will be set by market forces and in this case the developers who will market such a large 
development if not nationally then certainly over a large part of the South East and into London. The District Council 
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will have no right to control the commercial housing supply and people will move to the development with the sole 
aim of out-commuting for work. People living in the proposed development are also just as likely to use the road 
network to travel out of the District for work, shopping and leisure thus increasing congestion and negating any 
benefit from the building of the bypass. Bognor Regis will not suddenly become an attractive destination. Crucially, 
the plan offers no hard evidence of a need for such a volume of housing in this location. And as such does not comply 
with policy DM 8. Many statements made by the District Council in the plan are at odds with any proposal to allow 
large housing developments to be built anywhere within the district let alone the proposal to build on a green field 
site between Eastergate and Barnham. The only argument the District Council make is the structural case which is not 
proven. It seems the plan is a thinly veiled attempt to dump an inappropriate development on the residents of the Six 
Villages and specifically on Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham. Dumping a large settlement into a small part of the 
district is presumably more palatable to the politicians at District, County and National level as they will be very 
unpopular with a small number of residents rather than less popular with a large number of residents. I mentioned at 
the start of this document that there is devil in the detail of the plan and one such devil is section 13.1.15 with 
paragraphs labelled 'Planning for Uncertainty' . The interdependency of the developments in the plan (the houses pay 
for the road etc) rely heavily on there being an economic climate that allows the District to receive a pay back from 
granting planning permission to be used towards infrastructure even though the 'payback'  in this case is inadequate 
to fund the infrastructure required to support the development. It appears that the District Councils strategy for when 
(rather than if) a developer claims they cannot afford to fund the conditions of planning permission, the approach will 
be to negotiate a weaker position to the detriment of the local area by extending developments beyond those 
numbers given in the plan either by increasing the density of housing on the development or by granting permission 
to build on additional land. 

1905 Housing 
Allocations 

Arun has determined that economic growth for job creation is its number one priority'  and I for one support that 
priority. However, it is fanciful to think that it will attract the high level business' it is looking to invest in the district 
that will reduce out commuting from the area and increase job density, unless it changes it's priority to a complete 
overhaul of the transport network in the district. Until that happens it will continue to fail to attract those business' 
which can not only reduce out-commuting but will attract more people to the area. Having said that, even with an 
improved infrastructure it is not certain that this will provide the inward investment it seeks to attract, since neither 
Chichester, Brighton nor Gatwick are going to be sitting back on their laurels waiting for Arun to play catch up. Until 
this happens, large scale housing developments in the area must be considered white elephants. Any housing that is 
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required should be taken up by existing housing stocks and new developments on existing brownfield sites. These 
sites should be small (typically 10 – 15 houses) spread as equally as possible across the area in order not to over 
burden existing infrastructure facilities and services, i.e. utilities, health care, education and so on. Being a resident of 
Angmering I cannot see any justification for identifying this village as a location of strategic importance. The is nothing 
in the plan that demonstrates a need for the numbers of houses tabled and the idea that this is a location that will 
provide suitable sites for industrial development is simply unrealistic bearing in mind the infrastructure issues that are 
well documented in other criticisms of the plan. The decision to nominate Angmering as a location of strategic 
importance seems to be pretty discriminatory especially since the plan acknowledges that the village has grown 
considerably in recent years. Rural Community Profile for Angmering compiled by Action with Communities in Rural 
England (ACRE), states: - Angmering has had a 35% population growth since 2001, whilst West Sussex and England 
have grown by about 5% - population migration shows Angmering is almost static in inward v outward migration - 
population density for Angmering is 4.3 per hectare – above the average for West Sussex and England of 4.0 per 
hectare It is premature in that until the issue of the Draft Plan and the Neighborhood Plans have gone through due 
process, applications for housing and industrial development are inappropriate. To quote Ricky Bower, Cabinet 
Member for Planning in relation to the Draft he said: Quote 'Getting the Local Plan right is so important because it is 
the basis upon which Councilors will make decisions about planning applications and developments across the district. 
This consultation is an important opportunity for communities and local businesses, and anyone else that has an 
interest in Arun, to influence how their community will develop over the next 14 years. I would strongly encourage 
everyone to have a look at the proposals and submit their comments and ideas to the Council.'  Unquote. His 
statement is congruent with the Government's vision and can been seen at the following link: 
http://www.spiritfm.net/news/sussex-news/722981/arun-residents-asked-to-shape-development/ I hope therefore 
that any decision made by the planning decision makers in regard to planning applications will take note of Mr 
Bower's statement and will be "influence-led" rather than "policy-led" as is so often the case in the planning process. 

1862 Housing 
Allocations 

I have serious misgivings about the recommendations within the Draft Local Plan and concerns over some of the 
obvious omissions. · There appears to be no convincing evidence base to support the demand for 2200 additional 
houses · Even if demand existed the development is in an area where significant flooding has been experienced. Why 
has there been no risk assessment of this issue? · The proposal seems to be heavily predicated on raising funding from 
developers to build a new road. Whilst I can see a social benefit in expecting developers to pay for additional local 
amenities I don't accept that an improved link to Bognor Regis fits the category of improved local amenities for 
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residents of the villages · Where is the evidence base to support the case for a new road? West Sussex County Council 
do not appear to consider the A29 suitable for further development as there is no mention in their Transport Plan For 
all of these reasons I believe Option 2 of your Draft Plan serves no one and should not be approved. Option 1 offers a 
more rational response to allowing controlled development at a scale which is appropriate for the local area. 

1913 Housing 
Allocations 

My wife and I are writing to object to the Proposed New A29 Bypass Road & Housing Development. We have lived in 
Church Lane, Eastergate for 30 years, and during this time there has been a significant increase in traffic and 
congestion on the existing A29, particularly in Fontwell Avenue and B2233. We believe that by developing a road 
through green field land through any of the four proposed options will further increase the already congested A29, 
not to mention damage the landscape in a rural area. We further object to the proposed development of houses, 
which will have a significant impact on the existing local infrastructure, with an already over subscribed surgery, 
schools etc, this would further increase the problem.. Church Lane was flooded in June this year, and we were unable 
to flush our toilets due to drain blockages in the lane. By building further houses, will increase the existing flooding 
problem. Building on Greenfield land is contrary to the Government Policy, and Eastergate has already agreed as a 
Parish to the number of houses to be developed over the next five years, and this additional development would not 
be in line with this agreement. There would be a threat to village life and this level of housing would make it more of a 
town. We would certainly not wish to live in a "town" and this was one of the reasons we chose the village over 30 
years ago. We believe that to ease traffic congestion in the area, the main priority is to address the A27 from 
Fishbourne to Sainsbury's roundabout. A fly over needs to be built and water drainage needs to be correctly resolved. 
The existing A29 would be less congested if the railways authority reviewed the timings that the gates were closed, 
There is sometimes a five minute wait, which is totally unnecessary and causes the traffic to build up, particularly at 
peak times. We trust you will take on board the comments and objections we have made. 

1917 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.3 Affordability - The new housing in recent developments e.g. Bramley Green, has not been affordable for 
existing villagers. 13.1.4 - SAV objects to Arun's decision not to show the locations of all potential housing 
development sites on the detailed 'Proposal Map 4 '” Littlehampton & Surrounding Area' , as it makes it difficult, as 
part of the consultation process, to easily see the impact on Angmering of the various options available. Development 
on Brownfield over Greenfield is an important principle. However, it is difficult to identify the impact of the proposed 
housing sites in AngmerÃ¬ng, as they do not appear on any of the supporting maps, but are lumped together in the 
Draft Plan document, in a 'thumbnail'  map of the overall Growth Area. The only recent proposals for new housing in 
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Angmering have been on Greenfield land. The villagers would like to see small scale development on Brownfield sites 
within the village Built-up Area Boundary first, before any Greenfield sites are considered. 13.1.5 Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment There is nothing in the Draft Plan to provide evidence based on housing needs assessments '” it is 
all based on a retrospective Strategic Housing Market Assessment. 13.1.8  As commented before, further 
developments will remove their 'distinctive character'  as villages, and create towns '” infrastructure has a regular 
habit of arriving after any developments, if at all, which will make life for existing inhabitants of these villages 
intolerable. Although SAV does not support the need for a further 590+ new homes in Angmering, we welcome the 
list of specifics which must be addressed under 'Policy SP 8'  as part of any development application, but are sceptical 
about how they may be applied in practice. 13.1.18 SAV believes that any developments should only be allowed after 
the start of local infrastructure upgrades. 

1813 Housing 
Allocations 

I'm 15 years old and I'm surrounded by all these new building plans. I have lived in this village all my life and I strongly 
object to these new plans. You may think why listen to a 15yr old but we are the future generation and ruining my 
village is no way on Making a stable future for me and the others in the village! Why add more congestion to the 
roads and ruin the lovely fields that make this village so special!!! Please leave us alone!!! No to option 2! 

1788 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 The villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate provide a relatively good range of facilities to support the 
current population. Building a large housing development on one site would at least double the population. The 
current facilities could not possibly meet the new demand. Open spaces would be lost as the proposal is to build on 
green field sites rather than brown field sites. 13.1.14 The Draft Local Plan specifically shows green field site 
development, a direct contradiction of the statement here. 

1789 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8 I can find no supporting evidence as to why the A29 MUST be upgraded. Indeed I understand the A29 is 
non-strategic according to the West Sussex County Council Transport Plan. Any homes built should be in small 
developments that do not have a major impact on the character of the villages. Option 1 seems to be a more 
sustainable housing delivery target. The villages should remain separated by the green open spaces that currently 
exist. No mention has been made regarding the environmental impact of the Local Draft Plan, including noise 
pollution, light pollution, air pollution as well as the other problems caused by building on green field sites. I agree 
with the bullet point in SP8 that aspires to retain the unique character and separation of the three villages of 
Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate; unfortunately there is nothing in the Draft Local Plan that would achieve this. I 
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note the Housing allocations in table 13.2 of 100 housing units in each of Barnham and Eastergate parishes and 30 in 
Aldingbourne Parish. I am unable to reconcile this with the building of a large development GIC B and the statement 
that approximately 2000 houses must be provided in the three villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate. The 
allocation in table 13.2 seems attainable and sustainable. 13.1.15 Once a large housing development has started on a 
green field site, there is no possible flexibility in order to deal with changing circumstances. The green field site, the 
agricultural land, will have been lost forever. 

1824 Housing 
Allocations 

It is just not reasonable to add extra housing to this area until the infrastructure for the Arun and Chichester district is 
seriously upgraded. The local traffic is already at full stretch with queues forming either side of the railway gates at 
Woodgate back to Lidsey in the south and Eastergate memorial to the north. The schools are full, St Richards is full, 
the drains cant handle the sewage and the area around Barnham easily floods, and the existing A259 and A27 is a 
nightmare. There are no grounds to increase the density of population of this area. Please reject these housing plans. 

1828 Housing 
Allocations 

I wish to register my strong objection to Option 2 of the Draft Local Plan. In the light ofFood Security in particularI do 
not consider it be sustainable to build on Grade 1/Grade 2 agricultural land when there are brownfield sites available. 
In addtion the drainage issues in Barnham and the other villages still haven't been addressed, with the existing 
number of houses, let alone2230 more. 

1829 Housing 
Allocations 

Re: Proposed Road & Housing Development in Eastergate and Barnham I object to the proposed building of 2000+ 
houses in the Five Villages area and all the proposed road routes which in my opinion are in the wrong place. It is my 
view that only housing which is proven to be needed locally should be built (ie jobs must come first) as opposed to 
speculative housing which results in 'commuterland'  with the occupiers coming in from areas with jobs but more 
expensive housing. Only brownfield sites should be considered for any developement, not greenfield. Greenfield land 
as indicated on the plans is both food production land and coastal flood plain drainage land. In respect of food 
production we should also include those brownfield sites which are currently nurseries, a world food shortage is 
currently looming large and this country cannot afford to lose this strategic resource. With regard to the flood plain, it 
is vital that as much of this as possible is retained as soak away land, if built on this natural drainage is lost and 
additionally results in further run off. This is difficult if not impossible to drain through pipework, rifes or mechanical 
means due to the coastal plain being so near to sea level. It is like trying to drain your bathroom sink through a pipe 
halfway up your bath which is three quarters full, ie it has nowhere to go!! Building on this land will create major 



Page | 650  
 

problems for the future. In conclusion no further major development should take in this area without the Five Villages 
Parish councils' approval. Therefore the drawing up and agreement of a long term local development plan taking to 
account all of the above should be Arun District Council's absolute priority. 

1832 Housing 
Allocations 

Of the two options available I vote for Option 1. Reasons: - 1) Employment : There are few jobs in the local area so any 
new comers will need to find employment outside the area travelling by car. 2) Traffic: The B2233 Barnham Road is 
one of the most used roads in the area is a 'rat run'  during rush hours and carries many large, heavy vehicles as well 
as farm tractors and machinery. The Speed Camera on numerous occasions only slows speeding traffic over a very 
short distance. The number of cars on the road will increase as the public transport is virtually non existent 3) Flooding 
and Drainage : These are situations which have existed in the area for decades and although some remedial 
improvements have been carried out the ADC Engineering Services Department are on record saying ' it will not be 
physically or financially possible to resolve them completely' . So adding more concrete in the area will only 
exacerbate the situation. The last time the school was flooded the school had to be closed and the cost of cleaning up 
the sewage some £30,000. 4) Schools : The village school over many years has been working to full capacity. Where 
would any incoming children go? 5) Medical Facilities: There is no longer a surgery in Barnham having moved to 
Yapton and Middleton, a round trip by public transport of over 2 hours. For the above reasons even the smaller 
number of new build in the area will worsen the present situation never mind the catastrophic consequences of 
Option 2. 

1835 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to you to express my concern regarding the possible building of around 2000 new houses in the five 
villages area and the new bypass that is proposed. Whilst I appreciate that there is a housing shortage and that there 
is a need for new houses to be built, Idoubt that our area can provide the number of jobs that would be required for 
this large a number of people in the current recession. There would therefore be be little incentive for people to move 
here and for the houses to be successfully sold. (Chap.13 Policy SP8) If however by chance all houses were to 
besoldthis would have a huge impact on our current infrastructure. Ourlocal schools and Doctor's surgeries would 
have to expand to accommodate theextra people. This would no doubt require more government funding, which, as 
we all know, is hard to come by in these times of constraint.(Chapter 13, Section 13.1.8, Chap20) Building this number 
of new houses in the green fields between our villages would in effect turn the five villages into one small town with 
no obvious divisions betwen them. This surely must be contrary to the current government policy of using Brownfield 
sites over Greenfield. (Chap 13, Para 13.1.14) The extra traffic created also worries me.Are there plans to 
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upgradeexisting roads to allow for all the extra cars and if there are, how do you propose to fund these upgrades? As 
it is most winters there is extensive flooding along the Barnham Road, which causes traffic problems. Having a 
possible extra 4000 cars using this road can only make these problems worse. 

1839 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to express my views regarding the Draft Local Plan for Aldingbourne ,Barnham and Eastergate. We are 
residents in Westergate with 2 children.Our concerns are with regard to Option 2, the allocation of 2000 extra new 
homes and the closure of the Woodgate Level Crossing and a by - pass. The village schools within the area are already 
over subscribed.Where do you plan to School the children that these homes would bring in? The Croft Surgery at 
Eastergate cannot cope with the current demand on it Services and it is increasingly difficult to get appointments,so 
how will this housing affect the surgery? I manage a Service at St Richards Hospital that is already in high demand 
,how will the NHS fund extra services that would be required if this amount of increase to the local population was to 
go ahead? Traffic congestion would be increased within the villages.How would this be dealt with? With the recent 
flooding in the local area,what proposals are there in place for future flooding if this plan was to go ahead? Recent 
Housing Projects at Bognor and Felpham are currently in place and I notice that many of these houses are still waiting 
to be sold. In the current climate the Housing Market does not appear to be moving,so why do you feel the need to 
build another 2000 homes in this community. The local people of the six villages have chosen to live a better life in 
these villages and NOT Towns.It is for this reason and the reasons above that we are strongly objecting to Option 2. 

1841 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing regarding the Option 2 proposal affecting the Six Villages area which is currently under consultation. As a 
resident of the Westergate area for more than 30 years, I would seriously ask you to take into consideration the 
concerns and comments which have been raised by local residents and councillors. The proposal to build more than 
2200 new houses across the parishes of Aldingbourne, Barnham, and Eastergate is completely ridiculous due to the 
already very busy roads and strain on local amenities such as shops, schools, and GPs surgeries. From the meetings 
that have been held, I understand that Angmering was recently spared the threat of building more than 300 houses in 
order to 'safeguard Green Infrastructure' . Therefore, why is it acceptable to build these houses on our green 
infrastructure? I also understand that part of the argument regarding Option 2 (to build a bridge over Woodgate 
crossing) is to develop Bognor Regis. If anything, I believe that this will have the opposite affect and will keep people 
away from this area. Going ahead with this proposal will not only cause widespread gridlock but it also increases the 
risk of flooding in the area. A perfect example of this is the new development in North Bersted. Never in 25 years have 
I heard of such disruption due to flooding. This is primarily due to the building of these new houses. Our sewers and 
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drainage system will simply not be able to manage such a large increase in demand. Please consider this! With regards 
to the inevitable gridlock, a huge number (probably in the thousands) of additional cars will be required to reach the 
A27 for access, resulting in an already busy Fontwell junction. This also leads to a question concerning the safety of 
motorists and cyclists'¦..aren't we all being encouraged to use our bikes more?! My question to you, is also who will 
want to buy these houses? The Bognor/Chichester area already has a very competitive jobs market with over 100 
people applying for each available job. Or is this proposal a 'solution' for the London 'overspill' that we have heard so 
much about, in which case will this really benefit the local economy? Part of this proposal is to close the Woodgate 
crossing. Whilst I won't deny the fact that this is problematic, I believe that this is not due to the current traffic but 
more so the set timings of how the crossing is operated (it usually goes down even before a train has left Chichester!). 
This will obviously impact the access of emergency vehicles which in itself should be a reason not to go ahead with 
these plans. Are we really prepared to risk the lives of people in order to portray a sense of economic rejuvenation? I 
do hope that you will seriously consider these concerns which have been raised by 100's of people over the various 
consultation meetings between July and September 2012. People are not opposed to all building suggestions which is 
why Option 1 would be much more appropriate for this local area. This proposal of 230 homes over 15 years would 
mean a more manageable demand on the areas highlighted above. Finally, I ask you to consider this argument, not as 
a councillor but as a homeowner and local South resident. I have no doubt that moving forward with this proposal will 
result in disastrous consequences for the Six Villages, Chichester, and Bognor areas. I would be very grateful for an 
acknowledgement to this email. I have also mailed a hard copy version which has been copied to other local 
councillors and local media. 

1866 Housing 
Allocations 

I am seriously concerned about the local impact if the Draft Plan were ever to be implemented. . · Traffic in the local 
area is already seriously congested and the proposed new road would only add to rather than reduce this problem. · 
Where is the evidence to support the building of 2,000 plus new homes? There is no evidence of increased local 
employment opportunities, transport infrastructure or services such as education and health. · There appears to be no 
assessment of the increased flood risk posed by such an increase in development. Why has there been no risk 
assessment of this issue? · Where is the evidence base to support the case for a new road? West Sussex County 
Council do not appear to consider the A29 suitable for further development as there is no mention in their Transport 
Plan For all of these reasons I believe Option 2 of your Draft Plan is not viable and should not be approved. Option 1 
offers a more rational response to allowing controlled development at a scale which is appropriate for the local area. 
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1886 Housing 
Allocations 

I am currently resident in Barnham and have lived within the 6 villages area all my life (39 years). Having attempted to 
read and digest all of the Local Plan (a task within itself) I have a great deal of concern with the plan as it is at the 
moment and strongly object to the plan being voted in and adopted. UnsubstantiatedIncrease in Housing In Section 
13 Housing Deliverythere is an option to build somewhere in the region of 2500 new houses between the villages of 
Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate. I do not see any evidence in the plan or elsewhere that shows that the Arun 
district requires this level of housing. Whilst I accept that an increase is inevitable due to population increase and in 
my opinion woeful economic migration, I still cannot see the justification for this number of new homes. Todays 
economic climate has resulted in the housing market being almost at astandstillin comparison to previous years, there 
is nothing in the local plan to say where the potential buyers will come from. If the plan were to proceed then the 
local villages would be destroyed andirrevocablychanged. This is in direct conflict with many of the Policies laid down 
in the plan in terms of building on green field sites (DM8) andutilising prime agricultural land (an ever decreasing 
sight). Why can Brownfield sites not be used prior to green fields? Again this is cited in Section 12 where brown field 
has to be discounted prior to green field. 5000 people would have a dramatic and damaging impact on the local 
community, one of which I would not want to be part of and would strongly consider moving out of the Arun District. 
Flooding back in June of this year was catastrophic all but making Bognor Regis an island and severe road delays and 
surface water through the six villages. I do not see any factual studies, plans or even a firm commitment that flooding 
in the areas surrounding the proposed new homes or A29 will be improved. Common sense states that if you cover 
large areas of green fields that provide natural drainage with concrete, water will move and flow to other areas. I 
don't see any evidence in the plan that this is understood. Should the draft plan go ahead and my home be subjected 
to any kind of flood damage I will hold ADC directlyresponsibleand seek legal advice in recovering costs and damages. 

1888 Housing 
Allocations 

Having examined the Draft Plan, with particular interest in the Barnham / Eastergate / Aldingbourne proposals, and 
attended several of the local Parish Council Extraordinary Meetings, I have to ask exactly why it is that ADC seems hell 
bent on the destruction of the character of the 3 villages by hoisting such a preposterous plan as outlined. It is equally 
quite beyond belief that any authority would contemplate rerouting the main A29 directly through the heart of 
Eastergate, having first abandoned its previous mantra that the gap between the three villages should be maintained 
– to the extent of, at one point, refusing planning permission for a single dwelling on these grounds. We residents 
have chosen to live in a rural village environment rather than an urban one and until a few years ago this fact has 
always been supported by ADC. Now the plan is to amalgamate the three villages; concrete over the vast swathes of 
prime agricultural and horticultural land, to build 2,000+ houses in a 'garden city' character. And the main reason? – to 
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fund the re-routing of the A29. No alternative sites or routes are considered. Why not? There is absolutely no chance 
for local employment opportunities, so the plan is to turn the three villages into one large commuter town, just 
because we happen to have a station based here. Ford has a station; Bognor has a station; Littlehampton has a 
station. In addition, the latter 2 have a decent bus service as well. There are proposals to create even more 
employment opportunities in the main coastal towns, so that is where the housing should be based. My reasons for 
objecting to these proposals are that: It is quite obvious that the prime reason behind the planned building of the 
extra 2000+ houses in and around the three villages is for the developers to fund the rerouting of the A29. This 
funding should be a matter for the County Council and Central Government, not be foisted on local ratepayers by the 
overdevelopment and destruction of their chosen environment. None of the 4 suggested routes link directly to the 
A27 and would thus further exacerbate the current traffic chaos through the centre of Eastergate and Westergate 
villages. The plan calls for in excess of 2000 dwellings to be built in an area offering no employment opportunities; 
where medical, educational and infrastructure are already vastly oversubscribed, where a large area surrounding the 
villages are susceptible to flooding and where sewage and surface water disposal are unable to cope with existing 
levels of population. No means of funding is included for the essential massive upgrade which would be called for, just 
for the Option 1 housing allocation, let alone that required by yet a further 2000+ dwellings. The proposal to build in 
excess of 2000 extra housing units would create a potential population increase of between 6000 – 10,000 – a near 
doubling of the current population and a totally unacceptable overdevelopment of the area. Since no reference is 
made as to how any employment opportunities are to be created, the area would, of necessity, become nothing more 
than a dormitory town, causing more and greater traffic problems. No plans exist to expand or extend the current 
infrastructure to cope with such vast increases in the magnitude of traffic flow, with the attendant congestion and 
resultant increase in pollution and greenhouse gas levels. The Key Diagram shows just one of the proposed alternative 
routes suggested, thus making serious comment impossible, beyond stating the obvious – that to drive a by-pass 
through the centre of a village, when other alternatives are possible, really beggars belief, particularly since no routes 
connect directly to the A27 but still expecting Fontwell Avenue to link the A27 to the fanciful route for a by-pass. It 
bypasses nothing. The three villages are noted as having their own distinctive characters and it is for precisely this 
reason that ADC implemented the policy to maintain the important gap between the three environments. This makes 
it all the more important that this policy should remain – the proposal to 'lump' everything together in a 'garden city' 
environment is to be resisted with all possible force. To build on the prime agricultural and horticultural land that lies 
between and around the villages – at a time of rapidly rising food prices and with Government attempting to restrict 
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'food miles' – and where, once built on, can never again be used for the production of food for our ever increasing 
population flies in the face of reality. Development should only be permitted on brownfield sites, and these should be 
concentrated in and around the areas of employment, in accordance with current Central Government Policy. If Arun 
is to have a 'green' policy and plan for climate change and to reduce the need for travel, as stated in the Strategic 
Objective, then they should withdraw paragraph 1.3 and put the need for additional housing adjacent to the coastal 
towns stated as being the main centres of employment, retail and social facilities, coupled with their existing medical, 
dental, educational and housing facilities. If ADC is so keen to eliminate the Woodgate crossing, then a more radical 
approach to the problem of bridging the railway should be undertaken, in conjunction with WSCC, Chichester District 
Council and the Highways Agency. The upgrading, and possible re-routing, of the A29 should be viewed not as a local 
problem to be funded by overdevelopment of local areas, but as a County problem to be funded as such. The funding 
of any such change should not be reliant upon the destruction of local residents choice to live in a rural area. The 
opening of the Bognor Relief Road, when completed, will enable south bound traffic from the London direction to 
enter the Bognor and Littlehampton centres via the A3 / M3 trunk route in the West or the A24 from the East. This 
would mean far less HVG traffic using the A29 as at present , thus negating the need to bridge the railway at 
Woodgate; the A29 would then only be used by local traffic and could be declassified to B road status from its current 
status as an A road. If a re-routing of the A27 is considered at all it should be funded centrally not locally, and be sited 
to the west of the three villages via the Tangmere roundabout or to the East via the Arundel roundabout and Ford - 
both of which options offer brownfield site possibilities. Finally I would urge the Council to not repeat the errors of the 
Site 6 debacle, where local residents pointed out that flooding would be exacerbated if this were to go ahead. Just 
look at the results – exactly as predicted. With forecasted increases in the instances of heavy summer downpours and 
wetter winters, the place to build large estates is not on a flood plain. Certainly not in an area the Environment 
Agency has already declared to be flood prone - as it has now - let alone allowing for the potential impact building 
vast numbers of homes and routing a by-pass directly through such an area would have. 

1894 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing you you to voice my concern about the new housing proposal for the Aldingbourne, Barnham and 
Eastergate area. Recently a huge number of houses have been built in the Felpham area which now link Felpham with 
the west side of Bognor Regis. These housing areas were promised Community halls and Doctors surgeries subject to 
the sale of houses. Currently there is no community hall or doctors surgery planned for the near future because the 
sale of houses has been so poor there are no funds to provide these facilities. Why then, are so many more houses 
being planned in such close proximity if these othershave not yet been sold? If the proposed houses are built, what 
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are the likely extra provisions for these communities in terms of social buildings, health buildings and educational 
buildings? Are they going to rely on the existing infrastructure of local schools, leisure facilities and doctors surgeries? 
I see no suggestion for these facilities in the proposed plans, and to expect that the current schools and Doctors 
surgeriesin Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Barnham could cope with an extra 2000 homes is not just misguided and 
presumptuous, it is lunacy! All these facilities are already oversubscribed. To put additional pressure on to them will 
open a Pandora's box of other issues that could simply be avoided by not building in such quantities. Please could I ask 
you to consider Option 1 in the strongest possible terms so thatyour arenot subjecting our small villages to what 
equates to a town on our doorstep without any of the backup amenities or infrastructure. May I also raise the 
floodwater question? Where and how is the flood water going to be diverted or absorbed? This area floods every year 
in the same places. Local knowledge can provide exact areas to avoidbuilding on. Simply blaming the water issues on 
the local rifes are denying thevillage's history of flooding and water inlets. Recent history shows that Barnham was a 
fishing village... can we not ask you as our council representatives to do some homework and research an area 
properly before making a proposal that is so obviously going to cause more problems in the long term? My next 
serious concern is WHY are you considering Greenfield sites for housing? This area is prime agricultural land which has 
been productive for decades. Food is not going to become cheaper- it is on an increase globally. Why then, pay more 
food miles for the same food to be produced abroad, and concrete over irreplaceable local food growing land? There 
are localBrownfield sites which could take this amount of new housing. The Ford Eco Town was presented in a way 
that upset many people at the time, but the idea in principle was a sound one. This isperfect building land which is 
available and has the space for the infrastructure around it. Please revisit this Brownfield siteinstead of the Greenfield 
countryside you are proposing to destroy. I will be watching this debate with interest and would like to see what your 
proposals are to address these very pressing issues. 

1895 Housing 
Allocations 

Draft Local Plan - key objections We are writing in regards to the Draft Local Plan with regards to the Angmering area. 
We have a number of objections to the proposals set out in this plan. - Draft Neighbourhood plan - the local plan is at 
odds with the draft neighbourhood plan being prepared by Angmering Parish Council. The Localism Act sets out the 
intention for local people at the most local level to determine the shape of their local communities - Current planning 
policies; both Arun District Council and the National Planning Policy Framework set out an intention to build on 
brownfield sites before greenfield sites. The draft local plan proposes development in Angmering on mainly greenfield 
sites when other brownfield sites are available in Arun District. - Lack of infrastructure; The currentSchools and 
Doctors Surgeries in the Parishare both at capacity and will be unable to provide services to an increased number of 
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residents. - Impact on the traffic level: There will be an inevitable increase in traffic as a result of the draft local plan, 
resulting in an increase in speeding; traffic congestionandpollution (both air and noise)all of which will have a 
detrimental impact on thehealth and safety of current residents. There is also the potential of heavier traffic causing 
damage to buildings within a conservation area. - Employment; there is a lack ofsuitable employment in the area. (it is 
to be noted that at Arun District Councils consultation event in Angmering the maps used to detail possible 
employment areas were in-correct) We are happy to expand further on all these points if required. 

1896 Housing 
Allocations 

I need to email you directly as the correct website was unusable, unobtainable and unfriendly. I do hope that others 
wishing to object do not fall at this hurdle and leave it to others. For the record, I would wish to state that option 1, 
the 230 new homes over 15 years is the preferred, and in my view only sustainable option across three villages and a 
county of this size. 2000 + houses constructed in this area without due consideration of the infrastructure needed to 
sustain them in terms of flooding, transport, schooling, emergency services etc is laughable. There are several traffic 
hot spots today which currently are virtually impassable and at best, dangerous. Please take the views of residents' 
communications seriously and bear in mind that the number of comms may be seriously diminished because of the 
inaccessibility of it. 

1897 Housing 
Allocations 

With respect to the above plan I am appalled to learn about the plan to 2230 houses in our area and a new A29 
bypass in these very serious economic times; money that could be channelled into other areas to promotegrowth and 
sustainabilityin our region. The Government policy I thought was not to build on Greenfield land but to protect our 
heritage. I cannot understand how Arun District Council thinks this area has the infrastructure to support such a 
preposterous idea; the concreting over of farmland would cause increased flooding , especially in the Bognor Regis 
area which I presume is the place that is to benefit from this scheme ( looked what happened in June); the increased 
traffic on the roads would cause chaoson the local roads which cannot cater for such large volumes of traffic.In the 
present climate how are people going to buy the houses with the banks not lending and also with jobs being scarce 
how are the public going pay their mortgages (if they can get one !!). The idea of building a new bypass in this area is 
ridiculous; most of the A29 from Fontwell is more like a B road ; it should be declassified as such. If the council wants 
to improve links to Bognor Regis from the A27 they should look at the A259; this would be a much better and cheaper 
option without having to worry about bypassing a railway line. I am completely against this proposal and hope the 
Council rethinks and changes it mind on this development which I believe would be to the detriment of this area. 
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1901 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing regarding the plans for the villages of Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate. I have the greatest of 
difficultyunderstanding either Option 1 or 2. This is purely from the fact that the infrastructure does notfunction for 
the existing residents, so certainly not for an extra 230 more homes, let alone a purposed diverted main road(A29)and 
thousands of houses. I am technically a resident in Eastergate, but live very near to Barnham station and as such 
consider myself living in Barnham, as my postal address suggests. Therefore I have 3 very serious concerns about the 
impact of these plans on Barnham. Flooding, lack of services and the frightening Health and Safety issues and 
implications with both plans. a) Flooding. As a scientist I know that it is a well known fact that concreting over any 
area reduces the amount of surface that canabsorb the rain. This in turn leads to flash floods and homes being 
destroyed, especially on a flood plain where there is very little run off when the water table rises. Building any new 
homes will have a direct affect in this area. Regarding Barnham, the environmental agency informed all residents that 
we were on Flood alert only a month or so ago, when it rained heavily. Insurance companies are already asking for 
more money to cover households in this area for flooding. Therefore Barnham is alreadyat risk. Why are planners 
expecting to put more homes into the area? Several friends and families actually got flooded here in Barnham during 
the rains, not mentioned in the News, and have had to move out of their homes. This isafter a massive input into the 
existing drainage system. Building more houses(100 or 230 as in Option A) on a flood plain where flooding is already a 
problem is not logical, pushing for more roads with large tarmac surface areas ( an impermeable surface)is 
unbelievable and an extra 2,000 houses seems to be not even worth a debate as it is illogical. b) Existing services in 
Barnham. i) Doctors. None in Barnham I have never been able to get into Eastergate surgery as it is always full to 
capacity.So I have had to become part of the Avisford group. So if I am ill I have to drive down to Yapton, and quite 
often to Middleton on sea. Thankfully I can drive, but know many elderly people around me who are not so fortunate 
and also have been turned away from Eastergate.Where will another 230 familiesgo? or should I even push the 
question 2,000? ii) Dentists. No NHS dentists in Barnham I have to go to Walberton get NHS treatment. That is a one 
man operation with two dental areas to keep up with the number of patients. Both are already beyond capacity. c) 
Health and Safety This is my main concern. If either of you should come to Barnham on a school day between 8.30 
and 9.30 or 2.30 until 4.30, you would witness the phrase'an accident waiting to happen.' The main road passing 
through Barnham (B2233)has two schools opening out from different sides of the road at the junction of Elm 
Grove/Elm Grove South. The St Phillip Catholic secondary school has it pupils brought in by train, bus and walking. 
Most pupils are from outside the walking zone, so the majority do come in on the train. Barnhams' small shopping 
area is flooding with adolescents walking up the short way to their school. Many crossing to go the shops. At the same 
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time a large volume of parents are bringing their Non-catholic children to get on the trains to get to the Chichester 
schools in their cars, as they live in rural locations with limited public transport. Both of these parents will drive past 
that Elm Grove junction. Also at the same time the Barnham primary school parents are driving and parking their cars 
to unload their small children and walk them to the playground.on the opposite side of Elm Grove South. These 
parents have a limited area to park, so quite often there is a car parked just a few meters along the road of Elm Grove. 
This then will stop theB2233 traffic flowing as the next parent can not get up the road. This in turn blocks/frustrates 
others. The adolesents fortunately have the traffic lights to cross over by, with does delay the traffic again, but keeps 
them safe.. I hope I am getting the message across that traffic jams are created here regularly and can become 
lengthy waits, but most people are patient as it is their children which have caused the problems. In your local plan I 
see that the new A29(Option D)is drawn in to be about two corners away from all this rural turmoil. I haven't 
measured it, but would have thought your traffic monitoring would have, probably maximum 250m. I cannot see how 
the extra volume of traffic on that road from people getting to and from the A29 will not increase people frustrations 
getting their children safely to school. I can also see that there could be holds ups getting onto the new A29 or across 
it back to their village. There was not the right space for all this on the quite complicated forms, so thank you for your 
e-mail addresses and hopefully your time in reading my letter.. I am very happy to have aired my concerns and pray 
that you may just re-evaluate these plans. The responsibility of a child being killed is no longer on my conscience as I 
have passed this onto you. 

1906 Housing 
Allocations 

Being a member of the Eastergate and Barnham communities all my life, I have seen change through my time here. I 
have read the Draft local plan and I am concerned about how it will change the communities of the 6 villages and 
surrounding areas. On of the most serious areas of risk is the flooding. The last severe flooding we had in June this 
year was terrible and Barnham road got completely flooded. In the plan it states that around 2000 new houses will be 
built around the new A29 bypass. The sewage and drainage systems will not cope with all of the extra water and 
drainage. Outside of our property there is already a blocked drain and it has been difficult to call out the Highways 
Agency. I can also see no evidence that the flood and drainage systems will be improved or reinforced. If the ADC do 
go to build circa 2000 houses and there is a flooding problem after, I will hold theADC responsible. Another problem is 
the traffic and congestion. Building 2000 houses will only not just create more people but also around about 3000 
extra cars. Now at the moment, the nearby city of Chichester is already at bursting point with traffic and congestion 
that I come across every day. The A27 bypass is blocked regularly and is always congested with vehicles. But your 
point may be "well we are not building in Chichester, it is a road to Bognor Regis" but just think of all of the 
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supermarkets and shops and services that there are in Chichester that there isn't in Bognor Regislike St Richards 
hospital. people will still use the surrounding areas and they will become more and more congested over time with 
traffic which also cuases more pollution. . . Which brings me onto the subject of wildlife. Britain and the south coast 
has a varied amount of wildlife and varied types of wildlife too. Now the green fields stretching out at the back of our 
villages are used by dog walkers, conservationists, bird watches, walkers and hikers. A lot, me and my family go out on 
walks and cycle rides to Flansham using the cycle track from Barnham church. There are vast fields with rich soil and 
rare plants. I'm sure you are aware that humans need oxygen to breath and without the trees and Greenland humans 
will not survive. Building on that land, you are destroying habitats of birds, plants, foxes, badgers, rabbits and tonnes 
of other unique wildlife we have in Britain. Now that nature does not relocate, it dies. Whole species can be wiped out 
and never seen again. You say in the local plan you will help the environment, stay within limits, and have sustainable 
development, but you are contradicting yourselves saying that you want to build houses over our green fields. As you 
are aware, I have taken time reading and taking in your local plan, but as a final verdict, I cannot see the factual 
reasons why we need another 2000 houses and a new road. I also understand that our population is growing at a fast 
rate but surely we need to control the population and I think option 1 is better. The majority of the village people also 
do not want a town that is going to destroy the community. I would hope in the future to work with the ADC and help 
to produce a sustainable environment but I would also suggest to reconsider the local plan. 

1907 Housing 
Allocations 

I would like register a general objection to the Arun Draft local plan: In my opinion, a single concentration of the 
proposed size is inappropriate and disproportionate to the existing surrounding villages. It will severely impact the 
nature, character and infrastructure of the established villages by; * Removing valued access to local countryside for 
families and children of the villages * Damaging village heritage: Some of the proposed new routes for the a29 would 
place buildings of architectural interest and village character on a major A road, replacing the current rural lanes, 
losing the character and heritage of the villages forever.. specifically the option to turn Church lane at Eastergate into 
a new A29. * Overloading already congested traffic routes connecting the villages to the A27. * Causing gridlock at key 
intersections of the A27, including Fontwell roundabout * Over committing local facilities including schools, dentists, 
GPs , etc. I suggest that only a more distributed approach to the building of new houses is appropriate for our district. 
This could result in a sustainable impact to many villages. 
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1908 Housing 
Allocations 

I feel I must write to strongly object to your plans associated with a new bridge for the woodgate crossing and the 
additional 2,000 plus homes to help with the funding. I completely understand the need for all areas on the county to 
put forward their plans and help with new homes to assist with our growing population and feel that Barnham is 
doing its fair share with new housing plans. However, a whole new conglomerate of houses in a notoriously damp 
area with an appalling sewage problem seems ridiculous. Where will all these residents find work, and where will they 
travel to ? The roads can not cope at the moment even if you do build a super new race track through the countryside. 
The joy of visiting Bognor is its rural position at the foot of the Downs, next to a cathedral city. This plan will just turn 
Barnham in to a town without the structure needed to support it. Crossings over the railway are a part of life around 
this area, drayton, littlehampton etc In the future are these to be funded in the same way by building houses. please 
re consider your plans that will significantly alter the lives of the people who love to live in the rural areas of 
westergate, eastergate woodgate, aldingbourne and barnham. 

1909 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing in whole hearted support for the District Council's Option 1 for housing delivery targets over the next 15 
years. Even a total of 230 new homes will impose added strain on our already overstretched resources locally, but by 
comparison to Option 2 it seems a very good plan indeed!! I sincerely hope, as a resident of Barnham over the past 12 
years, that Option 1 will be adopted and that this parish will be able to retain its recognisable, ruralcharacter. I know 
that my views are also shared by my husband, and my son and daughter. 

1910 Housing 
Allocations 

I would like to make my objections clear towards option 2 building 2230 houses across the parishes of 
Aldingbourne,Westergate,Woodgate,Eastergate and Barnham. 1) This would destroy all our villages and make this 
intoone bigtown, taking awayour lovely green fields and take away our lovely character houses and listedhouses. Also 
there would be too many houses without any facilities to support the peoplelike, schools,doctors,nurseries, health 
centres,they are already overdescribed the way it is! 2) Arundel district only want that many houses so the builders 
will build abypass but this is not certain at all! What will happenif houses don't get sold or if there is no money left to 
build abypass at all! 3) The reason to build this bypass seems only to beso there will be more acsess to Bognor! Bognor 
underinvestment can't be blamed for only that reason ! If the woodgate crossing had a bridge, traffic will flow better 
and a lot cheaper. 4) Flooding and sewer problems. I walk my dogs behind Eastergate school in the paddockand when 
it has rained a few days i can see the sewer overflowing in the field already! This has been mentioned and fixed it a 
few times but never worked! 5) When i leave in the morning to bring my kids to school in the morning it can take me 
sometimes 10 minutes to cross the road by Nyton road at the lion statue Estergate! How will this be with 4000 more 
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cars? I sincerly hope this plan will not go ahead and object against option 2 and vote for option 1 to build 230 houses 
as this is all the villages can take i think and not to have all the problems described above. 

1912 Housing 
Allocations 

I am emailing youto respond to the ludicrousidea of buildinga bypass and bridgeover the railwaycrossing at 
Woodgate.To enable this to happen a build and selling of over 2,000 houses wouldso call fund this project. This would 
not raise enoughmoney to fund this huge enterprise, as the housing market is inundated with unsold properties and 
there are already similar housing developments within the area that are not being occupied. This would only cause 
more congestion on the roads which does not overcome the initial problem. I suggest that network raillook at their 
signaling operation at Woodgate Crossing and along both ways of that line toimprove the lengthof time the 
barriersare closed fortraffic.I am sure that in this age of technology that something could be done that would not cost 
as much as the proposed plan. I live in Westergate and look out on to the lovely green fields which many other people 
enjoy with walking dogs, and children playing and learning about the wildlife that lives in the hedgerow and it is a very 
safe place for the children that attend the local primary school to go out and visit the local farm. It would be such a 
shame to see all this replaced with unnecessary houses and roadwaysof which is contrary to the National Planning 
Framework where Brownfields sites should be used before Grrenfields. I do agree that more development of houses is 
necessary for the area and I am quite happyto acceptoption 1 which requires the Parish allocationof 400 per annum. 
Please accept this asmy opinion of the draft local plan. 

2177 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The 2000 new houses around Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate aren't located where the new jobs in Bognor 
and Littlehampton are going to be. The new houses would be the size of a completely new and large village requiring 
one or two new primary schools, a secondary school, doctors surgery, village hall and playing fields etc. The cost of 
this and the new relief roads and bridge over the Woodgate crossing will be huge. 

2102 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The original option 1 for house building should be re-instead the villages in the Arun local plan 2012 must be the 
prime consideration, not builder pockets and traffic. The present economic climate is not going to improve for the 
foreseeable future, and although local authorities have given planning permissions, only a small percentage have 
started work on the building sites. 13.1.8 The local infrastructure will not be able to cope with the increased housing. 
The proposed developers are supposed to meet the cost of surgeries, schools, sewerage. Drainage/flood works but 
where will the money come from for these items if people cannot afford to buy, and there is no market for 2,230 
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house. Insurers will not insure houses on flood plains and therefore the houses will not sell. The proposed 
development is contrary to National planning policy framework which states brown field sites must be used before 
Greenfield sites are even considered. Ford airfield is a brown field site. An airfield would not have been built on a 
floodplain. 

2141 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 To Build the majority of the proposed 2000 + houses on the greenfield is against what is written in para 13.1.14 
and is surely not to the National Planning Policy Framework Policy SP8. Why should we lose our greenfields to 
regenerate Bognor? 13.3.1.8 Infrastructure:- The infrastructure needed to cope with the influx of maybe 3000+ adults 
and all the children would cost more than the money provided by the developers and we know that little of the 
infrastructure would be in place until the developers have finished and gained a profit. Total Chaos because all the 
local schools are full as are the doctors, dentists etc. The sewage system is at full stretch and we are under 'serious 
threat of water stress' . 

2195 Housing 
Allocations 

Options 1 and 2 2 Options are given as to the rate of houses to be built in the District. The Council has for many years 
preferred the lower option. It only accepted the other, now preferred option, because it was imposed by the last 
government and it was always the hope to ditch it at the first opportunity. I know this as I served on the Council from 
1999 – 2007 as member for Aldingbourne and Barnham and was during that period a member of the Cabinet and 
subsequently VC of the LDF sub-committee. I was therefore astonished that in the Draft Local Plan you give such 
prominence to the other Option for a higher yearly rate of house building. The reason for this is evidently the need to 
build extra homes to pay for the bridge and bypass needed if the Woodgate crossing is to be closed. This is a very 
strange and unusual way of proceeding. The new housing allocated by the Council for the next 20 years is not to be 
driven by housing needs, but by the desire to replace a crossing by a bridge. I would suggest that a better procedure 
would be for the 2 objects, the housing needs of the District and the need and the cost of a bridge over the railway, to 
be separated. A more logical, simple, fairer and more popular way forward would be to reinstate the traditional 
Option preferred by Councillors and residents, see where the most suitable sites are in the district for making up the 
necessary shortfall, concentrating if possible on brown field sites like Ford Aerodrome, and to look at less grandiose 
and more realistic ways of dealing with the traffic flow at Woodgate. The ideas proposed by the local County 
Councillor, Derek Whittington, to renew the ancient signalling system are well worth investigating further. If 
implemented they could drastically reduce the waiting time at Woodgate. To build 2,000+ houses solely to replace a 
crossing with a bridge is frankly ludicrous. It's bringing a sledgehammer to crack a nut! If the former preferred option 
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is reinstated none of the Options A - D could any longer be sustained as they would be unaffordable. They would 
probably be unaffordable anyway as it is clear that the amount of transport infrastructure required to link the new 
roads to the present network has been underestimated. They would also not be beneficial to the Community as so 
much of the Planning Gain will be used for the road developments there will be little or nothing left for other 
community and environmental benefits, 

2178 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 2 would increase the amount of cars on the roads- Public Transport is not good & for employment, people 
would need to commute. The infrastructure is insufficient for Option 2 – There are no additional Doctors Surgeries 
planned. Sewage is an issue and schools are already at capacity – Option 1 is the only viable choice. I am happy with 
Option 1 but NOT with Option 2. I do not consider that there is the demand for the extra housing locally & do not 
believe that there is sufficient Infrastructure or funding available to make Option 2 viable. It would further increase 
flood risks and promote more congestion. 

2191 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I support option 1 400 houses P.A which will include village allocations. I object to option 2 565 houses p.a which 
will include a large settlement 2000 houses south of eastergate. I also object to the proposed A29 by-pass all routes as 
shown in the diagram of the plan. I object to the closure of Woodgate railway crossing and suggest an investigation 
into gate down times. Also investigate traffic flow figures after completion of the new Bognor relief road (A29) who 
will be the people buying the houses? Incomes from Surrey and S London? If there is a small Local demand for 
affordable housing this should be provided there are plenty of empty houses to re furbish for renting. 

1993 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE – Already struggling to cope (i.e. - Doctors Surgeries Primary Schools, Drainage, 
Sewers, flooding) an additional 2230 houses with only worsen the situation. Dramatically, millions of pounds will be 
required to meet these vital improvements and I think it's PIE IN THE SKY, if you truly believe the developers would 
meet your current aspirations. I believe there have been a number of similar developments reported recently around 
the country where developers have apparently failed to meet their agreed obligations and had to go back ' Begging 
Bowl In Hand ! ' 13.1.14 BUILDING ON GREENFIELD SITES – My understanding was that this was against government 
policy and contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, which advocates using Brownfield sites over 
Greenfield ones. You considered the Brownfield site near Ford. Why suddenly think a beautiful Greenfield site is a 
suitable option- Please think again. SP8 OPTIONS 1 & 2 – Arun originally proffered 2 rates of housing building for an 
area, the lower rate being 400 per annum with the parish allocation being only 150 houses required up to 2028. 
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Option 2 requires 2,230 houses to be built in the village by 2028, why the sudden removal of Option 1 ( i.e.- the 
purported preference preferred option of Arun'¦'¦) Could it be that Option 2 might help to pay for the road works to 
the detriment of the Villages'¦..Shame on you ARUN. 

2000 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 The Local infrastructure can't cope, besides the obvious problems with roads, Doctors surgery, primary schools, 
sewage which are at their capacity and cannot cope with any additional housing on this scale. Arun, I believe is in an 
area of serious water stress and although development is supposed to provide funding to upgrade this, the cost for all 
this work needed will exceed developer contributions from 2000 + houses, they will press for additional houses or fail 
to deliver. Where then will the additional money come from?   

1928 Housing 
Allocations 

I agree that option 1 is most sensible and that keeping developing to the east of the A29 is logical in terms of public 
transport etc. However, building techniques must take account of the 'running greensands'  that underlie the ground 
here. 

2055 Housing 
Allocations 

The neighbouring villages and settlements of Aldingbourne, Nyton, Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham are semi-
rural parishes surrounded by green fields. Why would Arun choose to develop prime green field agricultural land as 
opposed to the available brown field sites? This goes against everything the Government's National Planning 
Framework stipulates. (13, para. 13.1.14) Besides, our current local services such as doctors, dentists, schools and 
sewerage are already stretched and, in light of the unforgiveable recent local flooding, how can the development of 
over 2000 new houses be justified? Where will all the extra flood water go if we continue to build over the natural 
flood plains that have served our communities for generations? (13,13.1.8, 20) 

2057 Housing 
Allocations 

It's not rocket science. A progressive housing strategy puts infrastructure first. Development Second. There is 
absolutely no point promising to conserve the unique character and separation of our villages when they will be 
joined under a deluge of flooding and sewage. The proposed 'Garden City' (13, Policy SP8) might as well be renamed 
The Garden Of Venice-on-Sea! I understand that Arun District Council changed the housing proposal on 20 June 2012 
from parish allocations of 150 new houses being built by 2028 to 2,230. Where has the preferred Option 1 
disappeared to and why? (13, Policy SP8). It is the local community's democratic right to have Option 1 remain 
available. Small-scale housing developments on brown field sites to meet local needs are sustainable and perfectly 
acceptable to most local people. So why has Arun District Council chosen to pit neighbouring villages against each 
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other in this way by increasing the number of new houses so dramatically? It feels divisive, goes against all senses of 
community spirit and might easily be called a perverse case of reversed localism. 

2043 Housing 
Allocations 

There is no evidence given for the need for housing numbers. Full council voted in summer last year on a figure of 400 
dwellings per year named Option 1 in the Draft Local Plan. Consequently the decision to press ahead with Option 2 
with 565 dwellings per year is somewhat questionable. The South East Plan was given as a reason for higher numbers 
yet the Localism Act and statements from ministers have made it clear that the South East Plan will be abandoned. 

2019 Housing 
Allocations 

This plan was said to be for jobs, but in practice it is for housing. It was said to be sustainable, but it doesn't look like 
that is how it will work out. SP8 does not represent how this plan will work out unless legislation is changed to remove 
regional development plans.It will not fulfil either option 1 or option 2 house building levels. Experience tells me that 
ADC will only approve large housing developments on the edge of existing communities, and that these do not form 
Integrated Communities even if you say they do. Your plans for building lots of houses does not fall within the abilities 
of the planet to supply water. We live in a region that has been suffering from water stress for years. Water 
consumption needs to be decresed You have made no significant effort to decrease the CO2 emissions of the district. I 
would suggest Code for sustainable Housing Level 6 / BREEAM 'Outstanding' be implemented though this Plan 
immediately. Do not wait for National Legislation to force the Council. The limit of 1000 sq. meters on a requirement 
to build 10% renewable energy supply is a bad idea. We should be building a Green Economy with Green Buildings. 
There is inadequate medical provision in Angmering - the manager of the Angmering Medical Centre said that the 
centre would not be able to take the increased demand due to the building of a large housing estate in the Parish. You 
should bear this in mind when planning new housing. There are no measures to make sure that developments take 
place over 15 years. I anticipate all the housing being built at the the beginning, and being found by 2020 to be 
inappropriate. 

1990 Housing 
Allocations 

1. Re: Housing (Chapter 13, Policy No: SP8) The small number employment of employment opportunities in the area 
of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate does not necessitate or make desirable the large number of houses proposed 
to be built. There is little evidence that this situation will or could change in the foreseeable future. Moreover, the 
road system would be even more strained than it is at present with the addition of the extra traffic. The implied 
alterations to the road system appear to be impracticable, given the present building lines and would arguably 
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increase public expenditure. This comment leads to 

2014 Housing 
Allocations 

What pressure will this place on Arun District Council then, to look after and house these people? How will the area 
look to investors and outsiders when it is littered with flood damaged and derelict homes? Not Attractive! Increased 
housing on the level suggested would lead to an increase on air pollution of the current villages in a variety of ways. 
Air pollution caused by the increased number of vehicles on the road, commuting and travelling through the area. The 
increased amount of water and rubbish going to local landfill – especially when we as a community have a 
responsibility and European targets to achieve to REDUCE the amount of waste we throw away. The area marked for 
development, wherever the new road goes, currently suffers from potent, unpleasant aromas from the Lidsey Landfill 
Site. 

2015 Housing 
Allocations 

The Type of development proposed with over 2000 houses is not sustainable in a rural area. There are presently, little 
if any jobs available in the area, poor public transport links, so any new residents to fill the new homes would be 
commuting, causing increased congestion on the roads. (CHATER 13 POLICY SP8) It s also evident that the housing 
developments at North Bersted and at Flansham have not been a success. Many remain unsold. Building has stopped 
as properties are not selling, infrastructure promised (a new Doctors Surgery) has not materialised, as the funds are 
not available due to the houses not selling! Present facilities are therefore put under increased pressure and are 
struggling to cope with the increased number of people that have in fluxed to the area. There is nothing to say this 
wouldn't happen at any new proposed development!! And with the decreasing economic climate, it is increasingly 
likely that similar problems would be experienced. THE PROPOSAL OF OPTION 2 IS NOT ACCEPTABLE. It is not 
sustainable and would prove detrimental to the area as villages lose their identity and become one large sprawling 
mass with no support or infrastructure to support them. OPTION 1 IS ACCEPTABLE. The villages could cope with small 
pockets of development, as they have done in the past, providing careful consideration is given to the positioning of 
these developments and investment is made to provide adequate facilities and updating of systems eg.Doctors 
Surgerys, schools, Sewage system, flood prevention. 
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1988 Housing 
Allocations 

Whilst I appreciate there is a lot of value in elements of the local plan, particularly the need to regenerate the towns 
of Littlehampton and Bognor Regis, I feel that certain elements are detrimental to residents of local villages. As stated 
'Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate are located close together and although physically separate, share many 
facilities. ' The key to this is that they are physically separate meaning that residents feel that they live in a country 
village, not a sprawling suburb. The proposal to build up to 2000 new homes in the areas between Barnham, 
Eastergate and Westergate can only serve to harm areas of the Arun District which have strong communities, 
businesses and suitable facilities for their current residents. While the proposal states that all necessary assessments 
will be carried out in regard to traffic management, flood risk and environmental impact I fail to understand how this 
can be entirely managed. As a resident of Barnham I have seen the village flood, to add potentially thousands of 
homes to this area can only serve to worsen this, despite the best laid plans. I commute daily from the village and 
rarely encounter congestion, my journey would worsen if the proposal went ahead. My family have lived in Barnham 
my entire life and whilst I have moved away on occasion it is always a relief to come back to a thriving village 
environment. I feel like I grew up in the country and would hate to see this opportunity lost to future generations. 
Barnham has managed to withstand recent recession and the economic dip and it would be outrageous to push 
forward plans which may damage its future. I truly hope the voice of local Arun residents is listened to when 
reviewing these plans and that you bring a halt to the proposed development of the local villages. 

2004 Housing 
Allocations 

Consultation response to Draft Arun Local Plan Section 13 Housing Delivery :PoIicy SP8 and Table 13.2 On behalf of 
our client Mr G Sercombe, we support the general thrust of the proposals for housing delivery for Option 2 as set out 
¡n Section 13 of the draft plan and the housing figures for the parishes in Table I 3.2. Whilst we appreciate that at this 
stage the plan will not be allocating smaller non-strategic sites which will be left to the Neighbourhood Plans (as 
indicated in Policy SP8), our client has land at Eastergate Lane, Walberton which has previously been put forward as 
part of the SHLAA and could provide a site for the housing in that parish set out in Table 13.2. We will be making 
representations at the appropriate time to inform the preparation of the emerging Neighbourhood Plans We should 
be grateful ¡f you can keep us informed of subsequent stages and look forward to receiving acknowledgement that 
this representation has been duly lodged. 

2005 Housing 
Allocations 

Consultation response to Draft Arun Local Plan Section 13 Housing Delivery :Policy SP8 and Table 13.2 On behalf of 
our clients Seaward Properties Ltd, we support the general thrust of the proposals for housing delivery as set out in 
Section 13 of the draft plan, the housing figures in Option 2, and the figures for the parishes in Table I 3.2. Whilst we 
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appreciate that at this stage the plan will not be allocating smaller non-strategic sites which will be left to the 
Neighbourhood Plans (as indicated in Policy SP8), our clients have land at Barnham Lane, Barnham which has 
previously been put forward as part of the SHLAA and could provide a site for the housing in that parish. An illustrative 
plan and other specialist reports had been commissioned indicating that the site could provide for a mixed use 
scheme accommodating 120 -160 dwellings. We will be making representations at the appropriate time to inform the 
preparation of the emerging Neighbourhood Plans We should be grateful ¡f you can keep us informed of subsequent 
stages and look forward to receiving acknowledgement that this representation has been duly lodged. 

2006 Housing 
Allocations 

Consultation response to Draft Arun Local Plan Section '13 Housing Delivery :Policy SP8 and Table 13.2 On behalf of 
our client Mr J D'Amario, we support the general thrust of the proposals for housing delivery in Option 2 as set out ¡n 
Section 13 of the draft plan and the housing figures for the parishes in Table I 3.2. Whilst we appreciate that at this 
stage the plan will not be allocating smaller non-strategic sites which will be left to the Neighbourhood Plans (as 
indicated in Policy SP8), our client has land at Church Lane, Yapton which has previously been put forward as part of 
the SHLAA and could provide a site for the housing in that parish set out ¡n Table I 3.2. We will be making 
representations at the appropriate time to inform the preparation of the emerging Neighbourhood Plans We should 
be grateful if you can keep us informed of subsequent stages and look forward to receiving acknowledgement that 
this representation has been duly lodged. 

1920 Housing 
Allocations 

Policy SP8 - Angmering SAV welcomes in particular, the requirement for development to take place within the Built-up 
Area Boundary. Although a school was provided for in the plans for Bramley Green, at the time wscc said the number 
of houses (600) did not justify a new school. Going forward, this figure needs to be included in any additional housing 
numbers. The primary schools are in the north of the parish, and WSCC school guidelines would not be met for the 
creation of a new primary school in the south of the parish '” therefore any development will massively increase car 
traffic through the village, adding to existing road congestion problems. Development would remove open spaces in 
the areas suggested '” so the policy is in conflict with itself. The table that follows in SP 8, specifies I 00 houses over 
the period of the plan for Angmering '” so the figure quoted above is in truth a total misrepresentation, as in fact the 
total for Angmering ¡s not either 100 or 490, but the two added together, making a total of 590. Policy SP8 must also 
consider the ecological situation. Many of the sites identified within Angmering have existing protected species in situ, 
or using the sites as traversing routes. This Policy also ignores all other statements relating to development 
constraints, including but not limited to use of Greenfield, and visibility from South Downs National Park. 
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1933 Housing 
Allocations 

Definitely option 1 is a practical solution i.e. only `150 houses for all the reasons given on the opposite page i.e., using 
Greenfield land, local infrastructure cannot cope. The actual soil in Aldingbourne is known to contain reuiuiug sand 
which leads to flooding and subsidence in buildings. Listening to elderly residents in Westergate ' Baruets field'  
estate was built on water meadows. 2nd comment When the 'Olivers Meadow'  estate was built in 1983 This was also 
built on water meadows pumps were going round the clock before the foundations went in. Whenever we have heavy 
rain in this area the drainage system cannot cope. Three years ago Baruliaur Primary school had raw sewerage coming 
up through two classrooms!!. The heavy rain in June caused sewerage throughout man hole cover in our back garden 
in Westergate street all of this is a public health issue!! 

1938 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 1 (The lower rate of 400 annum) is far preferable because it allows the villages to continue as villages and 
not being swallowed up in a huge and unnecessary mass building program which would swamp local facilities drainage 
doctors dentists schools etc 

1940 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 1 represents an amount of new housing which could be absorbed into the community. But to try to 
impose turning the five villages into an urban sprawl will create more problems then it would solve 13.1.8 chap 20 The 
local infrastructure is already under strain, and could not take on 2000 plus houses the amount of improvements 
needed to Dr's, schools, sewerage roads and employment is more then is ever going to be recovered from the 
developers. so how many of the problems will still remain 

1944 Housing 
Allocations 

Angmering has a particular character, strengthened by its geographical situation and a vibrant village centre with its 
shops and local amenities. The previous development of Bramley Green has, despite the best intentions, not 
integrated into the village, being a community without a soul. Any further expansion will only exacerbate this change 
in the existing village culture. Many will comment on the impact of further development on the local infrastructure – 
water, roads, traffic density and all these elements must be considered. But Sussex as a whole, and the local area in 
particular, has evolved into the landscape we see today through consideration of communities and the benefits those 
communities bring. The changes being considered are no longer evolutionary but a dramatic change being imposed 
for no rational or proven reason. 
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1945 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 It is very difficult to accept that ADC have replaced Option 1 with Option 2 proposing the development of 2230 
houses with in the village by 2028. The villages accepted Option 1 and the need for some houses 150 up to this date 
AND to change these options at such a late date June 20 th 2012! Shouldn't the infrastructure be developed first?. The 
local surgery and schools are at capacity also9 sewerage and drainage are vital needs People live in villages by choice 
and this proposal will turn a rural area into a small town. Our village settlements are under constant threat of over 
development Also green fields land is contrary to government policy (Para 13.1.14) the talk of 'jobs is laughable 
maybe whilst work in progress after that 'what'  and where will all the new residents go to work. It seems that back 
option 1 is acceptable. The government stated to give more power to local parishes but there seems to have been 
brushed under the carpet. I remain a very disenchanted resident of Aldingbourne parish ps what are trends? 

1948 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I felt this area proposed for over 2,000 houses in the Eastergate area, would be bad for reasons: - Roads, Doctors, 
Schools etc .would not be able to cope with the increase of population. Also the extra traffic this would cause through 
the villages would be massive for the roads to manage. 

1955 Housing 
Allocations 

I welcome the concepts of transport improvements and understand the need for infrastructure and housing to 
accommodate any local needs in this area. I believe much of the plans I have read have much logic. Having worked at 
TfL and Westminster City Council I understand the vagaries and complexities of PPIs and Jvs with the private sector. 
My only misgivings here are a failure by the council to engage in a successful manner with the local population. Tactics 
of divide and rule tend to backfire and the local parishes are now beginning to club together in an adversarial way.This 
could have been avoided with more preparation with them together. Some observations.. Woodgate crossing with 
the present number of cars per day needs a bridge from a safety and logistical viewpoint. The shape and management 
of the Fontwell roundabout is poor and needs correcting as well as signage. I understand most villages are prepared to 
take a number of houses each year to fund the exercise.These will be served by slowly increasing support services. 
The heavy focus of houses in one location lacks cohesive logic. It requires a much more concentrated support service 
as a result. There is a poor example of this experience before with I believe where there aremanyempty houses in 
bognor from a previous jv with local developers. In a very unstable property market and developers desperate to keep 
work going they will cut corners and say yes to anything to do a deal. Funding. I feel this is the achilles heel of all the 
options and the council has to show the payback and sources more clearly so that the number of numerate 
businessmen residing in the area are convinced of the efficaciousness of the thought process and the partners and 
timelines. I cut out two points I saw in the locals' blog of interest. Have these been addressed? You cannot satisfy 
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everyone that is sure and I do not envy your task! 'TheSustainable transport solutions are not explored in the Plan and 
should be the first priority eg cycle routes, improved station parking, re-signalling works. The Government encourages 
development of brownfield sites before Greenfield sites. There are sites available, such as parts of Ford Airfield, which 
could accommodate small amounts of industry and housing,' 

1956 Housing 
Allocations 

Comments on Arun Draft Local Plan I have lived in Angmering since 1961, and like a majority of Angmering residents, I 
accept that there may be a need to provide additional housing between now and 2026. However, I strongly object, 
and can see no justification or need for a further 590 (490 + 100) new homes in Angmering. Any further large scale 
development on Greenfield sites outside the existing Built-Up Area Boundary will result in Angmering losing its village 
character Angmering has experienced considerable new residential development in recent years with the building of 
Bramley Green. Unless the intention of ADC is to turn Angmering village into Angmering town (the largest commuter 
town in Arun), I have seen no evidence of any local need for more houses to be built – certainly not on the scale 
proposed in the Plan. Past experience shows that people buying these houses in Angmering will out-commute, adding 
to the existing traffic problems in the village. Angmering's roads are already congested and the pressure on local roads 
is likely to increase with further population growth and new development: · Traffic already queues back along 
Roundstone Lane onto the A259, which is acknowledged by ADC as being a serious bottleneck · Other traffic 'black-
spots'  are Arundel Road and Station Road, particularly during school runs and morning rush-hour. · Despite the 
building of the Angmering by-pass, cars continue to pass through the village centre as a short cut · High Street, 
Weavers Hill and Dappers Lane are already used as 'rat runs'  by 'commuter'  traffic to and from Bramley Green. 
Many of these routes are narrow village roads which were never intended for the volume and speed of traffic using 
them. Building another 590 houses will just exacerbate the current traffic problems whether the A259 is improved or 
not. Primary schools in Angmering are already oversubscribed, resulting in some local children already having to travel 
to schools outside the village. Children from any new houses will not be able to attend a local school. Provision of 
additional school places must to be addressed to accommodate additional needs, before permission is given for any 
further housing development A school was provided for in the Plans for Bramley Green. At the time, WSCC said the 
number of houses (600) did not justify a new school. Going forward, this figure (600) needs to be included in any 
additional housing numbers. Primary schools are located in the east of the village and not within walking distance of 
this proposed development. This will result in children being driven to school – yet more cars! There are already 
problems with the existing sewage infrastructure in Angmering. Before approving the construction of any more 
houses, ADC needs to confirm with Southern Water whether the sewage infrastructure in Angmering was upgraded to 



Page | 673  
 

meet the demand of Bramley Green, and to provide evidence of what additional capacity is available. Increased risk of 
flooding is also an issue. Angmering already experiences flooding approximately every 10 years. The development 
area shown in the Plan includes land where flood water run-off from the Downs enters at Water Lane. This was the 
source of the flooding in Angmering on June 14th 2012. Any additional building on these Greenfield sites will increase 
the risk of flooding in the village. Also, as far as using Greenfield and Grade 1 Agricultural land is concerned for 
building on, it goes against the policies in the Plan – especially when there are Brownfield sites that should be 
considered first. There also needs to be an assessment done of the impact on the landscape f building on this land – 
see Policy DM 27 – as the proposed Location for Growth in Angmering abuts and is visible in to and from the South 
Downs National Park. Where is the actual evidence that we require this number of houses to be built in Angmering, 
plus an employment site to meet local need? How was this number arrived at? The Plan does not provide any 
evidence that supports the need for the number of additional houses being proposed in the Parish of Angmering. The 
absence of this evidence leads to the conclusion that the Draft Plan appears to be focussed on the availability of 
particular sites - predominantly Greenfield - which are seen as 'viable'  from a developer perspective, rather than 
addressing an actual housing need that is sustainable. Finally, it appears to me that the Draft Plan is repeating the past 
'failed'  strategy of being 'housing'  led. To continue to build large housing developments and hope infrastructure 
upgrades and jobs will follow, has been proved not to work. 

1958 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to voice my strong opposition to ADC's proposed plans to build more than 2,300 houses adjoining the 
villages of Aldingbourne, Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate. Please, please please LISTEN to whatLOCAL people are 
saying: There is a huge majority againstsuch massiveincrease in housing in the villages area. The areas concerned are 
VILLAGES we live here because it is a village we do not want to become part of an urban town. Surely it is foolish to 
consider any further major developments on the flood plain area having seen the devastating flooding this year in the 
ADC area. These people, many elderly, are still unable to live in their homes and many more will struggle to find 
insurance cover for their postcode area. We cannot allow any development that will increase the likelihood of 
thishappening again. The houses are being proposed with new road links that are said to be needed. Surely it is 
inappropriate to rely on travel surveys conducted prior to the opening of the new relief roads around Bognor. Much of 
the traffic that uses the roads through the villages at peak times do so to avoid the congestion around Bognor & 
Felpham. In conclusion why is ADC wasting OUR council tax money on even considering such plans when it first needs 
to address the issues of flooding; &SUSTAINABLE job creation. 
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1959 Housing 
Allocations 

I am a householder living in Eastergate at Job's Well, Church Lane PO20 3UT and object strongly to the proposals in 
this plan. OPTION ONE with its gradual increase in homes over the 15 year period seems the most sensible in the 
context of this area. To propose anything more, particularly with a thousand plus homes, is based on flawed 
suppositions and arguments and will be a recipe for disaster in this area of West Sussex. Added to which who will buy 
all these homes ? Where are the jobs in this area? Big industrial firms will be drawn to Portsmouth and Southampton 
where the routes by land and sea are conducive to their trade. This is an agricultural area and over the next few years 
IN THIE PRESENT ECONOMIC CLIMATE HOME GROWN FOOD WILL BE VITAL. QUESTION Where is your Economic 
Strategy Plan for this area that would back up these proposals so we can understand where you are going with them? 

1960 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 1&2 why the change from 1 to 2 ? problems re Proposed By -Pass to the west of Aldingbourne, 

1970 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 13.1.8 Local infrastructure cannot cope –roads, doctors surgery, primary schools, sewerage are at capacity and 
cannot cope with additional housing at this scale. Arun is an area of serious water stress. Although development is 
supposed to promise funding to upgrade these, the cost, together with the road improvements and draining of flood 
works will exceed developer contributions from 2000 houses. Developers would press for additional housing or fail to 
deliver. 13.1.14 Large scale development in the countryside is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework 
which demand using Brownfield Sites over Greenland. Furthermore the proposals through local businesses, partly 
owing to the work of the Woodgate level crossing, contrary to Aruns priority of job creation. ( Chap 3.3.2 ) 

1971 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 13.1.8 The proposed additional 2000 houses to be built on the Greenfield sites between Westergate, Barnham 
and Bognor Regis, will, I fear, lead to an unacceptable increase in rush hour traffic along the A27 running south of 
Chichester town centre. This road is already heavily congested at peak times and such an increase to the relatively 
small local population would cause a huge impact on journey times. I also fear that local sewage systems would not 
cope with such an increase in population. The cost to adequately update this network is unlikely to be met by housing 
developers. 13.1.14 Building on Greenfield land is contrary to government policy. Large scale development in the 
countryside is contrary to The National Planning Policy Framework, which demands using Brownfield sites over 
Greenfield. 
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1973 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I heartily concur with the comments already stated by the village action group on chapter, policy SP8 and 
paragraph 13.1.14 also chapter 20, section 13.1.8. I am very elderly, not very active but I do support all that poses a 
threat to our villages. 

1979 Housing 
Allocations 

I have been made aware of the proposal to construct 2,000 houses within the 5 villages area and I wish to lodge my 
objection to this. The alternative option, Option 1, is far more acceptable and in keeping with the current population 
of the villages and is unlikely to alter the character of the area. The construction of 2,000 houses most certainly will. I 
cannot see either the need for a by-pass for the A29 along any of the routes proposed as they would not relieve traffic 
pressure in this area but would have a dramatic impact on the residential neighbourhoods it is intended to route 
them. Would you please take this as a formal objection to Option 2 identified in the Plan and the proposed by-passes. 

1980 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 There are too many houses suggested for a semi- rural location like ours. If there is a need for housing, it should 
be spread evenly across the region, in small developments. 

1987 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I Have lived in this village of Westergate for over 30 years. It has increased in size during that time, with the 
addition of small closes. Etc but nothing on the scale now suggested. We need to keep our identity as villages and not 
become part of some urban sprawl from Bognor. So Small housing developments, please and spread them across the 
area 13.1.14 I Thought that building had to be on a Brownfield site in order to preserve our countryside. Our local 
fields provide a place for exercise and fresh Air and are valued here in the Village. So WHY are you planning to take all 
of this away from us? 

1997 Housing 
Allocations 

Chapter 13 Policy SP8 It would seem to make more sense to spread housing throughout the Arun District. The plan to 
build 2000 houses in one place is either creating a new village without any infrastructure or worse a Town 
incorporating Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate. 

1998 Housing 
Allocations 

Chapater13 Paragraph 13.1.14 There are many suitable Brownfield sites within the district which should 
accommodate new house building before considering greenfield sites. Chapter 13 Section 13.1.8 The area proposed 
for the 2000 houses is liable to flooding but also the impact of run off could have an adverse effect to those areas 
South of the housing where flooding is already prevalent. I believe there is an acceptance that some additional 
housing is required and the local Parish Councils have indicated this is what is covered in Option 1. 



Page | 676  
 

1999 Housing 
Allocations 

I and my husband would like to object to the upcoming proposal in Westergate, Woodgate, Barnham and Eastergate 
for an extra 2000 houses. We would like to vote for option 1 for the 230 new homes overt he next 15years. There are 
many reasons for our decision inc . The infrastructure would not be able to cope . Not enough schools in the area . 
Overcrowding in the dr surgery . Overcrowding on the roads . Conjestion at the railway to name but a few. Thankyou 
for your help, We look forward to hearing from you soon. 

2001 Housing 
Allocations 

Ders sirs. I wish to raise my concern about the plan to build 2000+ houses and an A29 by pass within the 
Eastergate/Westergate and Barnham area. As a resident of Barnham for over 30 years I cannot see any advantage in 
such a scheme. Barnham has a serouis sewage and flooding problem and whilst you say that all environmental 
concers will be addressed creating 2000+ homes can only add further to the problem. Also the infostructure of this 
area is already stretched with Doctors surgeries with long waiting times/scholls filled to capacity and traffic delays at 
peak times - a new road can only add to this whilst the extra traffic that 2000 homes will introduce will surely overrun 
an already choatic situation. If there is a need for additional housing you shoudl look towards brownfield sites NOT 
valuable green agricultural sites. Please consider that damage you will do to the village communities if you push this 
misguided plan through. 

2008 Housing 
Allocations 

I should like to register my objection to Option 2 plan.It would I fear put an unsustainable demand on the amenities 
and infrastructure of the area concerned.One has only to give the example of no medical services being currently 
available in Barnham,without recourse to other areas,alone to realise the folly of such a situation. 

2009 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to inform you of my comments regarding the Draft Local plan. Currently I am dismayed at the lack of 
consultation and clarity over the options available. I am writing to comment on the proposals for Barnham, 
Westergate and Eastergate. 1. At present there is no pedestrian path/ cycleway from these villages to Shripney and 
Bognor, and the Techonology used at the Woodgate Crossing is archaic slowing down flow of traffic! These solutions 
should be investigated first to improve local links with Bognor and the villages. We should be looking at low cost and 
sustainable solutions to improving local transport. Local residents use cars because buses are so expensive for those 
not on concessions. The council have done little before to improve transport in the area so why now? 2.A new road 
from Bognor through Barnham, Westergate and Eastergate for travel to Chichester and Worthing will not be any 
quicker as current bypasses and other infrastructure(eg Arundel) will not be able to cope with further increases. And if 
the plan is to make a faster link to London , well is a motorway planned because it still takes 1 hour and 45 minutes to 
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travel by car into London from Fontwell ? The main point is that a bridge saving a maximum of 5 minutes will do little 
to improve transport efficiency. 3. A policy of house building to reduce homelessness is naive! Barnham now has 
many houses for let and Bognor still has many new houses left unsold! Housebuilding only provides a short multiplier 
to growth if the houses remain empty. And will provide zero medium/long term growth if the houses aren't built by 
local firms! Have all the new houses in the area been sold? How many are empty? How many are bought by 
landlords? 4. To build on land with strategic importance in terms of food production given the warnings of climate 
change (ie food miles etc). We should be encouraging food production in this region given the huge local market of 
London not building a concrete wasteland! This would provide sustainable employment if the council really put 
agriculture at the forefront of it's strategy. It's not clear from the plan what sort of industry the council is hoping will 
move to Bognor as a result of the new bridge! New businesses won't just appear! We should use what we have! 5. 
Barnham and the local area floods regularly. 6. The council has always showed that the six villages area was not a 
priority in its budgets how do we know that once the council has dumped two thousand houses in the area that it will 
provide the social infrastructure that will be needed and not just conveniently forget about it because Barnham/ 
Eastergate and Westergate are far away from Worthing! It feels like it's just a convenient way of hitting government 
targets on housing and not a realistic plan that works for the long term! 7. Dumping houses 2000 houses in Barnham, 
Westergate and Eastergate to pay for a new road ( and by the way the Funding calculations are incorrect which would 
suggest would would have to build more houses)will not deliver the Social and Economic changes needed by Bognor 
residents! Once again the motives of the proposed development are clear- Profit not for all but to be shared between 
a few! 8. Legacy. I don't want to leave our children concrete and multinationals. I want them to inherit countryside, 
wildlife, good source of food and sustainable jobs. The six villages area does this now it won't be able to deliver this 
when it becomes another Worthing! This isn't Nimbyism all children should have this right. The council should be 
working to make other areas more like the six villages as they are great places to live! 

2010 Housing 
Allocations 

Please vote for Option 1. Having lived in Barnham for 33 years, I have witnessed the misery caused by flooding, and 
Option 2 opts for 2,000 extra homes in the area! Barnham would become a running sewer! Secondly, we have no 
medical facilities in Barnham , so where would all the extra people get medical care from? Thirdly, the local schools 
are bursting at the seams. Finally, a lesson should be learned from the building of hundreds of new homes in Felpham 
. Only a small number have been sold, and many have been rented out to people on the housing lists in LONDON!! 
How is this of benefit to local people? 
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2017 Housing 
Allocations 

We am writing to expressour objections to the Draft Local Plan for 2013 - 2028.We understand and appreciate the 
need to provide housing within the parish andare in favourof'Option 1' (the proposal for 230 new homes) butstrongly 
oppose'Option 2'(namely, the strategicallocation of 2000 new homes within theparish). Ourfamily have lived in 
Westergate for the past 10 years and have seen numerous small scale developments take shape over the years with 
minimal impact on the surrounding environs. Our concerns lie with the influx of new residents that Option 2 would 
entail and their impact on the infrastructure of the villages. There is already significant traffic problems in the area - 
you don't have to listen to thetraffic reports to learn of the queueson the A27 Chichesterby-pass, you know thatthey 
will bethere because of the already high demand for this route - why makeit any worse with additional people within 
the area? If the housing were to be built, the majority of people moving in would be families - where within the plan is 
the proposal to increase the social infrastructure for these people? How / where do we build new schools (primary & 
secondary), childcare facilities, parks, health care facilities as well as the more practical solutions of large scale 
increase in household waste/ recycling collections & sewerage? How will this be dealt with once the developers have 
gone leaving the local council / district council to deal with the practical issues that a large scale influx of residents will 
impose? Alongside this sits the environmental aspect - increased pollution as well as increase risk of flooding in the 
surrounding areas as well as the threat to local wildlife / birds. One of the aspects that makes the villages so appealing 
is the green fields that surround them - please tell me why we are considering building on these? Why can they not be 
kept green for us & our children to enjoy - as well as supporting the wildlife that need them to thrive, we should be 
considering brown field sites not green. After all, isn't the government in favour of using brown field sites over green 
& as such, the draft plan is in direct opposition to this dictate? The draft plan proposal for the additional 2000 houses 
would effectively mean that our individualvillages become a conglomeration of housing - losing their unique character 
and becoming an urban sprawl. Please take these comments / viewsinto consideration when reviewing the draft local 
plan. 

2030 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The proposed development would mean far too many houses in one area. Development should be distributed 
over the entire Arun region. Building of houses on the proposed site will mean that the area becomes an extension of 
Bognor – a large sprawling unattractive urban area. 

2033 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 All points very relative, Ford airfield, eyesore empty. This area cannot support more people needing, Dr's, dentists 
etc, cannot cope with number of people here already! 
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2034 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 I object to the plan to build 2230 houses south of Eastergate and Barnham on the grounds that there is no 
demand for such housing in the area. There are currently very few employment opportunities here which means that 
were these houses to be built there occupants would have to travel to Chichester, Worthing or beyond in order to get 
to work. It would be far more sensible to locate more housing at Littlehampton or Bognor Regis where there are much 
better employment prospects. 

2045 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 I object to the 'strategic housing'  option 2, part of the draft ADC local plans on the grounds that building on 
Greenfield land is contrary to government policy. The land which would be allocated for building is productive arable 
farmland and, given an increasing population and rising fuel prices, it is vitally important that agricultural land is 
protected for food production. 

2051 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 1 would have been preferred OPTION 2 IS OUT OF THE QUESTION 2000 Houses south of 
Eastergate/Barnham would ruin the countryside and destroy villages or just outside in large gardens would not be 
harmful but there is not the infrastructure for 2000!!, roads, drs schools, sewerage at capacity. Has allowance been 
made for flooding at Barnham and Aldingbourne rife? 

2067 Housing 
Allocations 

Point 13.3.5 of your draft Local Plan says, "It is important that housing schemes should be needs led, the starting point 
being that a need for housing exists in the parish, rather than the availability of a particular site. Proposed 
developments must be based on sound evidence of housing need and must fulfil the criteria as stated in the policy 
below. Also Point 13.3.6, "The ability of the proposed scheme to meet identified local housing needs must be clearly 
demonstrated to the satisfaction of Arun District Council. This will be assessed using the Council's Housing Register 
and other available up-to-date housing needs assessments. It should also be demonstrated that the proposal is 
financially viable and deliverable." The figures identified by Angmering Parish Council, have so far shown some need 
for housing, but not the 490 houses proposed in Policy SP8 – plus the 100 Parish housing units, already allocated, to 
be distributed throughout the village on small sites. Policy SP8 – Angmering, states: 'The broad location for 
development has been identified on the Key Diagram. The Council requires well designed developments. The 
following specifics must be addressed as part of any planning application: ï‚· Provision of approximately 490 new 
homes ï‚· Road improvements to the A259 ï‚· Designed to take account of the sensitive nature of listed buildings and 
the Conservation Area ï‚· Provide open space and areas for recreation in accordance with the open space, sports and 
recreation policies set out in this Plan ï‚· Provide for a buffer strip along the eastern and northern boundaries to 
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suitably screen this area when viewed from the South Downs National Park ï‚· Resolve primary and secondary school 
place requirements and provision'  Your plan does not substantiate this policy as will be demonstrated in this 
document. Planning Policies are Inconsistent The draft Local Plan, as pointed out by Angmering Parish Council in their 
response your document (for more details of irregularities please refer to their document dated 6th September), has 
several anomolies in the plan let alone misrepresentation of marked out sites, e.g. the site earmarked as a site 
proposed for light industrial development being marked in the wrong place, showing an out of date road system, i.e. 
not showing the Angmering By Pass to name just two, but rather important discrepancies. Apart from the above 
points Policy SP8 contradicts numerous policies in your document (see below for some examples) it actually 
demonstrates why Angmering is not the perfect site for massive development. Realistically with the amount of 
descrepanices I have found (let alone the ones I have missed!) in the Plan I feel it loses its integrity and compromises 
your whole document. Without reading the whole 352 pages of the Plan in detail, which as a layman I haven't got time 
to do, I wonder what else have you got wrong in your document for surrounding areas, apart from what is 
inconsistent for Angmering? 

2078 Housing 
Allocations 

Possible securing of additional primary school places Angmering primary and secondary schools are already full with 
some families having to send their children to different schools in the area as there is no room in Angmering. So with 
590 houses in the plan how can Angmering schools, as they currently stand, possibly cope with the extra number of 
children. If they can't, what provision has been made to build/enlarge the existing schools. Your plan has no provision 
for this and seems to think things are fine as they are with no plan for dealing with this problem. Although a school 
was provided for in the plans for Bramley Green, at the time WSCC said the number of houses (600) did not justify a 
new school. Does this mean that an extra 590 houses planned also won't qualify for a new school? Bearing in mind 
Bramley Green didn't qualify for more school space, what is the guarantee the schools will be enlarged, replaced or 
new ones built? If the current secondary and primary schools are enlarged will it be to the detriment of the land used 
as playing fields/green space etc? What allowances will be made for extra parking for parents and how will the 
overcongested village cope with the extra traffic during the school runs as not everyone will be able to walk to school? 
The plan has not addressed any of these issues which must be considered high priority if these houses are to be built. 
Equally if the houses were to be built there appears to be no provision made to ensure all of the above, including road 
improvements, will happen before the houses are built. 
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2079 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The planned Option 1 if dealt with carefully, could be absorbed into the neighbourhood, hopefully using brown 
field sites whenever possible. The local character of these villages would be maintained and the extra congestion 
tolerated. BUT option 2 is a ludicrous idea destroying green fields and snarling up the whole area with all the 
additional cars and service vehicles, Barnham is tricky already. Short waits at Woodgate crossing would be far less 
disruptive!!! 

2083 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Why has the rate of house building been increased from the previously preferred option rate of 400 to 2230. It 
appears that this is to fund the proposed bridge and road construction to replace the level crossing on the on the A29 
at Woodgate. However this proposed road improvement would benefit all users of the A29. not just people who live 
in the vicinity, the 5 villages area. Thus it would appear that all beneficiaries should hear the cost and terms of the 
proposed 2230 ? ? out across all the ? users who will benefit. 13.1.8 The area is well balanced at the moment (schools, 
medical facilities roads etc) with the exception of the sewers which are inadequate for the present population (hence 
the regular flooding of the ? sewers into the children's playground in Farnhurst rd.) to build a new 'Garden city'  of 
2000 would increase the pressure on existing facilities and the proposed bridge/bypass would also attract more 
traffic. There appears to be no funding for improving these facilities to meet the increased demand. 13.1.19 The 
national planning policy framework recommends the use of brownfields sites for large scale developments. The area 
proposed is currently good agricultural land and therefore should not be used for the development. 

2090 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 HOUSING I object to this scale of development being carried out around our beautiful villages and it is a huge 
threat to the quality of life of those who chose to live here, and future generations, Obviously Arun must meet local 
demands for housing but on BROWNFIELD SITES, affordable on a smaller scale relating to local population increase. 
There are poor/non existent transport links. Not a lot of good work opportunities locally so newcomers will have to 
resort to more cars to travel to work, As it is these villages need improved infrastructure to support those who already 
live here. Drainage to address flooding problems, extra primary schools, Drs surgeries to provide adequate health care 
in 21 st century an extra 2000 houses on an already stressed water area wont work, I think. 

2257 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Housing I am shocked and surprised by the proposals and believe that the ? & ? are likely to be ? reviewable. 
Reasons ( in no particular order ) – Option 1 Yes Option 2 x 1 Building on Greenfield sites is to be abhorred and is 
against the policy ( NPPF ) of all shades of government over many decades. We are lucky to have good agricultural 
land and should respect it. 2- Flooding and sewage ? works have not been properly assessed. Not only is Hook Lane 
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susceptible ( personal interest ) but more importantly the effect upon Bognor and Felpham ( where I was brought up ) 
have not been thought through ( public interest ) The flood map, the events of June 2012 and climate change 
forecasts demonstrate this. 3- ? has changed the scenario. The house sales nearer Bognor are poor and we are in for a 
long haul before the economic situation is resolved. 4 – The funding for services and the other infrastructure needs 
just don't add up. How can the (poor) potential sales of houses cover the gap? See further below. 5 – Car use by the 
new households ( given poor public transport ) will swamp the whole area. 6 – Option 1 must be the right choice. 
Option 2 will destroy the quality of the communities and deter the very people who we would like to attract in terms 
of residents, visitors, employers and employees. Option 2 .is negligent at least and reckless in reality. 

2347 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 2,230 houses ( to be built in order to finance the bridge over the railway and roads to serve the bridge ) is an ill-
conceived plan. There are few jobs available, poor public transport and major congestion on the roads. Several 
thousand more cars would be produced and cause further congestion. The local infrastructure is already at capacity 
and in some cases, inadequate, as evidenced by the recent floods. 13.1.8 Development on this scale is unsupportable. 
The roads, schools and sewerage are at capacity, in some cases inadequate, as evidenced by the winter floods. 13.1.14 
Large scale development, on Greenfield land, in the countryside is contrary to The National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

2297 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Options 1 and 2 I cannot understand the logic in choosing Option 2, the higher rate of house building. Whilst I 
would support Option 1, I absolutely reject Option 2. There should be a ? housing need and houses should not be built 
for profit alone. Extra houses will lie dormant and create a ghost town into which can o9nly be transported occupants 
with no employment who realistically will have little option but to commute out of the area to reach employment. 
Extra houses will mean extra cars & thus massive congestion. No local infrastructure could support this build. Housing 
2000 new houses in a rural area is simply not sustainable. There is little local employment and terrible transport 
(public ) links so the only way for people to travel is by car. Massive outcommuting would result, leading to congestion 
on a gargantuan scale. These houses would ? ? amalgamation of the villages which would destroy the village feel and 
remove all the character of a small friendly village turning into an ugly town with no heart! 13.1.14 Building on 
Greenfield Land Although there have been recent press releases on the Government's policy to be ?, this is still a 
fundermental flawed plan to build on Greenfield land. At what stage will Greenfields be a thing of the past and 
sanctioned as something they voted to have in the 20 th century only? This area does not need to be ? by large scale 
development and is against the current national planning policy framework- there are plenty of brownfield sites to be 
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redeveloped first so that the greenfields can still be enjoyed! ! 13.1.8 Local Infrastructure At present the local 
infrastructure cannot cope let alone when 2000 + houses are built! Oversubscribed schools and GP's now will not ? for 
? such as 2000 houses. There is a huge hole in the finances, to provide this extra infrastructure upgrade - £20 million 
only builds a road NOT the rest and no money is available in the current economic climate to boost the finances. 
Sewerage particularly could not cope as Arun is an area of serious water stress. Upgrades will be very expensive. 
Summary of my say 2000 new houses and on A29 bypass will produce massive congestion, remove all the character 
from the villages, hugely oversubscribed schools and GP surgeries owing to complete under investment in local 
infrastructure, regular flooding and insurance claims with locally and downstream in Bognor, high levels of out 
commuting to find employment, loss of grade one agricultural land in a time when food is becoming more expensive 
due to poor crops. I therefore REJECT all four road options and the need for 2000+ new houses/ I support option 1 for 
houses as I appreciate that in any area there will always need to be some new houses built. NB/ Where is a 
professional, deliverable and sustainable plan? Please research and provide research. 

2366 Housing 
Allocations 

After going to see your Draft Local Plan for 2013-2028 at Aldingbourne Community Sports Centre I was not impressed. 
We all know that new homes have to be built in the 3 villages, so option 1 is the only one to consider. But when I 
asked your official about the drainage and sewage I was told that was Southern Water was responsible, and as they 
were a private company Arun District Council had no control over it. As I live in Barnham and we have had a problem 
with drainage and sewage for the last 10-15 years, I am very concerned where all the water and sewage from the new 
houses will go. 

2249 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I object to option 2 because I feel that this would cause problems both with flooding (due to excess concrete 
areas) not only in the villages but also to the land to the South. I also feel that all the extra housing will cause traffic 
problems and this would not be resolved by the new road as planned. I have no objection to option 1. I do not believe 
that all the excess of 2000 houses are needed nor will be bought by local people and that they will be either bought by 
local people out of the area ho will commute or by people who will use them as second homes. Nopr do I believe that 
jobs will be created in the area for this amount of people 13.1.8 Local infrastructure is pushed to the limits now. as 
proved at north bersted builders go back on there word. The vast building should be allowed unless the infrastructure 
to accomadate it is put into place first. 
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2325 Housing 
Allocations 

I believe the lower rate of house building in Option 1 is sensible and should be adopted. However proper 
infrastructure must be constructed first including vital traffic ? proper drainage and flood protection, schools and 
doctors surgeries. I believe Option 2 is not sustainable within the area, due to the lack of infrastructure and current 
overcrowding particularly on the roads. To feed the A29 onto a B raod, especially at Barnham would appear ludicrous 
and would create more problems than the proposed by-pass solves. The level crossing at Woodgate and Yapton 
require a co-ordinated solution to feed the main road traffic onto an improved A27. I Seriously question the real need 
for such an increase in house building. How many genuine homeless are there who seek employment and housing in 
the village areas of Barnham , Eastergate and Aldingbourne. 

2338 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 The Brownfield site at the old Ford airfield seems to have been completely overlooked. This could provide 
land for much of the housing needs in the period under consideration and also be used to make a link between the 
A259 and the A27. It also has the advantage of providing a road link roughly equal distance between Arundel, 
Littlehampton and Bognor and would remove the need for Greenfield development at Barnham, Eastergate and 
Westergate. 

2324 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I am objecting to the proposal to build 2000 plus houses to the south of Eastergate and Barnham. I feel that ADC 
is totally disregarding the feelings of the residents of the villages, by considering such a large scale development. The 
large block of housing would be extremely detrimental to the character of the area and the villages would merge into 
a new town, which is abhorrent to the vast majority of the current residents. Theses 2300 houses would impose an 
enormous drain, on the local amenities, as I understand the only new amenity being considered is a by-pass, which is 
not required. I believe that ADC is railroading this development for its own agenda, and not the people it reportedly 
represents. We accept that there is a need for affordable housing but surely it would be better and more sensible and 
sustainable to have several smaller developments within the village areas. Option 1 is by far the most reasonable and 
acceptable way of progressing and fulfilling our government quota. Putting a by-pass alongside the villages will suck 
the life out of them, and whilst traffic is always a problem, a ghostly dormitory town would be the inevitable 
conclusion; No business development is included in the plan and this means no jobs for the 4000+ new inhabitants. 

2290 Housing 
Allocations 

SP* 2000 houses (new) would be both impractible and senseless. That number of properties would be potentially 
generate 4000+ vehicles and 4000 occupants requiring employment. Together with the nearby 2000 development at 
N Bersted etc and the obvious lack of jobs locally it would mean most would have to commute by train meaning that 
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would be conservatly speaking 3000 people requiring car parking at the relovent station, not possible apart from 
exasberating the existing traffic problems by a wide marjin. 2000 houses could easily produce 3000 young offspring 
requiring school spaces and all the attendant medical back up'”not possible. Sewerage requirement barely cope with 
the current population let alone surface water, drainage before the proposed covering of land with impermeable 
surfaces. These issues will produce an intolerable set of problems for the existing community! 

2341 Housing 
Allocations 

With reference to the Arun Local Plan Consultation Documents would you please find the following. I am against the 
wholesale development of the local area between Westergate and Barnham of 2000 or more houses and set out my 
reasons as follows, 1. The whole area cannot support this amount of housing. 2. The local Council will not be able to 
provide sufficient infrastructure to support this development, such as doctors, dentists, schools, water supply etc. 3. 
Referring to item 2, it has been proved repeatedly that the local Council lacks support to the already existing 
communities and services you keep cutting back on. 4. Putting a road through this area is ridiculous, why can't a road 
be built from Tangmere roundabout on the A27 through to the A259. This would make more sense and would benefit 
the whole area not just the Aldingbourne District. 5. This sort of large scale development is just a money making 
process for the Local Council and Developers, it does not benefit anyone else, overall. 6. People have moved into this 
district for its near rural aspects and this unprecedented development will destroy the local area and rural aspects. 

2132 Housing 
Allocations 

The draft local plan quotes a number of background documents and cites an extensive programme of consultation. 
VAG's experience is that there appears to be a widespread lack of awareness among the public that this public 
consultation programme has been in place. Housing Policy SP8 The Draft Local Plan presents two housing opitions , A 
target build of 6,000 by 2028 and a target of 8475 by 2028. The latter figure relates to th Regional Plan which is based 
on the 2001 census and sets a housing figure for the District of 11,3000 by 2026 which hsa been extapolated to 12,481 
by 2028 We think that it would be helpful to set out more clearly how the figures have been derived from the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessnment (SHLAA) because it is not immediately clear how these figures relate 
to a given / current popilulation growth rate or a projection of economic growth. The Arun Locally-Generated Needs 
Study produced in May 2010  outlines the following points:  2.1 Housing need and demand is driven by growth in the 
population and the changing structure and age of households. Changes in the size and make-up of the population are 
driven by three main components: birth rates, death rates and net migration, which is the balance between in- and 
out-migration to the District. In Arun District, the death rates has exceeded the birth rate in recent years and thus 
without net migration into the District, its population would fall. Because of the age structure of the population, with 
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zero net migration the District's population would fall by 21,000 over the 20 year period to 2026. 2.2 A level of net 
migration into Arun District is thus necessary to maintain and grow the population base. This is necessary to support 
consumer and public services and the local economy more widely. We estimate that around 5.4% population growth 
is necessary in the District over the period to 2026 just to maintain the current level of employment in the District. 
Delivery of 360 homes a year would be required to support this. 2.3 Our research has shown that projections of future 
population and household growth are particularly sensitive to the migration assumptions. The level of net migration 
to the District will have a significant impact on the level of migration required. This however is an area in which there 
is some degree of uncertainty. 2.4 National projections of population and household growth in Arun are published 
respectively by the Office for National Statistics (ONS) and the Department of Communities and Local Government 
(CLG), both from a 2006 base. These project that the District's population will increase by 27,000 or 18.6% between 
2006 – 2026, and that 17,300 homes will be required driven by the resultant growth in households. 2.5 While these 
projections are based on a variety of inputs, they are particularly influenced by assumptions regarding future levels of 
migration. The ONS projections assume that levels of net in-migration to the District will rise from 1800 persons per 
annum to 2,300 over the 2006- 26 period. Our analysis suggests that this is above long-term trends; where over the 
last 15 years net migration has averaged 1900 persons per annum. Moreover the most recent statistics indicate that 
levels of net migration have actually been declining in recent years falling from 2,400 people in 2001-2 to just 800 
people in 2007-8. Figure 4, in this provides an analysis of housing need in units per annum based on employment 
growth and population growth. Based on annual employment growth of between 230 and 380 jobs per annum (a total 
of between 4,600 to 7,600 jobs over the plan period 2006-2026) the consultants projected the need of between 550 
and 670 homes per annum. Their projection of a 4% Growth (we assume this is meant to cover the economy), and a 
2,100 increase in Employment Growth and 8.2% population growth up to 2026 generates, by their calculation a 
annual housing requirement of 450. Through some extrapolation the 565 units per annum housing figure proposed by 
the Regional Strategy would suggest that some 4,700 jobs over the plan period, 361 jobs per year, would be required 
along with a population growth of some 11%. This appears unrealistic against Arun's economic performance. If Aruns 
static employment over the Plan period with a 5.4% population growth rate housing requirements amount to 360 
units per annum. It is unclear what the current in - migration figures / population growth or employment figures are 
being used by Arun are, but it is difficult to believe in the current climate that they amount to anything like the Office 
for National Statistics (ONS) or consultants's projections. Economic projections are covered in the previous section 
and the Employment Land Assessment report predicts an increase of 3,130 jobs in the period up to 2026. However, 
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this latter figure appears to be unrealistic given the slowdown in the economy. It also needs to be borne in mind that 
the District is the ninth most heavily populated in the South Wast, with only a small land area outside the protection 
of a National Park, which places pressure for development on a very small land area. VAG accepts the need for 
housing to meet local needs and supports the lower housing figure of 400 p.a. and would like to see a clearer, robust 
evidence base within the plan for it. We object to the higher housing figure which is unsound. The conclusion here (as 
far as we can determine in the time available) is that neither the current population growth more employment growth 
justify the higher housing figures and that there is no need for a strategic housing allocation of 2,000 additional house 
within the plan. This level of strategic housing in Eastergate, barnham, Aldingbourne area would completely change 
the character of the area. It would dwarf all three neighbouring villages and merge them together and contradicts 
some of the stated policies within the plan of 'minimising impacts on the countryside', preserving the individual 
character and identity of Arun's towns and villages, avoiding over-development or the merging od settlements. This 
scale of development is also unsustainable. The area is already an Area of Water stress and the increase in housing 
would exacerbate this problem. There is a lack of infrastructure particularly Wast Water Treatment to cope with this 
level of increase, it will further increase and exacerbate traffic congestion on the existing road network and 
exacerbate flooding. The Plan also indicates that ' The development of land that has not previously been developed 
(Greenfield) should only be considered where Brownfield land cannot be developed. However it is not possible from 
the SHLAA to establish what Brownfield land has been considered or indeed to establish what Brownfiled land is 
available (if any) across the District. We would like to see a clearer analysis of all sites outside settlements with future 
potential that are within the SHLAA (appendix 5) Policy SP9: We support the proposed policy towards provision of 
affordable housing (both rental and shared ownership) and suggest that the Council need to be robust in ensuring 
that this is delivered. We also support the a     

2272 Housing 
Allocations 

Section 13, Policy SP8: Housing Development The Locally Generated Needs Study – published in 2010 - examined 
projections for population growth in Arun and also looked at the household formation rate. It referenced the LPA's 
need to drive the economy forward, and made some assumptions about economic growth and in-migration. It 
projected a need for 12200 homes over the period to 2026, or, at the time, 610 units per year. The figure of 425 
homes in the DLP is inconsistent, and that figure itself is in the report based upon some in migration figures which 
need to be re-examined. Boosting the local economy will increase local jobs, but the attraction of the area to locate to 
for business may be hampered by a lack of housing especially given that the employment growth predictions in the 
study say that 550 to 670 houses per year are needed, as a starting point. The study looked at jobs growth too, to 
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support this level of new homes required. The study then says that if 465 houses were supplied this would create a 
very low level of growth. There are demographic issues here too. If the lower levels of new homes were adopted, the 
population would skew more towards the older age groups, further hampering growth and innovation. An older 
demographic usually correlates with higher residential property values, and whilst this may be desirable for those who 
own property, it is undesirable for those seeking to own and a positive deterrent to companies seeking to relocate or 
set up in the District. We would expect any judgement of housing needs to be based on an assessment and the 
SHMAA is now out of date. Our view is that the evidence supports a greater need than the DLP states, that the 
numbers required are 610 per year, which is more than capable of being met, if the numbers are spread out over the 
district, and needs to be met in order to facilitate the desired economic growth and avoid a demographic problem. 
We therefore object to the assessment of housing need in the DLP. The parish/town allocations on page 112 appear 
to be based on numbers totalling to a number (1350) which bears no relation to the sections and paragraphs later, 
what is the basis of those 1350? These do not match with either the 400 or 565 housing targets per year. There 
appears to be a mismatch in dates between paragraphs 13.1.2 and 13.1.6 which may be a typo. 

2174 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Reference A/82/12 1) Transport Links etc – Lack of local jobs in the area means people will have to commute 
outside the local Angmering area. Increased fares will hit commuters, not only those travelling to work in London ( 
higher rates of pay ) but also locally to Brighton, Chichester etc. Car parking at Angmering station needs to be taken 
into account in the fares costs equation as well. 2) Traffic/Roads etc - Currently the A259 and Station Road, Angmering 
cannot cope with the traffic, let alone if several hundred new homes are built in Angmering. Parking in the village is 
minimal currently and there don't appear to be suitable spaces for a new car park. The only policy area considered in 
the plan is for a major increase in housing without any other policy area ( ie: infrastructure ) Any infrastructure for 
roads needs to be put in place before further housing is practical. Reference A/82/12 3) Environment:- Whether it be 
commercial or residential planning/building initiatives will destroy Arun's outstanding landscape. Angmering would 
suffer more pollution of noise, light and air, turning it from being a village into a town. Reference A/82/12 1) – 
Doctors/Medical Centre Currently the Angmering Medical Centre/Doctors can hardly cope with the current village 
population. If there is any increased housing on a large scale ( 500 + houses ) it would not be able to handle it and 
appointments would increase to unacceptable levels. 
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2171 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 In the Littlehampton / Rustington and Angmering area, new housing should be phased such that until the A259 is 
improved between the A280 and Station Road, new residential development should be phased so that it is initially in 
the Angmering area, only when the A259 is improved should residential development be progressed in the 
Littlehampton area. The reason is that if residential development occurs in Littlehampton before the A259 is improved 
there will be even worse congestion at peak times on the A259 and this will encourage greater use of the A284 link to 
the A27 which road already suffers congestion due to the problems of the junction onto the A27. Additional traffic 
should not be encouraged onto the A27 via the A284 until current tailbacks either side of Arundel are eliminated by 
appropriate improvement to the A27 

2095 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 We feel we must strongly oppose option 2 of this plan. Barnham is a small village which currently suffers severe 
drainage and flooding issues. The area has been prone to flooding for many years. The sewage system is already 
declared as 'unfit for purpose' by Southern Water. We currently have no Drs or dentists surgery. We have primary 
school at full capacity with waiting lists for some children currently living with in the village already. Option 2 would 
require massive investment which is not a feasible option. This would lead to these villages becoming a new town, 
without the infrastructure, facilities and jobs for new population. OPTION 1 WOULD BE A PREFERRABLE OPTION with 
each village absorbing up to 100 houses per year. 

2098 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The suggested building of 5000 units at Ford (subsequently dropped) was under a Labour Gov in 2009. Where did 
theses figures come from? Who is now dictating this requirement? The South East is already overcrowded and I see 
no need for any extra housing above the normal development with in the present parish building, boundaries and not 
on green fields. 

2100 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 In filling and brown field sites are the only spaces that are needed for fresh housing in the 5 villages. WE all live 
here because they are villages and not towns which is what all the said development will be. 2000 plus homes means 
at least 2500-3000 more calls where will the people work? And go to school where? The flooding earlier this year is a 
warning we are on a flat plain and extra housing and industry (ive yet to see anything About work for all these extra 
people) 
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2112 Housing 
Allocations 

OBJECTIONS TO ADC DRAFT LOCAL PLAN.- I do not think it is right that our villages should have to pay the price for 
Bognor Regis convenience with 2 thousand or more houses, ( and how many would be affordable anyway? ) I urge 
ADC to adopt Option 1 for the lesser number of house building in preference to Option 2. I think ADC should build 
houses according to local need, eg. Barnham and Eastergate parishes have a need for 100 affordable new homes for 
the foreseeable future and 30 for Aldingbourne. I am a cyclist and I have lived in the villages all my life. I do not think it 
is a good idea to encourage Bognor's traffic to flow north plus the traffic generated by 2,300 new houses ( say 4000 
extra cars ) would cause traffic gridlock in the Five villages area and not solve anything. Linking the building of a road 
with the building of houses is mad. The So called Bognor Relief road will not be completed for another four years 
because the houses at site 6 have not sold and so the builders have stopped building. An alternative to bridging the 
A29 at or near Woodgate is to improve the signalling! If Central government decrees the higher numbers for house 
building, I think the housing should go on Brownfield sites. Large scale development in the countryside is contrary to 
the National Planning policy framework ( Chap 13 Para 13.1.14 ) The UK is not self sufficient in it's food supply ( 60-
65% ) and at present there is a huge hike in food prices. For this reason I believe that building on Greenfields is against 
national interest. 2300 new homes would require new schools-primary and secondary, doctors surgeries, shops etc, 
and a sewerage system that actually worked. I have heard various estimates for this, including the proposed road, is 
between £60-85 million, so there would be a huge shortfall in funding. For this reason alone the scheme is NOT 
SUSTAINABLE. The existing sewerage system is unfit for purpose. It is well-known that when it rains heavily, sewerage 
backs up into Eastergate and Barnham. I believe that concreting upstream of Bognor Regis will make Bognor's flooding 
problems a whole lot worse. In June, Bognor flooded in places where it had never flooded before due to displacement 
of water from where new houses have been built. The flooding was also blamed on the Lidsey and Aldingbourne Rifes 
( Bognor Observer ) I wonder what effect the building of another 2300 houses upstream will have ? Closing of the 
Woodgate level crossing will threaten local businesses. This plan is UNSUSTAINABLE. 

2113 Housing 
Allocations 

I object to the proposal of 2300 houses being built in the five villages. This option will take away the rural life of the 
villages and will in effect create a new town, which upon reading the documents is merely to enable a new road to be 
financed, thus avoiding the Woodgate crossing. Surely if such a road is deemed necessary, then finance can be raised 
by other means other than using our Greenfield sites and to the detriment of the villages concerned. 
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2114 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I object to the proposed development of 2000, plus houses being built south of Eastergate and Barnham. The 
Greenfield land suggested is not suitable in a rural area. The local infrastructure will not be able to cope, adding to 
major congestion problems and sewerage/ drainage problems which most areas within the five villages are already 
experiencing. Should the building works go ahead any major development relating to new roads or 
sewerage/drainage works would not take place until the development has been finished. 

2115 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I am writing to express my grave concerns about the proposed housing/road developments outlined in the draft 
plan. In particular, I am very concerned about the implications of the suggestion to build 2000 houses in the villages of 
Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham and the road bypassing the Woodgate rail crossing. My Principal 
objections to the housing are that :- Such a large number of additional houses would irrevocably destroy the village 
identity of these communities ( Chapter 13, Policy SP8 ) Would generate a great deal of extra traffic exacerbating the 
already congested A29 and adjoining roads, transferring congestion to villages and cutting swathe through green 
fields ( Chapter 16, Policy SP8 ) Would require significant infrastructure in terms of health 
provision/schools/drainage/sewerage which cannot be funded in terms of local cutbacks ( Chapter 13, Section 13.1.8, 
Chapter 20 ) Would increase the risk of local flooding as witnessed recently in the Bognor area where new houses 
have already encroached upon flood plains with disastrous consequences. I am astounded that this plan to build a 
very substantial number of houses on Greenfield sites has been suggested which directly contradicts Government 
policy whilst the derelict Lec site has been given over to a vast retail development by Sainsburys'. This development, 
directly adjacent to the existing Tescos store is totally unnecessary and would have been a far better site for building 
affordable housing so vital to the Bognor area. I, therefore, urge you to reconsider this draft plan in view of the 
widespread and deeply felt local opposition to the plan.   

2133 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I register my objection to options 1 & 2 as currently proposed. Small sustainable development within the cartilage 
and only upon brownfield sites of the villages will become a necessary programme to 2028. Infrastructure 
development should not eliminate any current Greenfield area which are essential for food production, flood 
prevention, wildlife and human resource. Large scale development is a myeptic inception. Arun and Chichester must 
work together as the current SE plan is meaningless, there is a need for a local plan to STOP speculative developments 
set about enriching this beautiful area, rather than totally degrade it. Change can be positive. 
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2135 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Options 1 & 2:- I fundamentally object to building a large amount of unnecessary housing in order to fund a by 
pass road. The plan is ill conceived and the proposed routes would destroy Greenfield sites and valuable agricultural 
land also causing ? load congestion with no reliable route onto the A27, already overloaded. No plans for 
infrastructure or funding in an area that is fundamentally a flood plain, recent unusual weather trends reminding us of 
the real danger of flooding in these areas and the danger of creating more concrete. Without positive business 
possibilities this plan would be an expensive exercise in destruction. We build at our peril ! 13.1.8 We live between 
Barnham and Walberton, on one of the few remaining council Dairy Farms, in the 25 years that we have lived here the 
occasions of flooding have dramatically increased. An area where the water table is very close to the surface, at high 
tides it is possible to measure these differences. In Barnham, local flooding is commonly experienced, flood relief 
measures are constantly in action. More concrete will only increase these problems. We are also in danger of losing 
the ? identity of each of these villages and the local communities within them. Without sustainable employment, 
schools, doctors surgeries, farms and acute sensitivity towards the landscape that feeds us physically and 
metaphysically, now and for future generations. For this to be a viable plan, which it absolutely needs to be, it is 
essential to consider what this will mean in 100 years from now. That is our RESPONSIBILITY as ? of this beautiful land 
of ours. 

2137 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Housing- The area being basically rural, there is not the roads or amenities to cover the amount of houses. Would 
there be a new school, doctors surgeries or even a rail link in your proposals? All are full now. Your proposals have 
roads going through land that have working businesses on now. Have you really considered how this will affect those 
businesses and the people who work for them. There is a flood problem around our villages in heavy rain now without 
adding more housing to the problem. The last heavy rain, the drains could not cope. I was just one person whose 
garden was flooded and with waste, Not nice and not a nice smell. 

2146 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 Development of Greenfield should only be considered where brownfield cannot be developed!!! In an age of 
increasing food shortages why is an area of prime agricultural land being targeted for development. As far as I am 
aware the land south of Eastergate is grade 1&2. 

2150 Housing 
Allocations 

Secondly, the proposal to build in excess of 2,000 houses on green fields to the south of Eastergate and Bamham 
(chapter 13, policy SP8) goes against the National Policy Framework, which demands that Brownfield sites are used 
over Greenfield sites (chapter 13 para 13.1.14) There are Brownfield sites still available in the area yet your proposals 
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include building on grade I and 2 farming land. We need to produce as much of our own food as we can. Once this 
land is built on it is lost forever. My parish of Walberton Binstead and Fontwell contains 860 dwellings; your proposal 
amounts to building a new village which is more than twice the size of Walberton. The proposed siting of the houses 
fills a green space which separates Eastergate and Barnham (incidentally, two of our historic villages, both mentioned 
in the Domesday Book). Your proposal would therefore amount to the creation of a small town, but a small town with 
no local amenities. This would completely destroy the character of the villages. It would further push wildlife to the 
margins and we would lose our rural identity. As villagers, we chose to live in a rural location. We accept the need for 
a limited amount of new, affordable housing throughout the Six Villages, but this needs to be done with sensitivity to 
ensure that our community remains the essentially rural community it is today. Any new building in the vÃllages must 
also take account of the considerable problems we have experienced with sewage and flooding. Barnham, which has 
already had a lot of new development over the years, has had to cope with extensive flooding only this summer. 
Building on green fields is going to exacerbate this existing problem. Not only will the immediate locality be put at risk 
but so too will Felpham, Lidsey and Shripney as the water is bound to be pushed further south. Shripney and Lidsey 
are already, as you are well aware, areas which flood easily. Building and roadworks have already proved very 
problematic in Barnham because of the ground sand in the area and local businesses suffered considerable losses 
during this time. New housing on this scale would also put a huge burden on our doctor's surgeries and local schools 
all of which, primary and secondary, are full. One of the great attractions of the villages, is the success of our schools. 
We do not want to see our thriving individual schools amalgamated at some time in the future into a vast primary 
academy. 

2157 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 1- rate of house building, as set out by the Parish allocation, is what is required – affordable housing for 
the natural local rise in population – integral to the individual villages – NOT a large village obliteration scheme, 
effectively creating a small town where no researched need for it exists. The joining together of these villages will 
effectively create a small town – which is totally unacceptable since no new significant job opportunities exist, or can 
be created in this area. 13.1.8 Building on Greenfield sites is contrary to The National Planning Policy Framework – The 
destruction of high grade agricultural land is unacceptable. Chapter 20 – The existing local infrastructure could not 
cope with such a large development. The new infrastructure needed, is several times the cost of the development – 
medical, social, schooling etc. Who would fund this? Not the developer – and certainly not ' up front'  It would be a 
disaster foe the existing infrastructure. 
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2160 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The Parish allocation of 400 houses per annum, Option 1, should be adopted. This plan for over 2000 houses in 
the Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham area is far too many for the local needs and I believe, is , in 
order to fund a new by pass/bridge over the railway. There is no funding for all the extra infrastructure needed – ie, 
schools, medical and social services-which is several times the cost of the development. 

2162 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I wish to object to the proposal to build over 2000 houses on a Greenfield site to the south of Eastergate and 
Barnham.- This is contrary to Government Policy and David Cameron has stated there should be no building on 
Greenfield Sites where Brownfield sites are available. This will only add to the traffic congestion in the area. I would 
prefer Option 1, as the lesser of the two evils and this was my preference in the 2011 Public Consultation as, I believe, 
was yours. A large area of agricultural land would be lost forever, This country will need this land for future food 
production. 13.1.8 The proposal is in an area of SERIOUS WATER STRESS. I cannot understand why the River Rife was 
omitted from all your diagrams/ illustrations of the proposed development area. Recent heavy rains has clearly 
highlighted the areas at risk of flooding and further development would increase this risk. I also object as the local 
infrastructure would not cope with a huge increase in our villages population. Doctors surgeries, schools and the 
sewage system have already been compromised with the current increases in population in this area. There are no 
jobs for such an increase in population. 

2173 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The proposed 'Garden City ' development of 2000 houses south of Eastergate and Barnham is not sustainable. It 
would change the character of the villages without providing affordable housing, which is required. Such development 
as planned is only traffic funds for the construction of the A29 by pass, ( Parsons Brinkerhoff ( 2.3.7 ) and would mean 
the construction of more infrastructure it would necessitate. We should stick to the original Parish allocations of 230 
new homes over 15 years: 30 in Aldingbourne, 100 in Barnham and 100 in Eastergate and the original Option 1 rate of 
400 houses per annum throughout Arun district ( Chap 13 policy 8 ) With the loss of the rural character of 
Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham would lead to the loss of what attracts visitors to the area. 

2175 Housing 
Allocations 

 SP8 Reference A/82/12 OBJECTIONS/COMMENTS TRAFFIC/ROADS ETC 1) Access and exit on/to small roads due to 
schools, 'rat run'  through Angmering village in early morning and evening rush hours. Each new house built would 
have at least 2 cars on average. Current road infrastructure cannot cope, let alone with more houses. Ref A/82/12 2) 
Schooling/ Disabled School places would be unavailable to accommodate new children. Plus parents are unable to 
walk their children to school because of narrow pavements. Not safe for children to walk unaided by parents, Disabled 
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people unable or scared to use pavements and crossings. Lack of public transport. Reference A/82/12 3) 
Medical/Surgery Any new houses in Angmering and the Doctors Surgery would not be able to deal with extra patients. 
Minimum current waiting period for important appointments is approximately 10 – 12 days. Emergency only available 
Monday to Friday – so either ring early or after 2pm. No-one available on Saturdays or Sundays. Therefore extra 
pressure would be put on local hospitals ie Worthing, Chichester   

2176 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 With the development of 2000 houses south of Eastergate and Barnham, the area will cease to be rural in 
character. We do not want a sprawling town, we want to keep our villages. Neither do we want to see the increase in 
volume of traffic through the villages which would be the inevitable result of such large scale development in the 
area. 13.1.4 The National Planning Policy Framework recommends using Brownfield over Greenfield site. Once our 
Greenfield sites have been developed they are lost forever. Please protect our Greenfield sites. 

2184 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I think option 1 will provide ample housing for the local demand- there are no big employers who are likely to be 
generating jobs for a greater need. We have already had enough flooding in the area without removing more 
excessive amounts of fields which would help with the rain/flooding. I am against option 2 brownfields should be used 
before Greenfield sites. 

2190 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The public services including the sewers are already unable to cope with the local population, schools especially 
stretched. One of the proposed relief roads routes through the wilkes head car park in Church Lane Eastergate this car 
park is also used as by the parents and visitors of Eastergate primary school as its own car park is inadequate so this 
plan would close one of the only thriving pubs in the area and also cause a danger due to excessive parking in Church 
Lane. 

2198 Housing 
Allocations 

OBJECTIONS TO THE ADC DRAFT PLAN These comments focus on the potential impact of the Draft Plan on Angmering 
village. Wider Policy considerations While we appreciate that the Draft Plan must be drawn up within the constraints 
of the NPPF, we are concerned that the Plan is unduly influenced by the South East Plan which the Government is in 
the process of withdrawing. Even so, adherence to the NPPF should not require that the inhabitants of Angmering are 
arbitrarily disadvantaged nor that their opinions are completely disregarded which we believe has happened. 
Angmering has been identified in the Plan as a site for strategic expansion and will be required to absorb a minimum 
of a further 590 houses. This ignores the history of a village that has already expanded far beyond its natural 
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boundaries and is now twice the size of Arundel, but with far fewer amenities. The 2009 Arun district ward profile 
predicts zero growth for Angmering, so that the village is being expanded almost entirely to absorb inward migration 
from outside the district. This is wholly unreasonable and discriminatory'”and against the wishes of the inhabitants. In 
April 2012 SAV asked the village to vote on a proposed sizeable development. Nearly 40% of the village responded 
and of these 99% voted against. Similarly in July 2012 75% of respondents to the Neighbourhood Plan survey voted 
against any large developments in the village. The Plan therefore flagrantly contradicts government policy as 
expressed by the Prime Minister who stated on that 'it is not government policy to dump large developments on 
people that do not want them'  [find exact quote] Angmering villagers wish to see incremental and appropriate 
natural growth in their village. Detailed comment 1.2 We support the intention of 'protecting exÃ¬sting viable 
employment land from other forms of development' . We note that the VHB site on Roundstone Lane is already 
under threat of development as a housing site. 1.3 'protects the land between existing settlements' . This is vital to 
continue to separate Angmering from the villages to the south. 4.1 'Angmering (and other villages) will develop their 
roles as well-connected large villages serving inland Arun; providing an enhanced range of shops, employment, 
housing, community facilities and local services ,supported by improved transport links'  . This will ¡ri effect turn 
Angmering into a town, but the Plan is silent on how shops, community facilities and local services will be 'enhanced'  
and the only identified improved transport link, the A259, is pushed back into the medium to long term, with no 
funding identified. The only policy area seriously considered in the plan is a major increase in housing: and the plan 
suggests that this could be implemented without any other policy area though these need to be in place before 
further housing is practical. 4.10 'with improvements to the A280, proposed improvements to the A259 and possible 
securing of additional school places Angmering is considered a suitable place for additional housing and employment 
growth' . Any further significant development, particularly housing, must be preceded by the provision of better 
roads and more school places. SAV conducted a traffic survey in August 2012 which clearly showed that the village 
roads are already overburdened and the A259 is congested. The developer Wilson Homes noted in February 2012 
when they considered a 300 house development on Roundstone Lane that already there were no school places 
available in Angmering. 4.14 Flooding: The Plan does not acknowledge that Angmering has suffered serious flooding 
regularly and the DoE flood plans show extensive flood risk down Water Lane and through the village. 4.40 'important 
to ensure that new housing ¡s easily accessible to employment, shops, schools, health centres etc.' . This is ¡in 
possible in Angmering where employment opportunities are scarce, shops limited and school places are not available. 
4.49 'minimise additional car traffic .... a key consideration in considering new housing' . Residents of Angmering are 
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already obliged to travel, largely by car, to work, shopping and schools. Further housing development can only 
exacerbate, not minimise, the traffic problem. 4.53 'important to preserve the individual character of ... .villages, 
avoiding overdevelopment or merging of settlements' . Angmering is already overdeveloped and any new 
development, particularly to the south will risk merging the village with its neighbours. 13.1,3 Affordability. The new 
housing in recent developments eg Bramley Green, often priced at c.ESOOK, has not been affordable for existing 
villagers. 13.14 'Greenfield sites should only be considered where brownfield land cannot be developed'  This is an 
important principle. The only recent proposals for new housing in Angmering are for greenfleld land. The villagers 
would like to see small scale development on brownfield sites within the village built-up area. Policy SP8: We welcome 
the list of specifics which must be addressed as part of any application, but are sceptical about how they may be 
applied in practice. We welcome in particular the requirement for development to take place within the Built-up Area. 

2200 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Other than ? the SE plan figures there is no justification for the additional housing proposed. ? ?, ? employment 
semaries or population trends do not support the increased housing figures, Objection to Option 2 as it is not 
evidence based or sustainable nor have the infrastructure costs been properly assessed. 90 million 

2208 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 A Canadian by birth but now British, I lived in a city with my English mother who often spoke of England and it's 
lovely villages. When she returned to see just how true her memories were after 40 years, I accompanied her and also 
fell in love with the English village. After her death, I came to England to study and then to marry and bring up my 
family. I determined to live in villages here and have kept my love of village life for 39 years and 3 villages – the last 30 
years in 2 of the 5 villages. I can understand the need for a few new houses being built when necessary But why 
destroy villages making them into a small town? ( Chapter 13, Policy SP8 ) Why force the village schools to increase 
their classroom size when it has been shown that large classes are detrimental to learning? Why destroy farmland and 
increase flooding by pouring concrete over our Greenfields? Has the council got a never ending supply of sandbags? 
I'm sure you realise that large scale development using Greenfield sites over Brownfield sites is contrary to the 
governments national planning policy framework ( Chapters13, paragraph 13.1.14 ) and that some of the new houses 
built and still being built in Bersted are still not sold! But if it deemed necessary to build more housing my choice is 
Option 1. 
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2213 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 How do you plan to create jobs for the new residents of all the new homes? The homes which are to be built on 
good food producing land. Barnham Road is already a very busy road. Thousands more vehicles would make it 
horrendous. 13.1.8 Do you have plans for the expansion of sewage works? And at what cost. We are prone to flooding 
here mainly because of the building that already exists. 

2215 Housing 
Allocations 

The proposal of over 2000 houses to be built is far too many across Aldingbourne, Westergate, Woodgate, Barnham 
and Eastergate. It is totally wrong to build on Greenfields destroying wildlife and habitat. Food grown on those fields 
will be lost forever. There will be an increase of flooding the fields already flood. The roads will have a higher volume 
of traffic. 

2217 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I am 84 and now on my own. I shop in Barnham and feel safe going out by myself because it is a village and I know 
people. 

2222 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 1 &2 This plan !? is not viable on any option, there is no plan for infrastructure all schools are at max intake. This 
goes against National planning N.P.P.F.etc One could go on forever like this the short answer is NO NO NO to 1 & 2 

2224 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 What has happened to option 1 At a meeting at Eastergate village hall we were led to believe that this was still an 
option and was acceptable for 400 houses per annum in the villages. The villages are already running at capacity at 
schools, dr's even local hospitals so how can we cope with 2230 homes, bringing in at least 4-6000 more people. 

2227 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to object to the option 2 of the Arun local plan 2012 affecting Westergate, Barnham, Eastergate. I believe 
the high rate of house building would result in many problems. There is not sufficient employment in the local area to 
support the sale and occupancy of this number of houses. If people who commute to other areas bought then it will 
increase congestion in the roads. I witnessed the flooding in the local area this year and for some people this was 
devastating. My colleague in Bognor was completely flooded in her house. Building these houses could result in huge 
rainwater run-off and more houses downstream of the development could be affected. These events are traumatising 
for people who are affected. The proposal for option 1 I am more favourable and therefore and therefore I support 
this option. 
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2231 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I opt for option 1 and NOT option 2 There has been no hard research of evidence shown that there is any real 
need or demand for any further housing within this area. Many new homes at the new Bersted site still have not sold. 
And therefore costs will not be met. Building new homes on this scale within these quiet parishes would only attract 
people from London or other over populated areas into our idealic villages. The new homes are not planned for local 
people and therefore will only put even strain onto our roads, schools, dr's and public services. Not to mention the 
added problems. Building on this scale would cause to our already frequently flooded roads and villages. 

2235 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I would support option 1 ie 400 per annum as I believe this is the maximum amount of houses needed for our 
villages. I strongly object to option 2 as we do not have the infrastructure to support so many people. Schools, dr's, 
surgeries, nurseries and roads are already stretched to the limits. Flooding is also an ever present danger 

2239 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I agree to option 2, I reject option 1. We do not need over 2000 additional houses, for local needs, we do not have 
the infrastructure in place to support such a large building plan (schools/drs/water system) I do agree that local 
government require a long term housing plan, will only support option 1 

2242 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I do agree that the local government require a long term housing plan. I believe option 1 is the most appropriate 
for our area. I do not agree to option 2 for the following reasons. 2000+ homes is far in excess of local requirements. 
Should option 2 be carried out developers may pay for all the improvements. We would have to have the 
infrastructure, ie schools (already over subscribed) and Dr's, flooding implications. The list of reasons why this is is 
such a waste of such limited funds is endless. 

2465 Housing 
Allocations 

I wish my comments on the draft Local Plan to be noted, as follows: Overview: 2. I reject the housing targets labelled 
Option 2 which will result in 2300 or more houses in the green fiels inter-village gap between Aidingbourne, 
Eastergate and Barnham as unsustainable, without any evidence base to support them, and contrary to ADC' s own 
objectives; they are moreover derived from discredited and redundant SEERA targets. Option I provides a sustainable 
and generally agreed (by Parish Councils) housing target, and 1 would support this smaller target. Strategic Housing 
Option 2 5. The underlying economic strategy (high-quality job creation in Bognor and Littlehampton), which is the 
ostensible reason for this road-and-housing scheme, is hugely over-optimistic ('aspirational' ) aad will not be 
deliverable in the present economic climate. Much more ffivoured economic centres in Portsnioatli arid Southampton, 
Brighton & Hove, Worthing and the Gatwick 'Diamond'  will attract most new jobs. 6. These new houses would not be 
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located where new jobs would be created (i.e. in Bognor, Littlehampton, and other local commercial areas outside of 
the vihages). 7. Most of these houses would be occupied by out-commuters ,people working in jobs outside the 
district, counter to Aruu DC's own Draft Local Plan objective of increasing high-paid local employment. 8. These 
developments would massively damage and ultimately destroy the uniquc' viflage'  characters of Aldingbourne, 
Barnham, Eastergate, Nvton,Westergate and even Walberton, contrary to Aran DC's stated objective of preserving 
them all as viable separate communities. Similarly, the resultant in-filling of 'inter-village gaps'  would contravene 
another stated Aran DC Local Plan objective. 9. Housing Option 2 is, according to Simon Meecham (Head of Planning 
policy & conservation) , a target set by central government. It is in fact a residual target created several years ago by 
the now defunct SEERA (South East England Regional assembly), and these targets only remain in place because the 
legal process to abolish them is still in progress. They will shortly be fonnally abolished, and it is highly misleading of 
ADC officers to base any housing strategy on them or to seek to shed responsibility onto 'the politicians' . 1O.This 
Option 2 has been rejected by not only the Local Plan sub-committee but by the full ADC council. The claim that these 
targets are imposed 'by the politicians'  (i.e. elected ADC councillors) is misleading. 11. Option 2 -would create a 
complete and large new village, and would require one or two new primary schools, a secondary school, a village hail, 
a doctors' surgery, playgrounds, allotments, etc. The probable Infrastructure cost for this and the road would be well 
in excess of £60 million. The likely contributions from developers would be ionly n the region of £ 14-20 million. There 
is a massive funding shortfall for supporting this new village, and it is clear that existing schools etc. are already 
inadequate for the existing population. 12. Drainage & sewage- there is no meaningful flood and drainage 4udy for 
this infamously flood-prone area. No responsible Planning Authority should consider housing in such an area without 
a detailed and thorough such study. The sewage systm is already unfit for purpose, as acknowledged by Southern 
Water. A further 2,000 households would require a massive invent in sewers throughout the villages & expansion of 
sewage treatment at Lidsey, the funding of whict is not considered in the Local Plan. 13. These proposals are in direct 
conflict with the emerging Neighbourhood Plans of these Parishes, which is contrary to the intentions of the Localism 
Act which prescribeÅ¡ a 'bottom-up'  approach to planning, rather than this 'top-down'  tactic which smacks more of 
Stalinist Central Planning methodology than democracy.   

2394 Housing 
Allocations 

SP* There is no evidence in the draft plan to justify the large number of houses proposed in Option 2. The need for the 
housing is purported to arise out of the planned economic development which is proposed for Bognor. The nature of 
this is unclear and, from recent history, is unlikely. There would surely need to be clear evidence on the ground of this 
i.e. actual development and additional employment before any planning authority can begin to extrapolate housing 
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numbers and the most appropriate location. The planning officers I have spoken to admit there is no analysis for 
housing demand behind the figures in the plan. Any speculative development such as this is only likely to attract 
commuters working outside the district and increase traffic movement which is patently not the aim of the local plan. 
The proposed housing in what is defined as a green corridor will destroy the villages of Barnham, Eastergate and 
Aldingbourne and their separate communities, which residents and parish councils have been working hard to 
maintain. The Garden City approach is not appropriate for rural areas. Instead a suburban sprawl will be created with 
all the current infrastructure problems hugely exacerbated. The combination of mass housing defined more by 
developers for the 'market' in the chosen location will destroy the local environment and fill up the strategic gap 
between the villages. 13.1.14 Declares the need to protect Greenfield sites and to concentrate housing development 
on brownfields sites. This plan does exactly the opposite and will result in a substantial area of agricultural land and 
flood plain being covered in concrete without any analysis of the impact on flooding and the environment being 
included. Preservation of agricultural areas for food production is paramount as well as the protection of wildlife and 
the green landscape. Our villages are already prone to flooding and sewage overflow whenever there is heavy rain 
with significant consequences all the way down the coast. The addition of a huge settlement and yet another road will 
only make the situation significantly worse. It is already the case that the Lidsey treatment works cannot cope. The 
cost of enhancing the capacity at Lidsey will be considerable and yet there is no mention of this known issue. 

2489 Housing 
Allocations 

Re: Arun District Draft Proposal for Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham - 2013-2028 I agree to Option 
1 but object to Option 2 in the Arun District Draft Proposal. The main economic reasons for increased building in 
Option 2 are unsubstantiated. No proof is given in the Arun District Draft Plan for 20 13-2028 that the economy of 
Bognor or Littlehampton will improve with the proposed new homes.. There are large competitive economic centres 
in Portsmouth, Southampton and Brighton along the south coast which support employment in the area therefore 
Bognor and Littlehampton are not viable areas for expansion. Option 1 is acceptable as 400 extra houses per annum in 
the parish can be assimilated into the villages. However in Option 2 the number 2230 houses is well in excess of a 
viable number and is also now a redundant figure based on a government figure set several years ago. The increased 
demand on the infrastructure in Option 2 would be costly and with the current economic climate there is no finance 
available. Flooding and sewerage are a real problem in this area and more building and demand on services would 
only compound the problems. As the economic reasons for building large numbers of houses are unsound so is the 
suggestion of putting the A29 through the villages. The detrimental effect on the character of the three villages would 
be catastrophic. New roads should bypass villages and not cut through them. The increased housing in Option 2 would 
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generate 4500 extra vehicles which would only add to the traffic congestion already existing in the village roads. 
Horticulture is the main employer in this area and if 400 houses are built across the parish as proposed in Option 1 it is 
important that government policy guidelines are followed and that new houses are not built on greenfield sites but 
brownfield site only. There are numerous unused and empty houses in the parish that should be considered for 
refurbishment and hence reused rather than yet more new building. 

2534 Housing 
Allocations 

I also object to a high level of new houses being built in the area (option2). We all recognise that there must be some 
new housing but it needs to be in keeping with the area, not overburden the local infrastructure and provide 
affordable homes for young families. This is best achieved through your Option 1 but aller utilising empty housing in 
the area and with an understanding that Brown field sites should be developed rather that Green field sites. The 
option of a dramatic increase in the number of houses will encourage greed by those who care little for the area we 
live in. Please adjust your plans to fall into line with the reasonable wishes of those who live in this area. 

2435 Housing 
Allocations 

SP* NO MORE HOUSES until ALLthe infrastructure is in place and even then only the very minimum number. I', afraid 
I've had it with Draft local plans. I seem to remember, a short while ago, filling in a questionnaire where it stated the 
preffered optionj on housebuilding was about 365, now we have another expensive exercise revising figures which are 
unaccepatable. You only have to read residents views in the local Gazette (samples provided on comment sheet cut 
out and stapled on) to see that the majority of us do not want any more houses and the talk of 1000 here, 2000 there, 
is appalling when already the infrastructure is inadequate. The A259 and A27 are clogged a great deal of the time and 
will only get worse. Will anyone at ADC listen to what the long-term residents really want? I doubt it and whatever we 
say, the greedy developers will win in the end. After all, ADC did not listen to the concerns of the Courtwick residents 
and have sanctioned 600 houses on farmland. We'll now watch with interest and apprehension to see if the 'localism 
bill'  stands up to scrutiny and if the wishes of Angmering residents and surrounding areas are taken into 
co9nsideration when the decision is made whether to force 500 houses on them. They have obviously decided that 
ADC is going to favour the developers yet again and have little faith in the so called 'consultation'  (see cuttings). 

2388 Housing 
Allocations 

Option 1 400 houses per annum should be the only option to be considered. Any further increase to this number 
would put too greater strain on local facilities eg. Shops, schools, medical etc. Also looking at the un sold houses at 
Bersted can these houses ever be sold to local people who need mortgages without having jobs. I strongly reject 
option 2. 
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2514 Housing 
Allocations 

SP* Roads and Housing Sites Too many houses everywhere and insufficient infrastructure improvements to match. 
Essential road improvement schemes to the A27 (i.e. Chichester bypass, Arundel bypass, plus a 'proper' A27 Spur - 
extension dual carriageway into Bognor) all need completion before any more greenfield housing sites are even 
started. There is little hope of attracting quality companies and employers to the proposed Bognor industrial estates 
unless the current frequent traffic hold-ups on the A29 and A259, caused by both commuters and visitors, are fixed. 
And why does the proposed Westergate level crossing relief road exclude the 25 mph tight bends over the old canal? 

2531 Housing 
Allocations 

Dear Sirs,We wish to record our objection to Option 2 of the A.D.C.'s draft local plan for 2013-202 There is no 
guarantee that developers would keep to their part of the agreement, and there would be a very high risk that various 
reasons would be found that the financial situation may prevent funding of the provision of the bypassing of 
Woodgate and a new crossing.This would likely to be after the houses had been built. In the ensuing time the totally 
irreversible damage and chaos which would result at such a huge addition to the population of the area would have 
happened. None of the existing infastructure would cope with the huge increase of traffic. Local schools are already 
full,the roads unsuitable, and the sewage system s not even able to cope with existing demand. The bus service is 
meagre and has recently been cut even more, so at least 4000 extra cars would be attempting to use small country 
lanes not intended for heavy traffic to access Chichester and other nearby places. It is fairly certain that it the 
management of the hospital were to be asked they would say that they are fully stretched already by existing 
numbers of patients, especially as the average age is getting higher all the time. There is no doubt that the tendency 
of areas to flood already would increase as more land is covered with buildings and therefore unable to soak away 
rain. It would appear that Woodgate crossing is the main problem. At Yapton which is a very short distance from 
Woodgate there is no problem because the gates to the railway are never closed for more than a few seconds, due to 
the system employed 'there , which could surely be installed at Woodgate and thus ensure that the flow of traffic is 
hardly interrupted. Compared to the 'sledgehammer to crack a nut 'alternative idea surely the cost would be 
negligeable and would preserve vitally important agricultural land and the rural character of the area. We unrevedly 
support the adoption of option one 

2510 Housing 
Allocations 

I write to you to register my concern at the outcry of unhappiness being expressed by so many residents at your latest 
Option 2 plans to build 2,230 new homes in the local area of Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham. 
Your original Option 1 plan was realistic and acceptable but always assuming it would contain irreversible caveats 
regarding sewage, flooding, schools, surgeries, parking and similar essential infrastructure. Job generation was also 
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addressed. Option 2 (which now appears to have wholly superseded Option 1) seems to have set aside all the good 
ADC logical thinking expressed in Option 1, and instead now proposes a massive 2000 extra houses to be built in the 
same area solely to fund a railway bridge to replace the Westergate rail crossing. To my mind this new path seems 
devoid of any merit, it is certainly buccaneer way forward, and a scheme which will earn you little respect. I would like 
you to return to your drawing board and produce a plan that might be acceptable to the majority of your electorate. 
In the shorter term it would seem good value to pursue Southern Railways proposal to dramatically improve the gate 
cycles at Westergate (A29). Also to reflect the impact on A29 traffic flows when the Bognor relief road is fully 
completed. I have copied this letter to Nick Herbert, our local MP, because it is not clear to me to whom (apart from 
the local electorate) you are responsible for your actions. 

2391 Housing 
Allocations 

[This Representation identifies Headhone Farm as a location of growth.] [Please see attached document] 

2482 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.1 I agree that Arun should be protected and enhanced. This Plan will do neither for the 6 Villages. I see no 
evidence for how this loss will be offset by gains elsewhere in the District. 13.1.2 Arun's idea of extensive consultation 
is not that of the man on the Barnham omnibus. As evidenced by this current process. I see no evidence of 'former 
extensive' or effective consultation in terms of engagement with the populace of Arun. Rather it is the time rich local 
activists who tend to have a say, usually when they have a very local issue to become involved in. Most people leave 
other areas to make their own decisions. Thus the spectre of housing in the 6 Villages was never adequately 
communicated to local residents whilst the Ford Eco town stole the headlines. This is exacerbated by ADCs reliance on 
the Bognor Observer as the paper of choice, whereas for a significant number of people in the Villages we read the 
Chichester Observer and align to Chichester not Bognor. The 'evidence' of a developing strategy culminating in a 
logical Plan should therefore be tempered by reason. For most people this Plan is a bolt from the blue and in general 
their reaction to the process of consultation is shock at how difficult it seems to be, especially when the use of letters 
and emails is not publicised as a perfectly acceptable way to respond, rather than plough through and annotate 
chapter and verse. The accepted target of 400 houses dispersed across the District proportionately should remain. A 
commitment to lobby Government, ideally with the support of the residents, to revoke the SEP, should be a firm 
element of Council policy now, obviating the need for the unwanted and extreme 565 target that has more to do with 
Labour dogma than localism. The subsequent drop off in economic performance makes that figure totally irrelevant 
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now and incrementally to the end of the period of the Plan. 13.1.3 All areas of the District outside the National Park 
have good access to employment and services. We are semi-rural, not remote. 13.1.6 I reject the concept of strategic 
housing need if the preferred housing target is agreed. The nature of the district will be best almost maintained 
without significant degradation if housing is spread, not clustered. Urbanisation must be avoided. Thus Barnham, 
Eastergate and Westergate (and indeed Woodgate) should not be defined as strategic. 13.1.7 The towns should 
remain the strategic focus for new housing. That's what towns are. More rural villages should remain as such and not 
be ascribed with urban characteristics. 13.1.8 The 6 Villages do not have a range of health facilities. There is one 
surgery in Eastergate serving the four local villages. Barnham station is fed by poor public bus links and has no parking 
capacity to support greater traffic flows. Additional growth will initially reduce choice of services in the area and have 
no ultimately meaningful impact on the need to travel to larger centres. There is little space to expand Barnham 
centre facilities, the road is not fit for purpose if higher traffic is generated, parking will be reduced and if retail is 
developed elsewhere in the unwanted new development, outbound journeys will increase. 13.1.11 The Council has 
voted for the lower housing rate, I am happy to support that rate, spread throughout the District. The higher rate 
should be fought strenuously. There is no need for strategic areas of growth and thus there is no affordable 
contribution to infrastructure development that can be harvested and mis-spent. 13.1.13 No to Option 2. Let's fight 
this and kill it now. 13.1.14 Absolutely, only brownfield sites, of which there are adequate in the District to more than 
accommodate the Option 1 figure. Greenfield development, especially of high quality agricultural land at a time of 
high food imports and uncertainty as to future food supplies, must be strenuously resisted and not casually justified 
by weak policy. Bit late on the gardens for me '¦ 27 or so houses in the gardens behind me, but good to see that 
others won't suffer the same fate. SP8 There is no need for 'strategic housing'. If it was enforced upon the area it 
would be for the people to define how it would best fit our communities and wishes for the future. We would inform 
the Council, as our elected representatives, what our expectations would be and charge them to deliver it. In the 
unlikely event that this should come to pass it will not 'compliment' anything. It might complement the Villages in a 
'least harm done' way. Shoddy prose again. Avoiding coalescence is best practiced by not filling beautiful gaps in high 
grade agricultural land and maintaining local and strategic gaps between settlements, without incursions. Modern 
Garden City approach. Plans for floodlit skate parks, signage and pedestrian refuge island crossings. You are 
completely off target with your concepts of our communities. Don't even think about it. Urbanisation is wholly 
inappropriate for this area. That's why we're fiercely independent and committed to oppose such idiocy. Take your 
urbanisation agenda and stick it where the sun doesn't shine. I would be happy to suggest some suitable dark shady 
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places (or bowers) if needed. We don't want 2000 extra houses over and above Option 1. There are no jobs for the 
people who would buy them. They would be bought (if they were built or indeed sold in the economic climate likely to 
prevail) by people from up country, earning more than they can here and happy to commute back to their jobs, plus 
retirees from out of the area. There is no evidence of plans to create the infrastructure needed to support such 
housing. Not enough schools, congested local roads, no medical facilities, no proper water treatment, inadequate 
drains and sewers, flood certainty and detriment to the whole local and District environment. Madness The accepted 
policy in industry and commerce for the damage knowingly caused by actions that pollute the environment, 
quantitatively or qualitatively is 'the polluter pays'. This housing scheme is only being proposed in order to fund the 
A29 Bypass scheme, in order to appease an unidentified contingent of prospective Bognor employers who might or 
might not then create jobs in Bognor, primarily for Bognor. Under the principle of polluter pays, build the 2000 houses 
in Bognor, perhaps next to the ones that haven't sold yet. The Bognor Eco Quarter might be a suitable site. The A29 
has ever been and remains a non-strategic road, as per my earlier comments. WSCC cite signal alterations as a way to 
address this typical transport 'problem of the peak'. This could be paid for by Network Rail with the money that they 
save by not subsisting the closure of the Woodgate crossing. There is no evidence that this option has been seriously 
considered, costed, debated or discussed. If implemented this would solve the traffic problem at a stroke, saving 
£20million of unnecessary expense and preserving the Villages as their residents clearly wish. Outside peak, there is 
no traffic issue, hence the majority of any spend on infrastructure would be wasted. There is no evidence yet of a 
proposed route for the A29 Bypass. I am aware from correspondence that the Council are already approving a new 
study to look into this (which is ridiculous in itself. How can a first stage consultation be fruitful if the basis of the 
comments made by residents will fundamentally change before their initial views have been assimilated? This is 
wasteful and disrespectful of hard working Council taxpayers). Setting housing back from the railway is not the way 
local housing has developed. Why introduce a requirement that again reflects your lack of insight into the reality of 
our Villages that you are seeking to vandalise. I reject the notion that an imposed housing 'scheme' can ever fit into 
the heart of our communities. It is a first step to urbanisation that should be avoided at all costs. There is no capacity 
for development in the area. It has capacity for food growing and for holding back most of the water that will speed its 
way to flood Bognor if there is any appreciable rain failing upon it. In the Green Infrastructure Study 2012 it did not 
agree with the assertion that 'œEach of the three villages has a unique character' . It quotes Woodgate, not Barnham 
as having unique character. There is a constant confusion in documentation caused by the mixing up of parishes and 
villages (further evidence of your lack of understanding with the area). But Barnham has undoubted special character, 
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as do the 3 other affected villages. Your approach is mightily flawed. Separation will not be conserved if the Local gaps 
are not maintained. If Route D ultimately heads north through the Barnham/Eastergate gap, how can that be 
described as separation. The best separation from your tawdry scheme is if you don't build it at all or separate it 
completely and build it in Bognor. Trees and hedgerow will 'compliment' nothing, especially the report writer's use of 
English. Is there an addendum of transliterations somewhere that we can check for other errors that may affect the 
schemes? The open intensively farmed landscape will not remain because the farm at the heart of our communities 
and church life will be killed off by the overall scheme. It will become unmanaged, unattractive and ripe for 
developers to plan how they fill in the gaps. Why on earth would you spend money planting trees in Binsted valley? 
Who has asked for it? What does it achieve? For whose benefit? This is loony meddlesome tinkering. Save some 
money. Don't even think about it. The residents of the Villages do not agree that we are lacking in open space. (I am 
unable to identify the report that cited a problem on this subject. I did converse with ADC and was given a reference 
for a report but the website did not work and I did not receive a response from ADC in time to add comments here). If 
you talk to us and ask us instead of asking expensive consultants what they think, you will find that we do not feel 
bereft. Rather, we have adequate Rec's and direct access to an abundance of currently beautiful countryside. I reject 
the concept that plans for open space will add character to the areas. This is the opposite of the claimed 'fit' to 
maintain existing character. Floodlit games areas are not in keeping. Wetland features (GISTUDY2012) to take account 
of the high water table in the planned development area is the sickest joke ever heard by 6 Villagers who have to live 
with flooding and excess water and inadequate sewers, as has existed here for years. So why isn't the conservation 
area to the east of the site, which was not even acknowledged as such in the GIStudy, not taken into account in the 
planning of the new development? Isn't this sensitive? It surely is. More sloppy thinking and poor planning. Is there a 
theme developing here? A flood risk impact assessment should have been the first thing that was done when 
considering doing anything in this area, in order to assess the infrastructure investment that is needed in order to 
handle the current Villages drainage and sewage issues before even contemplating further development and the need 
for an impact statement. Barnham's sewers are tomorrow's Felpham flood and next week's lost Blue Flag. Don't you 
get it? So, how much will the investment in community infrastructure (after the A29 Bypass, the Green mitigation, the 
drainage, the sewage, the improvements to road and pavements in the area of the A29) be for the medical facilities, 
schools, employment land (to attract jobs from Bognor maybe) etc. If this cost (the figure of £90million seems a 
minimum round number which is £45000 per property including so called 'affordable housing', this plan is in the 
realms of cloud cuckoo land. It does not add up. It is not feasible. It would not be justified by a Cost Benefit analysis. It 
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is loony. The schools situation requires more than 'addressing'. Published reports suggest that our secondary pupils 
who cannot get into local schools would have to fit into Felpham School. Nowhere near the railway, meaning yet more 
journeys by car or magor investment in new transport links. This when we have high quality schools in the area that 
meet the needs of the community. Indeed it is the proclaimed ethos of our schools that they want to remain 'of a size' 
that allows them to give our kids individual attention rather than the urban ethos of the mega schools of the towns. 
That is the heart of this issue. Smaller versus gross, conservative not liberal, semi-rural not urban. 13 The housing 
delivery section is flawed and requires recalculation. There is no historical data comparison nor a justifying rationale 
for the presented numbers. Why does East Preston only get 30 whilst Eastergate gets 100? Why has a previous plan 
for 5500 house in Ford been replaced by 0 (zero, nil, none, nada). Where is the sense or strategy in that? 13.1.15 I 
reject the concept of flexibility and call for an annual reappraisal process with full transparency, as any business would 
operate. 13.1.18 If the infrastructure necessary to support the full list of issues in the 6 Villages area is not 
forthcoming you will have to cancel any thought of development in the area. 13.1.19 Where is there evidence of 
funding for CPO's? Also where is there evidence of funding for compensation to residents whose property and quality 
of life are afflicted by these plans? SP14 The location of 2000 extra houses in an area with profound flooding issues is 
lunacy.         

2463 Housing 
Allocations 

Chapter 13 Policy SP8 The proposed 'New Town' type development in this 6 villages area is totally flawed in that:- 
Where is the employment? What about the increase of approximately 1,000 more cars on the road? Insufficient 
drainage and sewage to serve the area Lack of infrastructure Yet more crime should this new town be developed. I 
cannot believe that you can advocate this frankly ridiculous scheme. 

2246 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 It appears that the local council has concluded that the only possible way to fund a crossing at Woodgate is 
through the building of many more homes on a Greenfield site. No consultation has been available for other funding 
choices, eg borrow the money from central government (guilt) and pay this back over a number of years with 
increased council tax and business rates (business will benefit from increased trade offered by the bgridge) The 
current economic plight can be linked to an over reliance on the housing market. The proposed plan simply worsens 
the problem, new industry needs to be attracted to Bognor. The area should not become a 'dormitory town for 
commuters to other areas, Additionally the current house building projects around Bognor Regis are falling behind 
schedule of sales and causing delay to the infrastructure improvements it is most likely that the process will be 
repeated with a project based on house sales. 
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2252 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Please reject Option 2, as proposed A29 by pass will not solve traffic problems. This proposal will only make more 
congestion in the villages. 13.1.14 I feel that if by pass were built valuable green belt land would be encroached more 
and more, This should not be allowed. 

2261 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I do not believe that Option 2 is tenable due to the lack of infrastructure planning & funding and the 
environmental impact. Option 1 is more in line with the local community's capacity & requirements. Option 1 Yes 
Option 2 No 

2264 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Questions – Option 1 May work – yes Option 2 Will not work – No 1- What businesses will there be to generate 
incomes to support housing? 2- How likely is it that there will be sufficient interest given the state of the economy and 
competition from Portsmouth, Brighton, Southampton & the Gatwick area? How can building over Greenfield sites be 
justified? 3- How will the sewage be dealt with? How will flooding be dealt with? How will the residents services be 
provided? Plans give no convincing answers to the above 

2283 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 2 creates a large number of houses that will prove difficult to sell. The type of employment available in the 
area is unlikely to provide families with sufficient income to afford the houses proposed in Option 2. The recent 
development around Bognor that are proving hard to sell demonstrate this. Option 1 would meet local needs and 
avoid using agricultural land for housing. Option 1 – Yes Option 2 - No 

2288 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I object to all options. We are villages and wish to stay that way. With massive housing development we will end 
up being the urban district of Bognor. We do not have the jobs around here to support young people after the houses 
are built and schools and Dr's are also at capacity as is our local hospital. 

2293 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 Overcrowded schools, dr's surgeries where will the extra people go. No jobs available ( ihave grandchildren 
struggling to be emplyed) I strongly object to any houses being built in any of the villages 

2294 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 I object to the plans for new housing. Schools overcrowded now – what if new development goes ahead. Can't 
get to see Doctors now – what if new development goes ahead. Please no more houses for our villages 
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2308 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.3 Whilst the strategic objective is fine it should be remembered that the Council should be meeting the district's 
housing requirements not building for the sake of building or building to fund other projects. There is no evidence to 
show that the district needs more than 2,000 homes. Indeed, the rate of sales of new properties in the area is very 
low and selling that number would take may years. By building these houses you are failing the district as they will 
remain unoccupied for a significant period of time due to the lack of demand. 13.1.8 The present infrastructure copes 
but is very close to capacity. Many schools are 'full'  of students and so the influx of residents in the proposed 2000 
new homes would require the building of new schools, Similarly, doctors and dentists have full practices and these 
would either require expansion or new health cent res built. None of this is costed but would be needed: this is a 
significant deficiency in the plan. 13.1.14 Evidence exists that there are adequate Brownfield sites available in the area 
for modest development, if there was a need for additional housing. Rather than building on Greenfield sites which is 
contrary to the National Planning Policy framework. The loss of Greenfield area would adversely affect local ecology 
and reduce the land used foer food production. SP8 2000 new homes would neither compliment nor add choice to 
the existing communities. It would be like putting a new town in the middle of the six villages. There are few jobs in 
the area and so residents would have to commute to work, thus contributing to Global Warming. The roads are 
operating at high capacity and so, potentially, you increase this number by some 3 – 4,000 cars. Public transport is 
inadequate and so road chaos is likely to ensue. 

2320 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 The proposal by ARUN in the Draft of the local plan to build on Greenfield sites to either/ or the East or West 
of Westergate, in the Parish of Aldingbourne, is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework which DEMANDS 
the use of Brownfield sites over Greenfield. There are Brownfield sites within the ARUN area, principally at Ford which 
ARUN has refused to recognize. No evidence apart from a bias 'political'  statement based upon the opposition to an 
Eco Town has been supplied for this decision. Having ruled out an Eco Town why should this rule out the Ford area 
from receiving any housing at all? The area of Ford is conspicuous by its absence from the plan. Where is the evidence 
to support the demand for 2000 + houses in the Westergate area? The current facts are that house building in the 
local area has virtually stopped as there is little or no demand; evidenced by the slowdown, and in some cases, the 
stopping of building on the Felpham and North Bersted sites. I believe the demand for houses within the Aldingbourne 
area is approximately for 30 homes. Why would people come to live in Westergate when there is no industry in the 
area and they would therefore have to 'out-commute'  in order to find work thus adding to their living costs with 
additional and in some cases excessive transport costs? ( Current annual rail return to London is in excess of £3500 ) 
With the recognized poor transport links in the area the majority of journeys would be by car thus increasing 



Page | 711  
 

congestion in the area, The suggestion that a by pass around Westergate would alleviate all congestion is ridiculous. 
The options suggested would simply cause congestion to occur at the junctions of the proposed by pass where it 
merges onto either the Nyton or Barnham roads. The proposed bypasses also fail to take into account t or deal with 
the problems of the dangerous double bend in the road just to the south of Woodgate or the flooding which regularly 
occurs at Lidsey. The plan has been poorly constructed. It fails to take into account local factors and just seems ' Hell 
Bent ' on facilitating an unwanted by pass around Westergate at the cost of Greenfields and to the detriment of the 
existing village. Please reconsider and take note of the alternatives being produced by the Parish Councils who are in a 
far better position to understand and know what is wanted and what is required for their communities. 

2321 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I write to object to the ARUN Draft Plan. The manner in which the draft has been presented with such little notice, 
the staging of public meetings during the holiday period when many people are away and the poor quality of the 
presentations have not played well with many residents. With Councillor Ricky Bower declaring the Westergate by 
pass is a 'done deal'  before the consultations have even taken place leaves me believing the whole exercise is little 
more than a farce. I certainly hope this is not the case. I feel the presentation has been underhand and has sought to 
cause conflict and confusion among those it will effect. Changes to the document. As late as June 2012 and the 
removal of the details pertaining to Option 1 can only be regarded as suspicious. Originally ARUN policy was that it 
preferred Option 1. The new preference for Option 2, a larger number of dwellings, seems to be backed by very little 
evidence. The main criteria behind this new option are that ARUN believe it will pay for the provision of a by pass. 
Even in this, the Council appears to be somewhat short sighted. The building of 2000 houses may just provide the 
capital to build a partial ring road around Aldingbourne but the choices of route go literally nowhere. The choices do 
not start far enough south, so as to cut out the dangerous bends just north of Lidsey and also the areas of flooding 
and they finish either on the Nyton or Barnham roads. Finishing the bypass at Nyton or Barnham will simply cause 
gridlock in those areas. Any bypass needs to extend to the A27 if it is to provide any relief whatsoever. Whilst the 
Woodagte crossing may be seen as an inconvenience negating it with a bypass will achieve what, 3 or 5 minutes off of 
the journey time to Bognor Regis? Will saving 3 or 5 minutes have the effect of regenerating Bognor, of suddenly 
appealing to businessmen that if they move to Bognor they will save on their travelling time? I don't thi9nk so! 
Cheaper factory units, assistance with start up costs, assistance with training, lower rates and a work force, the latter 
of which Bognor already has with its high unemployment, will be far greater attractions. The WSCC already have a 
creditable plan in effect for increased access to Bognor with their plans to develop access to the east, on the road 
from Littlehampton to the A27 and for new traffic access to the A27 at Chichester at its junction with the Bognor 



Page | 712  
 

Road. Let these road improvements take place first then re-access if further improvements are required. A by pass is 
NOT WANTED , 2000 new houses are NOT WANTED , The loss of green fields, which once lost will be irreplaceable, is 
NOT WANTED . Changes to our rural life by turning the area into an urban sprawl is NOT WANTED 

2322 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 ADLP Policy Gen 2/3 SEP Policy CC2 and The Framework Paragraph 17 IT is strictly contrary to adopted ADLP 
Policy Gen 3 to protect the countryside because the site is outside any built-up settlement boundary defined by Policy 
Gen 2. The addition of over 2000 dwellings would in effect treble the development of Westergate and form an urban 
extension into the countryside. The scale and intensity of this amount of new building would substantially alter the 
scale and intensity of the landscape and the adjacent settlements. Whilst Policy Gen 2 and Gen 3 may be considered 
to be out of date, the area around Westergate, outlined for development in the ARUN Local Plan, would nevertheless 
cause a significant degree of harm to the intrinsic rural character of the proposed site. I believe this to be a material 
consideration still recognized by Framework paragraph 17 as well as SEP Policy CC2 and must be taken into account in 
the balance of planning considerations. 

2323 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 Local Infrastructure - The Draft Plan suggests that developers would contribute not only to the building of a by-
pass but also towards drainage/flood relief works. Local inhabitants would also expect other local services to be 
provided, or existing services to be upgraded or enlarged; these would include a larger doctors surgery, new schools, 
further dentist, further shops, additional sporting facilities ( properly laid out pitches with changing facilities ) and an 
increased or larger new community centre. With recent patterns of flooding, 2000, 2010 and 2012, in the area due to 
heavy rainfall, local residents are naturally concerned that with the reduction of the existing floodplain, due to the 
building of 2000-+ homes on it, flooding will be exacerbated. In addition there are concerns that the local sewerage 
treatment plant will be unable to cope. ARUN themselves have reported several leakages of sewerage in the area in 
the last few years. It is widely suggested that this whole development in driven by a minority in Bognor Regis wanting 
to 'regenerate'  the town. That houses built in the green belt around Aldingbourne will pay for the building of a by-
pass that in turn will miraculously provide greater ease of access by speeding up journey times by a few minutes. Not 
attending to the basics such as water treatment and sewerage could easily result in overflows of sewerage into the 
sea off Bognor which will do little to help the town retain its 'Blue Flag'  beach status or attract anyone to the area. It 
is obvious that the cost of the by-pass alone will leave the developer of just 2000 dwellings unable to contribute 
anything towards these additional infrastructure necessities. ARUNs plan is bereft of solids ideas it is at best a dream. 
If this dream plan is continued it will see the end to a large swathe of green belt a 'by-pass that goes nowhere and 
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relieves nothing in the way of traffic congestion, a number of empty dwellings and developers who will walk away 
without fulfilling their obligations to the community. The Draft Plan needs to be re-thought from top to bottom. The 
developments it proposes are unsustainable. Current local amenities will be overwhelmed with the proposed 
development that will almost treble the housing stock of the Parish of Aldingbourne. 

2327 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing in respect of the Aran Local Plan 2013-2028 I should like to register my support for Option 1 if and only if 
any developments are on Brownfield sites and take into account any environmental impact surveys and do not 
decrease the quality of lift of residents in the 6 Villages Area. I completely oppose Option 2 for the following reasons: 
1) the environmental impact would be catastrophic and irreversible. This area acts as 'green lung' for wildlife and 
people alike. It acts as a wildlife corridor North! South all so rare in this area and along the South Coast in the area 
bounded by Christchurch and Brighton. Rare populations of Skylarks and Great Crested Newts would be destroyed. 2) 
the flawed solution to incorrectly perceived traffic flow issues suggested in Option 2 is to build a new road. Building 
new roads creates more traffic and building new homes to pay for the road will create even more traffic in addition to 
the induced traffic a new road would bring; 3) building a new road as suggested in Option 2 and then closing the 
Woodgate Crossing is a fatally flawed suggestion; 4) building a new road to move perceived bottlenecks to the Lidsey 
bends is a fatally flawed suggestion; 5) to reduce traffic congestion at the Woodgate Crossing 2l Century sensors and 
crossing facilities should be installed not the 20th Century ones we endure and sit waiting at when no trains are 
passing or are even near; 6) to reduce traffic congestion at the Woodgate Crossing 2181 Century integrated transport 
solutions arc needed including fit for purpose bus services and dedicated cycle tracks; 7) building the number of new 
houses proposed in Option 2 is a fatally flawed proposal as there is insufficient infrastructure to support any influx of 
inhabitants. The current provision of surgeries and mental health and social s enrices are either barely sufficient over 
'”stretched or dangerously thin on the ground e.g. speech and language provision and mental health provision for 
under 5s; 8) the Villages communities do not have the support structures and infrastructures needed for an 
adolescent community that will be the result of a new town. The influx of inhabitants (from what would be the 
required proportional development of social housing including those to be re-housed from riots in London for 
example) will need established high-functioning services which cannot be afforded in Option 2 if the profits gleaned 
from the developers are spent on an unnecessary road (for example youth service provision alter school hours); 9) 
recent flooding events and road closures due to snow have shown that the transport infrastructure in this areas is not 
fit for purpose ( due to the lack of an integrated transport plan) increasing the strain on the afrcady substandard 
transport infrastructure by introducing many more homes is a fatally flawed suggestion. 
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2328 Housing 
Allocations 

I object strongly to building on green belt land. Those fertile fields will be needed more and more in the future to 
grow food. 

2330 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to voice my deepest concern regarding the possible desecration of the pretty villages of Woodgate, 
Westergate, Barnham and Eastergate if planning is granted for the construction of 2,230 new homes and a new 
Bypass. I have lived previously in the village of Westergate since 1956 and now Woodgate since 1981 and I have seen 
extensive changes as the result of new house building during this time, new developments including building a 
complete housing estate on a recreation ground where 1 used to play as a child. Our little villages would lose their 
'village'  character if 2,230 houses were inflicted on them and are too far from areas that require the greatest housing 
need preferably close to all the required amenities such as peop'es places of employment thus cutting down travelling 
times, public transport, shops, leisure facilities etc and this should be carefully taken into consideration. There are not 
enough services to accommodate large developments in our villages, ie one doctors surgery in Eastergate and there 
will be an increased pressure on our local schools as well as other facilities. There is already a problem with flooding in 
the Barnham area which has resulted in the Primary School in Elm Grove being closed in the past and there does not 
appear to be any plans with regard to further flood protection in these areas. Small pockets of affordable homes are 
required as part of the Parish allocations of 230 for Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate but brownfield land is 
more substainable for larger developments. The National Planning Policy Framework demands that Brownfield land 
should be used as building on Greenfield land is contrary to Government policy. Option 1 would be the only sensible 
Option in order to accommodate the housing need required for our villages but not to have a major impact on the 
local area and the devastation of the surrounding beautiful rural countiyside which would happen with the erection of 
2,000 plus houses thus causing increased traffic flow from the increase in vehicles from the new houses, major 
gridlock and increased pollution from vehicle emissions which would also be a Health and Safety issue. This would not 
be eco friendly for the environment when we are trying to save the planet from the effects of global warming and 
further damage to the ozone layer. The options for cuffing a new A29 Bypass from Lidsey and the erection of all these 
houses around Woodgate, Westergate, Eastergate and Bamham would wipe out the villages and devastate the 
countryside including farmland and the wildlife habitats would be totally destroyed. It would open up the area to 
further development and therefore more traffic chaos on the roads and would exacerbate the situation not solve it 
and our villages would be lost forever. It would not be viable to close the Woodgate Level Crossing and erect a 
footbridge. Residents need to be able to access to the right over the level crossing by vehicle or on foot to get to and 
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from work or take their children to and from school, doctors, hospitals, local shops (whose businesses would suffer as 
a result of the closure). How would an elderly person or someone in a wheelchair or a child in a pushchair get up a 
footbridge? Ambulances, Fire and Police emergency vehicles would not be able to gain access which would put the 
lives of adults and children at considerable risk as the emergency vehicles would have to take a complete detour 
which could be the difference between life and death. 

2332 Housing 
Allocations 

Arun District Council Draft Local Plan for 2013-2028 lam writing to express my very strong objection to Option 2 of the 
draft plan. My main reasons are: 1. Destruction of Agricultural Land and Rural Villages More than 2000 houses ¡n the 
Barnham/Eastergate/aldiflgbOurfle parishes are far too many on top of the extra houses proposed in Option 1. Option 
2 will destroy the character of the area as well as good agricultural land which once lost can never be replaced. Our 
villages will be submerged in an appalling urban sprawl. 2. Traffic Congestion and Pollution from Thousands More Cars 
There are very few jobs in the area and those who have to work will drive to other locations. We have seen 
considerable development in the parishes and there will be a lot more '” increasing considerably due to the present 
relaxation of planning restrictions. Development means progress arid is a good thing but option 2 is completely out of 
proportion and will result in misery for many people in the localcommunity. Option 1 will allow a lot of housing 
development on brown field land and this will accelerate but still evolve in a balanced way. There ¡s still a lot of 
brownfield land in the area. So my plea is to adopt Option 1 and to discard the draconian and very destructive 
proposals outlined in Option 2! PS Call me a NIMBY, and I guess I am, but I feel more concerned about the ruination of 
what I've worked for than anything else in my life up to now and I am 76. 

2337 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 The main proposal are on green field sites at the back of Barnham, Eastergate and east of Westergate. The 
brown field site at the old Ford Aerodrome has been completely ignored. It could provide for much of the housing 
needs in the area and also a link between the A259 and the A27, removing the need to upgrade the A29. I am not in 
favour of any of the options but as a last resort, Option 1 would be my choice. 

2343 Housing 
Allocations 

No to 2000 Houses No clear local strategic plan Indecisions about railway and road network We want village life, not 
town Questions asked about infrastructure not clearly answered. Keep our villages together, improving the unity 
between Parish life and the Parish Councils, working together by not adding roads separating them. 
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2351 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 There appears to be no evidence that 3000 new houses are required. It would seem likely that this number of 
houses is required to provide the finance for the elimination of Woodgate railway level crossing. A new 'Village'  to 
the south of Eastergate would be a disaster-Bognor and Eastergate would ultimately be joined. Smaller scale 
developments in existing Villages would be far better. By definition, the 'Settlement Boundary'  will contain little land 
for development within it. For Villages to ' Develop their roles as well connected large Villages' '¦. Some land outside 
of the settlements must be used. Why is there no co-ordinated plan for Villages ( To stop garden grabbing and 
piecemeal development) Village Plans should include some new housing, new infrastructure, amenity areas, play 
areas, etc. 

2353 Housing 
Allocations 

Why build 2000 houses in Westergate When thepis no work in the district. The doctors are overloaded . The schools 
are full. The sewerage is Over flowing The road system is over loaded, and with 2000 new houses at the least 4000 
extra cars on the roads where do they go ? ? ? Building on Greenfield land against Government policy.(Chapl3, Para. 
13 .1 .14) Closing level crossing would divide Westergate and Woodgate Poor public transport 

2355 Housing 
Allocations 

I object to some parts of the Draft Local Plan: 1. Housing Option 2, which would facilitate development of more than 
2,000 unnecessary new homes in Eastergate, Barnham and Westergate,. 2. Recommendations for re-routing the A29. 
3. The Local Plan needs to provide better protection for green fields, agriculture and horticulture. Housing Option 2 
should be rejected because: . There is no reason at all to suppose that so many new homes are needed. Previous 
experience of much smaller developments in the villages has shown that there is very low demand for new housing 
from local people. The houses have subsequently been taken over by housing associations and eventually occupied by 
people from outside of Arun District. They often attract undesirable families and become a focus of antisocial 
behaviour. . The cost of infrastructure required by new housing on this scale would cost much more than any financial 
contributions that could be obtained from developers. . Housing Option 2 would devastate the unique character of 
each of the villages at risk, and do colossal harm to existing communities, without providing them with any 
worthwhile benefits. No assessment of drainage, sewage disposal and flood prevention has been carried out on the 
proposed locations for new housing. In summary, I urge Arun councillors to adopt Housing Option 1; to discard 
Housing Option 2; and to reject all four proposals for re-routing the A29 in favour of a new, more logical alternative. 
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2358 Housing 
Allocations 

I wish to submit my views, as follows, on the Draft Local Plan. I object very forcefully to certain proposals: (1) Housing 
Option 2; which seeks to promote the development of 2,000 unwanted, unneeded 'strategic housing'  in the parishes 
of Aldingbourne, Bamham and Eastergate, and a further 500 in Angmering; (2) Four deeply flawed suggestions for re-
routing the A29 trunk road. 1. Housing option 2 The Draft Local Plan seeks to justify housing option 2 on the basis of a 
strategy of job creation in Bognor Regis and Littlehampton. This strategy is unachievable 'pie in the sky' . Why should 
new jobs be created in Arun in competition with far more favourable commercial areas in South Hampshire, Gatwick 
and Brighton? Furthermore, the proposed 'strategic housing'  would not be located where the new jobs were 
created. Most of these houses would be occupied by out-commuters, people working outside the villages, and largely 
outside of Arun District. Option 2 would in effect create a big new village on a greenfield site. This new settlement 
would require at least one new primary school, a secondary school, roads and pavements, village hall, GP practice, 
post office, general store, playgrounds, playing fields, allotments and a complete system for surface water drainage, 
sewage disposal and flood prevention. The cost of this essential infrastructure would far exceed any fmancial 
contributions  obtainable from developers. Moreover, there would he no funds left over for building a new route for 
the A29. Housing Option 2 is simply 'economically illiterate' . Land throughout the 'six village'  area is very susceptible 
to flooding. Yet no scientific drainage and flood risk study has been conducted at all. It is highly irresponsible for a 
Planning Authority to propose large-scale new housing in a likely flood-risk area. Arun DC has a very poor track record 
in such matters, as evidenced by the very severe flooding in Felpham and Bersted on 11th June 2012. These 
developments, if permitted, would utterly destroy the unique semi-rural cultures and quality of life for residents of 
thriving successful villages - Aldingbourne, Barnham, Eastergate, Nyton, Westergate and Walberton. This outcome 
would be massively out of keeping with Arun's stated objective of preserving them as viable separate communities 
separated by 'inter-village gaps' . This massive, unwanted and hugely unpopular new housing scenario would do 
nothing but harm and provide no discernible benefits to the villages. This is scarcely compatible, and in fact is 
blatantly inconsistent, with the Government's 'localism'  philosophy, as enshrined in the new National Planning Policy 
Framework. The absence of any effective evidence base for Housing Option 2 is glaringly obvious. It is arguable that 
such information should have been provided before the Draft Local Plan was made available for public consultation. I 
was appalled to learn that Arun is proposing to commission a number of very costly studies to back-fill the missing 
evidence base for Housing Option 2 (and for re-routing the A29). This is an incompetent approach which seeks 
frantically to build a cart long after the horse has been put out to grass. More disturbingly, it appears to be a 
spectacularly irresponsible waste of public money to commission such studies before the results of Phase I 
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consultation of the Draft Local Plan are to hand. Should the consultation show overwhelming rejection of Housing 
Option 2 and of the suggested re-routes for the A29, such studies would be redundant. The District Council surely has 
a duty to review the outcome of the current public consultation before committing funds on work that may not be 
necessary. Arun DC's 'Options for Growth'  consultation in early 2009 presented Arun residents with three choices for 
housing development: (1) through expansion of urban areas i.e. Bognor & Littlehampton; (2) Ford eco-town; or (3) by 
growth in the villages. The result of this consultation showed a modest preference for Option 1; however, villages 
throughout the District told Arun DC that they were prepared to accept a proportion of the new homes, provided that 
these were apportioned evenly throughout all of Arun's villages, rather than loaded disproportionately upon one or 
two communities. Arun conducted a second 'cluster meeting'  consultation in early 2011 in which District residents 
were asked to express a preference for the number of new homes to be built throughout the duration of the 
emergent Local Plan. The outcome of this consultation showed a very clear preference for a level of new housing 
consistent with Option 1 of the Draft Local Plan, and overwhelming rejection of the number of new homes expressed 
in Draft Local Plan Option 2. Democracy demands that the findings of these public consultations should be followed in 
the Local Plan. Arun councillors must select Housing Option 1. Conclusion I urge members of Arun District Council to 
choose Housing Option 1, and fimily refuse Housing Option 2.of the Draft Local Plan, and to reject all of the current 
proposals for re-routing the A29 in favour of a new approach to be devised by District Council officers. Please embrace 
the spirit of 'localism'  and, as democracy demands, respect the results of previous public consultations on housing 
numbers and locations. Housing Option 1 is the only acceptable choice for incorporation in Arun's emergent Local 
Plan. 

2362 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing Option 2 must be rejected because there is no evidence provided to show that so many new homes are 
needed. Previous development schemes in the villages have indicated that there is very low demand for new housing 
from local people. Such houses often stand empty until a housing association steps in and supplies homes to people 
from outside of Arun. Housing Option 2 would do colossal harm to existing thriving communities, without providing 
them with any worthwhile benefits. I ask Arun District Council to implement Housing Option 1; to dispense with 
Housing Option 2; and to reject all four present proposals for A20 re-routing and insist on a more logical, less 
damaging alternative. 
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2365 Housing 
Allocations 

Re: 'Option 2' proposed development of over 2,200 house and new bypass options I wish to raise the following 
reasons for my continued objection to the 'Option 2' proposed development. The surrounding area has a history of 
flooding. The proposed development will hugely increase the already serious flooding and sewerage problems in the 
Barnham, Westergate and Aldingbourne area. It is recognised that extensive remedial ground works are required to 
remove the threat of flooding. The sewerage plant at Lidsey cannot cope at present with any overloads due to surface 
rain. Eastergate and Barnham have often had floods of raw sewerage in schools, playing fields and gardens. The 
recent floods and severe climate change only serve to emphasise this problem. The extra rainwater run off caused by 
covering green fields in tarmac and concrete would cause much worse flooding. The foul drainage system is also 
inadequate during heavy rain meaning that they overflow into the streets. Who is going to buy all these houses ? The 
entire population of Arun District is approx. 150,000, so unless there is a major influx of newcomers to the district the 
houses are unlikely to sell. There would be more cars on the small local roads. The extra cars, say 3000 at a 
conservative estimate will have to get to the A27 somehow. These people would have to commute to work mainly by 
car. The local Doctor's surgeries and Schools are already over subscribed. The proposal to force 2,230 new houses 
onto our villages is unsustainable. It would be doubling the population in a small area with no extra infrastructure or 
essential services. It would completely destroy a very pleasant part of rural Sussex. It seems to me that money is the 
main factor in all that goes on around us with little concern for the residents of the area or the disruption caused to 
them and you should re-think and oppose this development. 

2368 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 Large scale development is contrary to national policy. Browfield sites should be used over Greenfield sites 
option 1 is preferred 13.1.8 Local infrastructure cannot cope now! Arun area of Barnham and surrounding villages are 
already under serious water stress. No to option 2. 

2371 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 School, Sewerage system, will not be able to cope with extra houses. The cost of upgrading will far exceed the 
developer's contribution, How will the extra be funded? If the developer has to meet all the cost, the houses would 
have to be grossly overpriced-who would buy them? 

2377 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 I object to the proposals because: The local infrastructure cannot cope as the roads, primary schools, doctors 
surgeries and sewerage are at maximum capacity. In addition 2000 extra houses would create a serious flooding risk. 
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2379 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 2 is the most absurd proposal we have ever heard and totally unsustainable, 2,230 houses would mean up 
to 7,000 extra people most with cars and children. Where are all the jobs, schools, extra medical services coming from 
as this is already an area of low employment. We would no longer be the five villages but would become an urban 
sprawl. All the extra concrete which will be around due to the new houses, roads etc will add to the already high risk 
of flooding to the area. We ourselves have been the victims of flooding in Barnham and know what distress and 
upheaval it causes. The flooding would potentially be far more widespread causing further local mayhem. 

2381 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 There are far too many homes already that have been built in these villages – we don't want villages turned into 
towns – no jobs at the moment for younger generation – proposed new homes are not going to before local people, 
but for people like powers to be in London want London based people to move out – this is all down to immigration – 
Cameron promised prior to election that local people would decide on the amount of housing in their areas – another 
load of lies by government. 13.1.8 We have to wait on averages 2 weeks to see a doctor of your choice – trying to find 
a dentist is a big problem – already overcrowded. There will be more flooding as land being built on takes up more 
fields etc. – more houses means more water is being used. Where are extra resources coming from. 

2386 Housing 
Allocations 

4. Chapter 13, Policy SP8. The Choice of Option One and Option Two. Initially Local Residents attended a number of 
'consultation meetings'  throughout 2011. Option One was the choice of the majority of residents, a slower, more 
manageable pace of development of 400 houses per annum by 2028, concentrating on Brownfield sites. Suddenly, in 
June 20 12 there was a diversion from that achieved by democratic process, a suddenly hurried pressure to force the 
building of 2,230 houses en mass on green fields '”-apparently to fund a new road! This may be interpreted as 
coercion as well as a deliberate breach of democratic process. 

2393 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Not sure a need has been established for housing in aldingbourne, westergate, eastergate and barnham. Houses 
that are for sale at present do not appear to have been sold. No jobs locally and public transport links to Chichester 
are not accessible within walking distance of woodgate, therefore more houses will add to more congestion, the 
problems of poor links have not been put right in the local plan. 

2400 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Already too much traffic on our road Building more houses will only cause more problems 13.1.8 Again roads too 
busy – Doctors difficult to make appointments Schools already have large classes. 
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2405 Housing 
Allocations 

I am totally against the proposal for 2,300 new houses for the following reasons: 1. Where are the jobs for all those 
people? 2. Where are the schools, doctors, dentists, children's play areas etc.etc. 3. Another possible 5,000 cars will 
clog our roads 4. Existing flooding problems will be increased 5. Will destroy separate village atmosphere 6. None of 
the above has been taken into consideration 7. In the 9 years we have lived here Barnham road has seen 8 new 
developments. Barnham has had enough. We do not want or need anymore houses 

2407 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Options 1 & 2 I agree with option 1 to meet local needs of say 150 houses over the years. I disagree with the 
building of 2300 houses on the Greenfield sites just to partially fund the building of part of the A29 plus a railway 
bridge. Where will the remainder of the funding come from for drainage, schools and doctors etc. which are already at 
their limit. Housing Build the sites that already have planning approval. If necessary these could be purchased by the 
council and build social housing. Building 2300 houses in the villages will add to the number of people commuting to 
work. This will make us a suburb of Bognor Regis and only extend the job density level further in the area. The new 
sites in Bognor are not selling. Is there a need for lots of houses locally? Or are we building for other boroughs' i.e. 
Worthing. 13.1.14 Greenfield Land Government policy and Ricky Bowers statement that building on Greenfield sites 'is 
to be avoided' . There are brownfield sites in Arun area that would be more suitable with road and rail links i.e. Ford 
airfield could accept some housing. Why ruin villages by 'plonking'  2000+ houses on a Greenfield area? 13.18 Local 
Infrastructure The local infrastructure is already at capacity Primary schools – No space Foul & Surface water – 
Flooding in the villages flows into the rifes and causes problems to various parts of Bognor. This will exaggerate the 
problems further with more development. Doctors/Hospitals – waiting lists extending even longer. 

2652 Housing 
Allocations 

[Anonymous response - no details attached to letter] Following my attendance at the presentation of the Arun Local 
Plan at the Aldingbourne Village Hall on 2 August 2012 I would like t make the following comments: 1. I believe that 
your plans stated that the Objective of the plan was that the overall feeling of the villages of Westergate, Eastergate 
and Barnham was that this should remain unchanged. I would suggest that given the development of Eastergate and 
Westergate that this will not be possible and that the nature of the villages will change greatly. 2. The last Local Plan 
prepared included the construction of a Westergate By Pass, along a route which I was under the impression had been 
agreed, was finalised and included a new bridge over the Main Coastwise railway line. Judging from the presentation 
given this would appear not to be the case. 3. The presentation, while being visual gave me the impression of being 
rather amateurish. I would have thought that given the nature of the plan that some details of the assumptions 
behind the proposals would be given so that all the plans and maps consisted of "Pretty" colours superimposed on a 
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map. The proposed route of the Westergate By Pass (A29) given was very vague and did not nclude any viable linkage 
with the existing road network and as such could not be viewed seriously. 

2574 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing Policy – Barnham & Eastergate I strongly object to Option 2 in particular. The villages will lose their individual 
identities, they will become a sprawling conurbation and eventually the northern outskirts of 'Greater Bognor'. 

2667 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I do not think the proposed development of 2,000 houses is a good idea. I understand that more houses are 
needed but this number would completely destroy the character of the Villages and would adversely affect the local 
schools, Doctors, etc. 

2674 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Bognor has one industry 'TOURISM'. Yet this is not enough to give work for the town and there is out commuting. 
But the Highways say there has not been a census exactly at the level crossing to determine where the commuters go 
to work. This should be the first step. DO the HOMEWORK. And when the Bognor Relief Road is finished this will 
change yet again. More importantly, people want to live close to the sea, not miles inland where there is no industry, 
no infrastructure and no work apart from tossing the hay, an occupation foreign to our modern sedentary natures. 
Leave the Green Belt for the quiet farming communities and ramblers and retired older folk. They will soon be a 
greater percentage of the population than ever before and will vote to preserve the silence that is golden. Our 
Olympics have awakened a new National pride and spirit of good news. Our Golden medalled Cyclists have made us 
aware of a national heritage beyond football. Let us not be blinkered into ever considering housing estates in villages. 
If Arun's priority is job creation, dumping more unemployed people in these villages is a funny way of improvement. 
13.1.14 But here I would like to introduce a new (and very old!) concept. Reading a recent Cambridge University 
Alumni edition, I was struck by an article on Hodology, a word not found in the Dictionary. It means the study of 
routes and the reasons they were necessary. In feudal times it seems we skirted around the fields and farms of rich 
landowners giving us our characteristic charming and peaceful country lanes, the envy of the USA. Then came the 
Romans who wanted to get from A to B and went straightest way, like our high speed rail routes, and the quickest 
way, by 'forced marches'  to Londinium. The point I wish to make is that the A29 should go straight, but where to? 
Not to London, as I am sure we have not done a traffic census of cars leaving Bognor to go North. So where is the 
commute to? Is it Gatwick Airport? If so the best route is the A24, built for North/South fast travel. This means that 
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the coast route West/East is far more important than the A29 and I am glad that the new Bognor Relief Road is 
addressing this. Let us keep our green hinterland. Once under concrete there is no turning back. Build your houses 
with the sea in sight, either side of the relief road. 

2584 Housing 
Allocations 

We have already seen the problems created by small developments in the villages. The building of larger estates will 
exacerbate these problems. OPTION 1 may enable the community to cope – providing the infrastructure is put into 
place first. 

2560 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing with good access to employment – what employment? 

2654 Housing 
Allocations 

Option 1 is the only sane one for this area. There is no guarantee that the developers would fulfil the agreement to 
fund a Bypass. The houses would be built before any consideration were given to other matters, and then it would be 
too late. Valuable Agricultural Land would be gone forever. The tendency to flood would be greatly exacerbated. And 
5,000 plus more cars would be attempting to use small roads. There are no plans for schools. Bus transport has been 
cut to near non-existence. The sewage system is not coping now, and I wonder if anyone has consulted the 
management of our over-subscribed hospital. There are few local jobs vacant and houses currently being built are not 
selling. 

2554 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 Everyone who lives here knows how high the water table is and how groundwater rapidly becomes a problem 
at time of heavy rain. The presence of raw sewage in the roads is well documented and acknowledged at previous 
Council meetings. It seems now that this serious health issue is to be ignored. How can this be so? And how can we 
seriously consider making matters worse by pouring more concrete over the landscape. 13.1.14 Brownfield versus 
greenfield There is a clear government preference for the use of brownfield sites where they exist. We have a very 
large brownfield at Ford. Why is that site no longer an option to be considered? (Actually, I do not think that there 
should be any building there either – it should be more completely returned to agricultural use – which raises the 
wider issue – surely a priority of Council policy should be to enhance agricultural capability. It does not take much 
imagination to see the impending threats in world food supply). How is the Council able to jettison the required 
preference for brownfield development before greenfield? 
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2541 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Options 1 and 2 Arun DC has already stated its preference for Option 1. A sudden inclusion of Option 2 with such 
a big increase in proposed housing provision is puzzling and unacceptable. Planning decisions should not be based 
upon what finances might be provided by developer(s) to, for example, build a new road or railway bridge. This 
approach totally undermines the purpose and process of local consultation and neighbourhood planning and decision 
making (see chapter 2.6). The proposed 'Garden City'  type of development of over 2000 houses in the three villages 
is little short of madness. The District Plan has some laudable elements within it, including some aspirational mission 
statements. Unfortunately these are just that – aspirational rather than practical or achievable, and the Options 2 
proposal contradicts many of these statements (see Policy SP18). Our Prime Minister, David Cameron has talked 
about 'Not plonking housing estates next to villages' . Councillor Bower has stated that the building of 2000+ houses 
would not affect the keeping of green spaces between the villages. I would like him to explain and justify this 
statement. 13.1.8 The local infrastructure can barely cope at the moment. Roads, schools, health care and water 
capacity would need to be upgraded. Although a developer is supposed to provide funding to do this, the cost, 
together with road improvements and drainage would exceed developer contributions from 2000+ houses. I 
understand the underfunding could be in the region of £60m 13.1.14 States that Brownfield sites should be 
considered before Greenfield sites. My understanding is that there are a significant number of available Brownfield 
sites that could be used for housing, but there is nothing in the report to suggest that these have been taken into 
account before deciding on how many Greenfield sites might be used. Large scale development in the countryside is 
contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, which requires using Brownfield over Greenfield sites. There 
appears to be no sound evidence to support the economic arguments put forward regarding employment in or 
around the three villages. Who is going to buy these houses? Where are they going to work? Bognor and 
Littlehampton are designated as the local 'economic power houses'  and we cannot compete with Portsmouth, 
Brighton and Gatwick. It is to be hoped that there will be an increase in the business economy in the area but the 
likelihood of this being able to supply employment for such a large increase in housing will not happen for the reasons 
given above. If the houses are sold people will get in their cars and drive to work, outside the area, further clogging up 
the already crowded roads and station car parks. What we can do is concentrate on what we do best locally, for 
example, tourism (the coastal towns) and horticulture, which requires land not covered in concrete. 

2625 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Nothing I have seen convinces me that enough research and evidence supports the figures ADC feel are necessary 
for housing. Just who is going to live in all these houses and where are all the jobs coming from?? The amount of 
houses won't even generate enough funds to cover costs of the unnecessary by-pass road. 
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2539 Housing 
Allocations 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF 2,000 HOUSES SOUTH OF EASTERGATE & BARNHAM At the present time the local 
doctors' surgeries and schools can hardly cope with the current population. There does not appear to be any 
infrastructure in place for new services for these new residents. Also St Richard's struggles to cope with the existing 
catchment, how will they handle another 4000 plus people? With the traffic congestion it may take too long to 
actually get to the hospital before it is too late in some cases. No one appears to have considered the new route of the 
A29 with access onto the B2233 as this would cause considerable congestion; it is very busy now at peak times, the 
other alternative routes will create similar problems. I understand that the local bus timetable has recently been cut, 
with fewer buses and more residents this will only increase the car movements still further. I regularly walk my dogs in 
the fields where these houses are proposed, very recently this was flooded with both waste water and sewage, More 
houses will only increase this problem. The sewage system needs upgrading now but there does not appear to be 
funds in place for the work. This development would remove the strategic gap between the villages and would reduce 
the quality of village life for existing residents. I implore the council to think again at these proposals, conservation of 
the very structure of the existing villages would be lost forever. 

2417 Housing 
Allocations 

Re. Chapter 13 Housing Delivery 1) I wish to make comments regarding the above on behalf of Mr G. Blurton and Mrs 
M. Bridson who privately own approximately 0.5 hectares of land at Toddington Farm, Toddington Lane, 
Littlehampton ('Our Site' ). For ease of reference, I attach a copy of a plan which indicates the boundaries of their 
landownership on this site. For your information, Mr Blurton is Managing Director of a Company called the Rabbit 
Group which specialises in Waste Management in West Sussex and is based in Lancing, whilst Mrs Bridson is also a 
Director of the Company. I am Head of Planning, Minerals and Waste for the Company. (I attach a copy of my business 
card with my details for your use). Our site is available and we would wish it to be developed for the benefit of the 
community and as part of a larger comprehensive 1) development for this area. Preferably, we would wish our site to 
be developed for possibly a small scale residential development use. Alternatively, we would be happy to discuss a 
possible small scale retail use or another possible use for the site that would be beneficial. 2) For your information, at 
present, our site comprises mainly vacant with a disused agricultural building upon it. It is slightly undulating and 
gently sloping. Our site is approximately 0.5 hectares in size and there are a few sycamore trees upon the land. Our 
site lies in an area which is rural in character with few neighbouring properties. A group of 3 farm cottages are located 
opposite on the south side of our site. In terms of the Planning History of our site, planning permission has been 
refused for residential development and light industrial use over the past years. It would appear, according to the 
recent Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2012 (SHLAA) Report, particularly the information and section 
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relating to Littlehampton on pages 27, 28 & 65, 1) that our site is included under Appendix 3, for 'Sites within 
settlements with potential (Site ref LU18 for Littlehampton)' . Furthermore, it would appear that our site lies within 
the red line boundary and included within the Parish group boundaries as 'Sites within settlements with potential' , as 
defined by the accompanying Littlehampton and the surrounding are map. 2) We support the general approach for 
delivering housing, particularly that for Littlehampton as stated in proposed Policy SP8 in Chapter 13, Housing Delivery 
of the Draft Plan. However, given my comments in paragraph 4) above, it would appear that our site is not allocated 
for any use/purpose within the Draft Plan document. Furthermore, it would appear that our site is not allocated for 
any use in the Littlehampton and Surrounding Area Proposals Map 4 within document. Although, it would appear that 
our site is located immediately adjoining the Chapter 13 Strategic site for the Housing Delivery allocation and close to 
the Chapter 9 Strategic Employment and Enterprise site No.6 1) for North Littlehampton of the Plan. I believe that this 
Strategic site or part of it, gained outline planning permission (LU/47/11) for 1260 homes, subject to a Section 106 
Agreement has been concluded or whether a detailed planning application has been submitted to Arun District 
Council pursuant to the outline planning permission on this matter. In terms of the existing policy context, it is 
accepted at present that our site is located outside of the settlement boundary where development for housing is not 
generally permitted (Saved Local Plan Policy 10) and that our site is located within a Strategic Gap (Saved Local Plan 
Policy 10). However in terms of the evolving policy context, the Draft Local Plan proposes that our site would lie within 
the Built-up area around Littlehampton and not in a countryside location as defined in Chapter 8, The Built-up Area 
Boundary of the document and as detailed in the Littlehampton and Surrounding Area Proposals Map 4. In addition, 
our site would 1) next to a Strategic site for the Housing Delivery allocation as defined in proposed Policy SP8 , 
Chapter 13 of the Draft Plan and which recently gained permission for 1260 homes, subject to a S106 Agreement. It is 
also located near to the Strategic Employment site No.6 for North Littlehampton as defined in proposed Policy SP3 , 
Chapter 9 of the document. Furthermore, our site would be located close and have good access to the A284 Lyminster 
By-pass, a Committed Road Scheme as defined in proposed Policy SP20 relating to Transport, Chapter 16 of the Draft 
Plan and as detailed in Proposals Map 4. As stated in paragraph 2) above, our site is available for development and we 
would wish it to be developed for the benefit of the community as part of a larger comprehensive scheme for this 
area through the Local Plan process. However, given my comments above, particularly in paragraph 4) and 6), we 
would ask for clarity on our site and a that a change be made to the Draft Plan and the Littlehampton and Surrounding 
Area 1) Proposals Map 4 so that our site is allocated for a small scale residential use or retail use or an alternative use 
that may be beneficial to the community. 2) We would be happy to meet with Arun District Council Officers to discuss 
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and explore our ideas and plans for our site and to discuss and request to clarify this matter and make a change to the 
Draft Plan to ensure that our site is allocated accordingly through the Draft Plan Consultation process. 3) We look 
forward to hearing from you and being part of this Consultation process.   

2425 Housing 
Allocations 

SP20 Utterly against any detouring of the A29 which is fine where it is. How would communities out of Barnham & 
Eastergate ever get out of the villages of the A29 re-routes through the Fontwell ? the expense of up-grading the 
highway and delays while work is proposing- unthinkable! Also I and my fellow inhabitants have lived in the villages 
happily for years had we wanted town life we could have moved, we don't and the ? ??? community into a ? which is 
what will happen if ? has its way ? ? 

2423 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 Building on our agricultural fields is contourary to the Nat Planning Policy framework, some agricultural & 
farming are the main source of jobs in our villages you will add to the already numerous unemployed in the area and 
this can lead to an increase in ?, people in need maybe ? and what happens to the farmers whose land you are 
proposing to build over?. How about ? sights to enjoy members of the public footpaths where I have walked my dogs 
for many years. Have the public no rights left or must we just pay community charge and be quiet---I think not! 13.1.8 
Barnham has no Dr's surgery so how to cater for all the extra peoples health. There is no local work available which 
will mean extra ? ? ? already overcrowded roads. Our sewerage system in the ?close area is always in trouble after 
heavy rain also insufficient schools to cope with an influx. SP8 Since we must accept (it seems) somme extra housing I 
consider option 1, 400 houses ? to be the most reasonable and viable and even that is going to strain our resources to 
the upmost and where will the money come from when the highways drainage etc crack under the strain ? ? ? 
community charge go up ?   

2426 Housing 
Allocations 

Ref. Arun District Council Local Plan 2012. Our surgery and Hospital are all under strain with the already extra housing, 
appointments are weeks away and the extra housing built at north Bersted has also added extra stress to hospital 
appointments and crowded roads. 2000 plus houses are far too many for our viillages to cope with, 200 houses per 
annum is perhaps sustainable and the sensible way to go then perhaps our schools and surgeries will have a chance to 
cope with all these extra people. There are no jobs available for the people in this area. Our son lost his job was one 
year before finding another but has to travel to Horsham each day as that was the only available job for him. He lives 
in a small two bedroom house with his family and cannot afford to move to a three bedroom house so who is going to 
live in all these houses that is proposed to be built certainly not local people. I have lived in this area for 5oyrs and 
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have seen vast areas of our green fields built on and have seen our wildlife and birds disappearing with each loss of 
green space, instead of attractive villages we shall soon be just another overcrowded area of buildings and houses 
with no facilities or fields just overcrowded roads that people drive through. 

2431 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 HOUSING Aruns local plan strategic objective for housing , as stated in the draft local plan is ' to plan and deliver a 
range of housing types in locations with good access to employment, services and facilities'¦'¦'¦'¦ previously there 
were 2 options Option 1, proposing 150 houses in the local villages. This option is sustainable and will meet local 
housing needs. Option 2, proposing 2.230 houses on Greenfield sites would jave a devastating impact on this rural 
area and communitiy. What evidence is there to substantiate a local need for 2,230 houses in Barnham, Eastergate & 
Westergate?. The only reason for Option 2 would seem to be finance a bridge over the railway at Woodgate. A local 
plan strategy should not be focussed on such a specific goal. Traffic flow at Woodgate crossing could be improved by 
reviwing the signalling system and ADC should liaise with the rail authority to achieve this. 13.1.14 Para no 13.1.14 
states that 'the development of land that has not previously been developed (Greenfield) should only be considered 
where brownfield land cannot be developed'  There are brownfield sites within AD which already have nearby 
transport links, together with local employment opportunities. Ford is such a site but there appear to be no 
development proposals for this area. It does not make sense to propose major development on Greenfield sites in the 
villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate when such brownfield sites exist. This contravenes 13.1.14 and does 
not conform to the National planning policy framework. In the video presentation of the Draft local plan Ricky Bower 
stated ' we seek to retain the green space between villages under whats called Green infrastructure policy. Those 
spaces are extremely important to the residents of the district and we wish to protect them. They provide us with 
recreational areas, biodiversity and prevent villages looking as if they all merge into one' . Barnham, Eastergate & 
Westergate will certainly 'merge into one'  if 2,230 houses are built. It seems that ADC are proposing to take the easy 
option and plonk the vast majority of houses in one area rather than follow a strategy of smaller more sustainable 
development which allow areas to grow and prosper on a more gradual basis. This approach of large scale 
development contradicts a pledge made by David Cameron earlier this year that this type of development would not 
be plonked next to villages. Why is ADC following this strategy. 13.1.8 INFRASTRUCTURE Relying on developers to fund 
improvements to roads and infrastructure is risky. Developers take their profits and move on to the next site leaving 
resdents and communties to suffer the consquences of under investment in infrastructure. The recent large scale 
housing development in Bognor are an example of this with completion of the Bognor relief rd being delayed due to 
slow sales of houses. Is there any gurantee the developers will complete the road to the original specification? What 
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happens if they go bust? Sequence should be 1 create jobs 2 invest in infrastructure 3 Provide housing based on local 
needs building the houses first will result in out community because there are no jobs to support the increased 
population, so instead of solving the problem it adds to it. 

2441 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 2,230 houses by 2028 in my view totally unacceptable the local infrastructure will not be able to cope the local 
schools/doctor surgeries are full to capacity as it is, if this is to be addressed where will new schools etc to be built? 
business because the properties are not selling'¦.so'¦ what makes ADC believe it will be any different in this area. 
More houses, more concrete means more flooding. 13.1.14 The fact that ADC want to build 2,230 houses in the 
villages of Aldingbourne, Eastergate, Westergtate and Barnham these being Greenfield sites contradicts to the 
Government policy which recommends that the Brownfield sites are developed first. ADC have a golden opportunity 
to develop Ford airfield which is Brownfield and would give access ontop the already planned A27 south of Arundel. 
We note that several ADC cllr's do not live in the villages of Aldingbourne, westergate , Barnham or Eastergate so their 
lifestyles and properties would not be impeded upon. We must keep our villages and not become blighted by invasion 
of more traffic and houses for the benefit of developers who are in it for profit only, not for the good of the local area. 
Once our villages are destroyed they have gone forever!! The intended by pass around woodgate crossing can only be 
funded by selling the houses. My understanding is that in the current economic climate builders are going out of 

2442 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The proposed re routing of the A29 will eliminate the strategic gap between Eastergate & BArnham , this is highly 
undesirable and against all previous policies in this connection. North – Southbound traffic will need to travel on the 
Barnham road either to Fontwell ave via Eastergate war memorial or to Barnaham village. Both of theses locations are 
traffic bottle necks. What evidence is there in place to suggest this rerouting will work. What traffic studies have been 
carried out and do they include the effect of the new Bognor relief roads. What consideration has been given to a 
Bognor – Chichester route. What is the evidence to show that 2,000 houses are required? Is it that this number would 
be required to finance the level crossing elimination or are they genuinely required to house people coming into the 
area to work. A new 'village' to the south of Eastegate will turn the Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate 'new village area 
into a town. 

2443 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I reject the Option 2 that proposes an additional 2000 houses be built across the parishes of Aldingbourne, 
Barnham and Eastergate. We are already experiencing the impact of building within these parishes as, during rainfall, 
there is no-where for the water to drain away and we are seeing increased flooding. There are insufficient facilities at 
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present, e.g. doctors, and there are no specific plans for these to be increased. I also feel that this proposal will take 
away the individuality of the parishes and will turn us into one big soulless estate. 

2468 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.3 / 13.1.10 / 13.1.13 / 13.2.2  SP8 & SP9 Angmering is identified in the Draft Local Plan as a strategic location for 
growth and states that the village can sustain a further housing development of approximately 490 dwellings which, 
assuming that: a) all necessary services including drainage, sewage, water supplies, flood prevention et al; b) all 
infrastructure, including the aspirational cycle way; c) appropriate health and educational provision; and d) all 
appropriate facilities are in place or the funding for the same has been guaranteed and the yet unknown solutions to 
the various problems referred to in earlier sections have been found; it still appears that Angmering is being asked to 
bear a dispropriationate burden. 2013 – 2028 (Option 1) 2013 – 2028 (Option 2) Angmering's % share (490) 
Angmering's % share (490) Total housing supply '¦ December 2011 etc 4,637 10.6 4,637 10.6 Draft Local Plan Target 
6,000 8.2 8,475 5.8 Shortfall/ Surplus -1,363 40.0 -3.838 13.0 Even the Draft Local Plan acknowledges that Angmering 
'has experienced considerable new residential development in recent years.' and, it is suggested, that only when the 
600 housing units in the Bramley Green development are included that: 2013 – 2028 (Option 1) 2013 – 2028 (Option 
2) Angmering's % share (1,090) Angmering's % share (1,090) Total housing supply '¦ December 2011 etc 4,637 23.5 
4,637 23.5 Draft Local Plan Target 6,000 18.2 8,475 12.9 Shortfall/ Surplus -1,363 80.0 -3.838 28.4 the actual impact 
on the village of an additional 490 units of new build is shown and why the proposed allocation of nearly 490 homes is 
disproportionate. Not only is this level of development unsustainable, the Draft Local Plan provides no evidence that 
there is even a need for this level of housing in Angmering. Historically, settlements developed where the necessary, if 
not the sufficient, means of sustaining life were already in place. In the twenty-first century both the necessary and 
the sufficient means of sustaining life must obtain. There are also other issues that the Draft Local Plan either does not 
appear to address or provide: a) the problem of affordability of housing and below average weekly earnings; b) 
evidence that supports the need for 590 homes in Angmering; c) that the population density in Angmering is already 
above the average for West Sussex and England; d) take note of intention behind neighbourhood planning in the 
Localism Act; and e) any , other than the fifteen years from 2013 to 2028, timescale for the proposed developments.   

2449 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to object about Option 2 in the Arun District Council Draft Local Plan.nAs you can see I live in Barnham 
which is afready affected by flooding and the insufficient sewage system. With regard to the proposed plan to build 
2000 houses, where is the demand for these as other new developments are struggling to find buyers. It is highly likely 
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that any new buyers would not be local people, but those who will need to travel some distance to their employment 
and schools, as the local schools are afready at capacity and none are proposed within the plan. Therefore, this 
proposed plan would only serve to increase traffic even more on the local road. For those wishing to travel by train, 
there is nowhere for them at Barnham train station to park as the car park is afready full to capacity with drivers 
already parking in local residential areas, which is causing problems. This plan would seem to have been put together 
with very little or no research providing economic evidence that there is a need. If Option 2 is granted this will only 
serve to destroy, forever, our local individual villages, which is something that ADC wishes to maintain, cause more 
flooding as the site is a flood plan and rainwater has to go somewhere and put stress on the existing infrastructure 
which is afready straining at the seams. 

2453 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to object to the proposed Option 2 in the Arun District Council Draft Local Plan, in respect of all options of 
the realignment of the A29 from Lidsey and the building of over 2000 houses within the Green Infrastructure Corridor 
located in the heart of the area known as the six villages. There seems to be no evidence of a need in the area for 
these houses in respect ofjobs and even buyers, it would be likely that these would be occupied by a large percentage 
of people out commuting by car causing further traffic problems around the villages and a detrimental affect on the 
environment, which I understand is counter to ADC own draft plan objectives of increasing high paid local 
employment. This area is a local flood plan and mass concreting for house building on this scale will cause flooding to 
the area and to Bognor Regis from rain water run off. The sewage system is already unfit for purpose, which Southern 
Water already recognises but no investment is planned for this. The local infrastructure is already at capacity and my 
understanding is that no funding has been allocated to improve these facilities in the plan. I therefore support Option 
1 where smaller developments will take place in the villages thereby keeping their current unique individuality and 
seek an alternative option for the traffic congestion rather than add to it by producing a plan which has been 
researched with supporting evidence. 

2457 Housing 
Allocations 

I also wish to object to the proposal of building over 2,000 houses in a greenfield area, which is a natural flood plan 
and I understand is contrary to the National Plamiing Policy Framework. If granted this would cause flooding if not in 
that immediate area would certainly effect those areas south of the site, as demonstrated in June this year by an 
already stretched drainage and sewage system of which there is nothing shown in the plan to up grade. The building 
of these houses would impact the individual character of each village, making it just one sprawling development with 
no soul, insufficient facilities such as schools, doctors and communal facilities such as village halls. I appreciate that we 
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need to provide some new houses in the villages and implore that reconsideration is given to Option 1. The draft plan 
would appear to have been put together without any feasibility study on items such as flooding, traffic volumes both 
now and future. I hope this letter will be considered in reaching the correct decision. 

2495 Housing 
Allocations 

I object to the proposed building of 2000 new houses, and the pointless diversion of the A29 from one bottleneck to a 
new one. Why build 2000 new homes when you have no proposals for new employment in the area. Also why build 
on greenfields and a flood plain as we found out in the spring and not brownfields. Also there is no plan to build new 
school, medical facilities and upgrade waste management. I object to all the plans, I would like to keep the area as 
rural as it can be. I object to all four options. 

2497 Housing 
Allocations 

I reject all 4 options. All the proposed roads are leading to nowhere. Any effective road would need to join this A27. 
There is extensive building in Bognor area, along with new road. This will join the A27 so why do we need a further 
new road? The road links are very poor. If 2000 houses were built in the area this would add 4000 vehicles to our B-
roads. This would cause horrendous traffic congestion. We do not need 2000 houses here. It would be like adding a 
town to a beautiful rural area which also has very little employment here. As a consequence there would be increased 
traffic commuting to work. A rural area is a greenfield site. We were always told it was Government policy to build on 
brownfield sites. It is not appropriate to build here. Once our green land has been built on we will never get it back. 
This would affect our lives and our children's lives etc, not to mention the effect it would have on wildlife and the 
countryside. Our communities would be destroyed. We live in a rural area and need to keep it that way. There is no 
infrastructure. Insufficient GP surgeries, hospital facilities and schools that were already overcrowded. This would cost 
far in excess of what has been suggested. Sewage and drainage is already a problem in this area. More homes would 
make land drainage even worse, leading to more flooding and destroying the homes that are already here! Chichester, 
Barnham and Bognor already flood whenever we have heavy rainfall. It is not rocket science to work out that more 
homes would make the problem worse. It is about time we stood up to idiots who announce we have to build on what 
is already a flood plain. No-one seems to have thought this through at all. There is also a proposal of a railway goods 
yard link. This will never happen as the goods yard in Barnham was removed some time ago. Sewage and drainage is 
already a problem in this area. More homes would make land drainage even worse, leading to more flooding and 
destroying the homes that are already 
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2502 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 1 preferred by Arun after Public Consultation in 2011 should remain, as it is a reasonable pattern of 
growth in housing for this rural setting. Option 2, which proposed the building of some 2000, plus houses in the parish 
of Eastergate, Westergate, Aldingbourne and Barnham, would clearly be at saturation level. To suggest that it is in 
order to pay for replacing the Woodgate crossing to benefit Bognor Regis is indeed a bridge too far in my view and 
should be rejected 

2508 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 1 would just be sustainable. Option 2 would not. 

2511 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Councillor Bower in his Arun website interview said it was the intention to protect the identities of the local 
villages affected by Option 2. This would NOT be possible. 2000+ homes = up to 4000 cars and 10000 more people (i.e. 
2 adults + 2 children). This would result in a GRIDLOCKED URBAN SPRAWL of which the villages would become part of 
the way of consultation, into a town with roads unable to cope. The A29 is tiny in places and should be downgraded to 
a 'B' road. 

2520 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 I cannot understand why you feel it necessary to build on Greenfield land when it is Government policy to use 
infill and Brownfield sites. The whole identity of this area is of small villages each with their own identity, this plan 
would totally destroy this idyll. Small scale development is acceptable as I believe was laid out in the original Option 1 
with a parish allocation of 400 homes per annum, this plan was sensible development but turning us into a 'New 
Town'  purely to build a bridge over the Woodgate crossing is NOT acceptable. 

2530 Housing 
Allocations 

1) Schools are completely inadequate for future demand. 2) Drs surgeries are already overcrowded with little parking 
area. 

2537 Housing 
Allocations 

RE: PROPOSEr) bEVELOPMENT OF 2,000 HOUSES SOUTH OF EASTERGATE & BARNHAM I wish to lodge my objections 
to the above as it appears to be totalling unsustainable. As you are Head of Conservation perhaps you would please 
consider that all the local villages wish to maintain their 'village'  status and do not want to be part of a town. Had we 
wanted that we would have bought in Bognor legis, Arundel or Liftlehampton! Over 2000 houses would double the 
size of the vilLage and at the present time the Local doctors surgeries and schools can hardly cope with the current 
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population. No proposals appear for businesses and therefore any new residents will have to travel to work, thus 
increasing the number of vehicle movements per day. The proposed new route of the A29 with access onto the B2233 
would cause considerable congestion on an already very busy local road which already has bottlenecks at peak times, 
alternative routes appear as dire. Local buses which are the main source of transport for our elderly residents have 
recently been cut and if more houses are built this will only increase car movements still further on the already 
congested local roads. The fields where these houses are proposed already floods with both waste water and sewage 
and more houses will only increase this problem. Where is the budget for an upgrade of the sewage system which is 
over stretched already' I object very strongly the whole development seems to be unsustainable this will be very 
ecologically damaging and will remove the strategic gap between the villages. 

2545 Housing 
Allocations 

RE: PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF 2,000 HOUSES SOUTH OF EASTERGATE & BARNHAM I read with horror about the 
proposed development and wish to object very strongly. I do not use a computer so I wish to lodge my comments in 
the very strongest terms by letter. To even consider building such a large number of houses would double the size of 
the village and at the present time the local doctors' surgeries and schools are struggling to cope with the existing 
population. There are no jobs within the vitlages for these new residents to take up and therefore they would have to 
travel, thus increasing traffic further. Local buses which are my main source of transport have recently been cut and if 
more houses are built this will only increase traffic still further on the already congested local roads. The area these 
houses are proposed for already floods with both waste water and sewage and more houses wiN only increase this 
problem. There does not appear to be any budget for the upgrade of the sewage system which is over stretched 
already. Any increased development at Barnham Station Goods Yard will only increase the traffic movements still 
further. If the proposed re-routing of the A29 were to happen access onto the B2233 would cause conÅ¡iderÃ£ble 
congestion on an already very busy local road. This whole development is unsustainable and does not appear to have 
been thought through, 1 object very strongly. 

2546 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to you regarding Arun District Council's Draft Local Plan 2012. OPTION 2 of this plan should never be 
considered now or in the future, either here or anywhere else in the district. 2000 plus houses should never be 
dumped or 'Plonked'  in David Camerons words [January 2012], next to villages against the wishes of the the 
communities of those villages. This option would be large scale environmental and social vandalism by the local 
authority. Central government should be responsible for the provision of the main infrastructure and services in the 
country, not left to local authorities to make dubious arrangements with developers to provide main roads, bridges 
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and other services in return for building vast numbers of houses and destroying existing villages and communities. In 
this case Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and Woodgate would become a small town. There would be no way this 
option would ¡n the words of this plan, maintain the distinctive character of the individual villages, avoid coalescence 
and add to the green infrastructure. It also goes against the policy of building on greenfield land as opposed to 
brownfield land of which little is mentioned in the plan. The only way forward is OPTION 1, the council's own prefered 
target [June 20111, this provides for 400 units per annum for the whole district up to 2018. This giving a sustainable 
number of 230 new houses for Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate as a whole over the same period. The railway 
gates on the A29 at Woodgate currently provide buffer gaps in the traffic flow up to the access points with the A27 at 
Fontwell and Crockerhill. Nobody is denying that a bypass and bridge over the railway would not improve the road, 
but ¡t should be provided by central government along with suitable changes and upgrades to the A27 which itself in 
places is not much more than a 'B'  road and not by building thousands of houses to pay for it and totally destroying 
the lives of communities. 

2557 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Options 1 and 2 I strongly object to Option 2 of the Arun Local Plan 2012. In 2011 Option 1 was the preferred 
option by residents in the Barnham area and by other villages in the local area, also by Arun. They have now reneged 
on this Option by imposing at short notice, Option 2 which requires 2,230 houses to be built. I wish to place on record 
my strong objection to Option 2 for the reasons listed below. Housing The proposed development of 2000 plus houses 
south of Barnham and Eastergate is not sustainable in a rural area. There are few jobs and poor transport links. Out 
commuting by car will add considerably to congestion problems, with limited car parking spaces and would add 
already to the problem of parking in residential areas by commuters. 13.1.14 Building on Greenfield land is contrary to 
Government policy. Large scale development in the countryside is contrary to the National Planning Framework, 
which demands using Brownfield sites over Greenfield. 13.1.8 Local infrastructure cannot cope. Road, the doctors 
surgeries, primary schools, sewerage is at full capacity and cannot cope with extra housing of this nature. Barnham 
already has flooding problems in heavy rain. Although the development is supposed to provide funding to upgrade 
this, the cost is likely to exceed the contribution from 2000 houses. This is a most ill-conceived plan by someone who 
has no knowledge of the area. 

2563 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 The infrastructure of the villages is already severely challenged. This is true particularly in respect to doctors 
surgeries and sewage. If and as is highly possible, the developers find they have insufficient funds to deliver the 
required improvements they will probably demand more houses, or simply renege on promises made. 
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2565 Housing 
Allocations 

Re: ADC's Draft Local Plan '” Angmcring. I find it difficult to believe that the persons responsible for the above plan did 
any more research than look at a map of the area about  which they knew nothing. All roads to or from Angmering are 
very dangerous, narrow, twisty and many lack pavements. 20 mph limits exist around the centre but  to no avail. 
WSCC have no improvement plans. The infant schools have been full for many years with no plans by WSCC. for 
increased capacity. Most businesses in Angmering are of the one owner type operating from home. There has been no 
demand for decades for even slightly larger businesses which is very understandable when the road network within 
and for miles around is inadequate even for shopping traffic. Public transport again is so pathetic that the Sainsbury 
and Tesco bus service is needed. I feel that planners should show no positive response to requests for change of use 
from recreations or commercial use '” the only exception being the land west of Roundstone Lane which would blend 
well into Bramley Green housing and obviously has not been wanted for business use since designated almost 15 
years ago. The Rugby Club and VHB Nursery have no valid reason to change from commercial. This land east of 
Roundstone Lane results in little traffic danger within the village which would not be the case if used for housing. The 
land next to Water lane, whichever site your report wishes to choose would result in unnecessary dangers noise and 
disruption with no benefits. We cannot believe Southern Water that flooding in Angmering is a 100 year occurrence '” 
you should know bow many times it hasflooded in the last 15 years and more building will mean more flooding. 
Angmering cannot take any more building of any kInd without creating excessive road problems and dangers. Please 
see sorne sense before implementing any of this thoughtless plan. 

2566 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 1 should be retained as agreed prior to 20 th June 2012. Arun goalposts' in order to accommodate the 
whims of certain influential people (i.e. Tesco's and Sainsbury's) in the Bognor area who wish to have a new road to 
avoid the Woodgate level crossing. If this crossing is closed there will be no access either north or south (depending 
on which side of the crossing they live) to either Bognor or Chichester. The case for a bypass has not been made, and 
will merely move traffic elsewhere, and cut people and small businesses off from the rest of the community. 13.1.8 
The present infrastructure in insufficient and would need to be drastically improved. No thought or consideration has 
been given to this. A further doctors surgery and a primary school would be needed to cope with the additional 
population and facilities for drainage, and sewerage would need to be improved. There is little prospect for improved 
employment on the area, and public transport links are virtually non-existent. This would mean many more cars and 
commuters adding to congestion problems. General Comments The plan as presented online is virtually illegible. The 
map is not clear, and the explanation is far too small, so that it is impossible to see the detailed proposals. Also, not 
everyone has access to a computer. All in all, this is badly written, thought out plan which the Council are attempting 



Page | 737  
 

to push through regardless of local opinion. It would appear that the authors are not aware of the local situation, and 
trying to conserving their ignorance is a nuisance of invasion   

2567 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I would prefer Option 1 with only a small amount of houses being built. Any more houses being built would 
probably not sell due to the current market. 13.1.8 Any additional housing will add to the problem of flooding/sewage 
disposal and congestion. 

2571 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I support Option One. I object to Option Two. The existing facilities of six villages could not cope with the needs of 
the new residents of 2230 new houses whilst the loss of providing new schools, health centres, sports facilities etc 
would be prohibitive. Within the locality there is not a need for a large pool of additional labour so the employment 
prospects of the new residents within it are poor. To get work they would have to drive outside the area. There is no 
local need for 2230 new houses. 

2573 Housing 
Allocations 

Since moving to Barnham some 30 years ago, I cannot think of anything the planners have done to improve the 
village, all the development has been for the benefit of the developers and landowners. An example, across the road 
from us – the doctor's surgery was demolished and replaced with a block of flats, originally as warden assisted 
dwellings. Planning was changed to fully residential status – nifty footwork by the developers, not uncommon I would 
think. By the way we now have to make a taxi ride to the surgery at Yapton, that's progress! I have also heard from 
the various Action Groups that plans are afoot to upgrade Barnham Station to a distribution hub. Oh joy, yet more 
traffic for Barnham. 

2577 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing Policy Barnham and Eastergate STRONG objection to Option 2 – Parish Allocation. The excessive number of 
housing units proposed, negates any small advantage of providing a new road and a new railway crossing. Also, the 
existing character of traditional housing facing and having an intimate relationship with the established historical 
routes would be lost. 

2579 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I strongly favour Option 1. Local communities should be able to determine their own needs based on population 
trends. Option 2 is as bad as the previous Labour Government's top down directive on housing numbers. How on 
earth can a Conservative District Council be party to such a top down approach? The communities of Aldingbourne, 
Barnham and Eastergate have a strong individuality. Option 2 would turn them into an urban sprawl not at all 
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desirable in such a pleasant area. There is no evidence to support the need for over 2,000 houses. It is apparent that 
Option 2 is driven solely by the perceived need for a Woodgate by-pass. This is flawed thinking of the highest order. 

2582 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Housing Dare we question the need for all these additional dwellings? Has anybody looked at the number of 
empty dwellings and industrial units not being used? Central Government policies which permitted unfettered 
immigration whilst running the country's finances into the ground are now looking to degrade our Semi Rural to help 
them out of the mess! For those who truly believe there is a need for additional accommodation, look north of the 
A27 and close to the new car factory. An ideal site for affordable dwellings, close to industry with good road links to 
the A27; A29; A259. Fewer people if anybody would be inconvenienced and it would take the pressure off villages to 
the south. 

2585 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I support Option 1 re: Arun's Draft Local Plan:- 2000 new houses, greatly in excess of previously agreed quota for 
local needs would be unsustainable and untenable, for various and notable reasons: (1) Proposed development is on a 
flood plain. Latest assessments show a greater risk of flooding in the future, both in the immediate area and south 
towards Bognor Regis. (2) Larger developments on greenfield sites are against the NPPF – Chap. 13. Para 13.1.14. (3) 
New local employment is minimal. With limited public transport an estimated extra 4,000 cars from the development 
will greatly exacerbate the problems on the A29 which is already gridlocked at busy times of the day. (4) With limited 
Government contribution towards the costs (realistic estimate took) any shortfall will fall on the hard pressed locals 
for a development neither necessary or wanted (Chap. 13, Sec. 13.1.8, Chap 20). 

2588 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Re: House building No! to any more houses being built in our area, even the lower of 400p annum is too much for 
the infrastructure of our three villages and will only result in more expense for Arun re: inevitable flooding as a result 
of (a) building on the floodplain, (b) concreting over natural soil drainage from fields, gardens, etc. 

2590 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The Six Villages is a rural area. This type of development is not sustainable, jobs in this are already difficult to 
come by, transport links are poor. Having raised four children in the area I know how difficult it is transporting them 
to and from various activities. Barnham School is a long way from Aldingbourne Village on foot and bus times are 
infrequent. Finding jobs for teenage children is almost impossible in the local area and what about our precious 
villages which our children have grown up in and provide a safe haven from town life. This is why local people have 
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chosen to live in this area and not nearby towns. Due to recent redevelopment in our villages it is already more 
difficult to see a doctor. How would we manage with 2000 plus more residents in this area. We have already lost a 
surgery in Barnham which has impacted on the surgery in Eastergate. Schools are already full to capacity so where will 
all these extra children attend school? Flooding is a long standing problem in this area. The fields in Eastergate where 
the proposed is planned is frequently flooded and sewage drains are unable to cope. Barnham Primary School has also 
been affected by flooding and many local properties. Shripney was impassable during recent floods effectively cutting 
off our villages. 

2592 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The proposed strategic housing growth in the Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate areas (and Angmering) would 
result in the loss of valuable agricultural land and the loss of identity for established communities. The plan should 
instead focus on the development of brownfield sites such as exist at Ford. 

2594 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 This extra housing does not cover the cost of infrastructure needed. I find it totally worrying that this is even being 
considered. As residents of Barnham we don't even want Option 1. However, we certainly say no to Option 2. 

2596 Housing 
Allocations 

Re: ADC's Draft Local PIan '” Angmering. I find it difficult to believe that the persons responsible for the above plan did 
any more research than look at a map of the area about which they knew nothing. All roads to or from Angmering are 
very dangerous, narrow, twisty and many lack pavements. 20 mph limits exist around the centre but to no avail. WSCC 
have no improvement plans. The infant schools have been fufl for many years with no plans by WSCC. for increased 
capacity. Most businesses in Angmerng are of the one owner type operating from home. There has been no demand 
for  decades for even slightly larger businesses which is very understandable when the road network within and for 
miles around is inadequate even for shopping traffic. Public transport again is so pathetic that the Sainsbury and Tesco 
bus service is needed. I feel that planners should show no positive response to requests for change of use from 
recreations or commercial use '” the only exception being the land west of Roundstone Lane which would blend well 
into Branfley Green housing and obviously has not been wanted for business use since designated almost 15 years 
ago. The Rugby Club and VHB Nursery have no vaLid reason to change from commercial, This Land east of Roundstone 
Lane results in little traffic danger within the village which would not be the case ¡f used for housing. The land next to 
Water lane, whichever site your report wishes to choose would result in unnecessary dangers noise and disruption 
with no benefits. We cannot believe Southern Water that flooding in Angmering is a lOÃ¸year occurrence you should 
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know how many times it has flooded in the last 15 years and more building will mean more flooding. Angmering 
cannot take any more building of any kind without creating excessive road problenis and dangers. Please see some 
sense before implementing any of this thoughtless plan. 

2597 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 Using greenfield sites is not in line with the National Planning Policy Framework. This should not be allowed. 
SP8 I don't want my village to become a town. The 'Garden City'  would mean people need cars, we don't have 
enough jobs now and our rural, village feeling destroyed. 

2599 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 In reference to the proposed Housing Options, I would support Option 1 as there will be a need for some more 
housing in the villages. However, I strongly object to Option 2 which includes an extra 2000 houses in order to fund 
the proposed by-pass. I believe that the by-pass is unnecessary and contrary to the Government's new planning 
framework. The extra houses would completely change the dynamics of the area and change our villages into a town. 
The building of houses on a green field site goes against the National Planning Policy Framework. We already have a 
flooding problem in the area and building on our green areas would make this far worse as there would be no natural 
soakaway for rainwater. As mentioned already, extra houses mean extra cars which would add to transport problems, 
not relieve them. The infrastructure in this area is not ready to deal with the number of people an extra 2,000 houses 
would bring. The local schools are already oversubscribed, the doctor's surgery is full and the local hospital is already 
short-staffed. I don't believe that there will be the funding to build new surgeries and schools, or the site for them. 
Option 2 also mentions the fact that the Woodgate Crossing would be closed. This would mean losses to local 
businesses, difficulties for a number of families to get their children to schools, more traffic having to take detours to 
get to destinations, so an even bigger strain on other roads in the area. The rural nature of the area is one which 
should be celebrated and preserved rather than being concreted over. We are lucky enough to have skylarks resident 
here amongst other wildlife which would not be present in a more built up environment. I strongly feel that the whole 
idea for both the housing and the by-pass is not sustainable and needs to be rejected. It would only result in our 
villages being changed for the worse and losing their identity as being rural villages. 

2727 Housing 
Allocations 

2230 Homes Extra homes may be needed but I do not think that 2230 is necessary. Good farmland should not be built 
on as we will need more food production in the next few decades!!! 
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2772 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 This proposal, as in many before it, fails to address the problem of infrastructure which is at capacity. Drainage 
of surface water is a particular problem. Flooding affects people's lives very dramatically. The floods in Bognor this 
year illustrate this point very dramatically. Much more thought is essential 

2812 Housing 
Allocations 

Use of first class productive agricultural land for a new roadway is most improvident. Although the Nations food 
supply is not in the near future likely to be disrupted by nor other instability, it is of the utmost importance that we 
retain rich alluvial soils for food production. To suggest roadways through any of the land South of the Five Villages is 
reckless and irresponsible. Further, it is to be questioned whether the proposers of the road schemes have even 
reconnoitred the landscape which they would despoil. This is basically a flood plain through which the rifes run 
satisfactorily and in harmony with agricultural practices. The construction of 2,000 buildings would lead inevitably to 
flooding and spoliation of built facilities, and ultimate distress to their occupants. 

2866 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to object strongly to plans to build a nearby A29 bypass - 2,230 houses in the Woodgate - Westergate 
areas. Obviously, homes are needed in this area - the option of 230 seems very reasonable. But more roads - masses 
of houses would swallow up the Countryside - cause infrastructure problems. 

2729 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The site chosen by ADC is totally Greenfield and includes some Grade 1 farmland. This is against Government 
policy. The 'compensation'  proposed i.e. designer green patches will not meet the needs of the walkers, dog owners, 
joggers, families, pensioners who currently use the green space on their doorstep. The villagers live here because of 
its semi-rural nature. They do not want to live on the edge of a small town. A proper estimate of the housing needed 
with relation to work in the area needs to be made resulting in developments primarily on brownfield sites and 
appropriate to the nature of the villages as in Option 1. 

2815 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The Barnham Area is already overloaded with houses, the danger of the rural nature of the region being reduced 
to urban sprawl, added to which the flood risk will become even greater. The reduction of agricultural land is wrong, 
particularly as we are continually being told of the need to be more self-productive in livestock, food etc. Large areas 
of greenhouses are being destroyed. The re-routing of A29 would eat up more GREEN LAND. We are told that new 
jobs will be available with this new development. Who is the magician capable of conjuring up these new jobs? A large 
number of people in the area commute, to London, Gatwick, Horsham and Portsmouth already, to find jobs. 
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2789 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.7 We support the undertaking that Bognor Regis will not be a focus for additional strategic housing growth 
during the life of this local plan. North Bersted will see it's number of households increase by 18% as a result of 
existing planning consents. 

2821 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The infrastructure, in Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate is poor, it is untrue to say they are good. Housing on 
the scale proposed would require huge investment. Roads, Doctor's Surgery (List closed at present), Primary Schools 
and sewerage are at capacity. The small gym is over-crowded when 6 people are in it. The train services from 
Barnham at peak times is standing room only. Commuters are now parking in roads. All parking at the station being 
full by 7.30 a.m. by London Commuters. A new car park would be needed if these housing numbers were built. 

2805 Housing 
Allocations 

[CB – some of this comment is on a photocopied sheet which has chopped the left and right text off, hence all the 
question marks] I disagree strongly with the need and justification for building up to 2000 new houses in the 6 villages 
area. The introduction to the main report appears to discount building in the the Bognor/Littlehampton gap because 
of the countryside and agricultural land. In fact the land around the 6 villages is much more intensively and 
sympathetically farmed – generally greater growth yields and enhancing the aesthetics of the region – than anything 
in the Climping gap (mainly pasture). This farming activity not only generates wealth but helps preserve the rural 
nature of the 6 villages. This study fails to recognise or appreciate the gaps that exist between the villages and which 
affords than their uniqueness characteristics. Merging these gaps will destroy all aspect of village atmosphere and 
nature. It would also impact negatively on access to green and ??? and critical local infrastructure and amenities. We 
?? capacity for the ??? to Doctors and school's and there is ???in the plan for increases, particularly to the ???. The 
Local parish allocations for this region (option 1) have been agreed and drawn up with fall and proper regard the 
ability of the region to cope with increased numbers. Option makes sense in terms of infrastructure, amenities and 
??? character. If it were combined with a more holistic ??? into addressing the congestion of the A27 it would ??? the 
requirements of everyone in the region. 

2702 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Smaller housing developments within and around the existing villages would be preferable to a new 'village' on a 
re-routed A29. Overall plans for existing villages should be made rather than piecemeal, uncoordinated random 
developments. THE different characters of the villages should be retained 
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2603 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Far too many houses in an area with little employment. What about other infrastructure needed when five 
villages becomes a small town? No provision in the plan. 

2607 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 This year in June Barnham faced serious flooding and the B2233 was closed causing major traffic delays and 
some struggled to get home or conduct business. Unless significant investment is made in sewerage no further 
housing developments should be considered. SP8 We bought our home in Barnham, West Sussex, to enjoy the village 
life and environment. If Arun Council is considering approval of 2,000 houses in the local area the village 
characteristics and way of life will be destroyed causing us to seriously consider relocating to another more 
appropriate venue. 

2608 Housing 
Allocations 

[ Please see Rep attached ] 

2609 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I select housing development Option 1 I object to housing development Option 2 In being given the choice of two 
housing development options, it seems to me that the rather obvious choice is Option 1, since a massive input of 
houses (and therefore people and cars, an increase which seems to have been grossly overlooked) would be a fatal 
strain on the public services and environment of the area. The local schools, doctors' surgeries and even the hospitals 
would not be able to withstand such a flood of demand, and, mentioning floods, perhaps it would be wise to consider 
the threat of losing land for water to run into if so many houses are built. It is likely that anyone looking to move to 
the area would instantly dismiss the idea of buying such a house in an area that is already struggling to provide jobs 
and services for people here. 

2611 Housing 
Allocations 

I wish to register my formal objections to certain aspects of the proposals in the above pÃan. I believe that the 
housing proposed under option 2 (2230 built in local villages by 2028) is unsustainable. Local services are struggling to 
cope with the demand for education, sewage disposal and medical services. There seems to be no evidence that these 
houses are actually needed, as many properties remain unsold in the area. However, if such development is to forced 
on to the local community, significant investment in infrastructure is needed in advance, or at least in parallel, with 
the work. The revenue generated by the housing development will fall a long way short of that needed. 
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2612 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I do not agree to Option 2. I strongly believe that the infrastructure could not cope with 2,000 more homes by 
2028 and 565 per annum. We need to remain a village!! 13.1.8 Getting doctor's appointments is hard enough now, 
adding extra people to the village will cause waiting lists to rocket and this has a knock on effect with the hospitals. 
We do not want Option 2. 

2619 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I am opposed to OPTION 2 for the following reasons:- (1) I do not think we have got or will have the infrastructure 
to warrant this number of houses. (2) I do not agree that work can be created in the Bognor area in the numbers 
required to necessitate a development of this magnitude. 

2622 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The proposed development of a further 500 + 100 homes is just too much following the 600 plus homes recently 
built at BRAMLEY GREEN where the promised new SCHOOL was NOT built resulting in much increased traffic across 
the village twice a day on school days. Already 150 homes are proposed in an application from Barratts reference No. 
A/82/12 – and certainly more will follow if this is approved. We may lose valuable jobs at the VHB Nursery and open 
land/recreation area now provided by Worthing Rugby Club, who if they require extra land could use some of that 
which is now being included in planning application(s). Our village has rural access to open space, parkland and walks 
at Angmering Park and the South Downs National park located to the north of the village and the A27. There is safe 
access to this under the A27 at the top of Dappers Lane which in itself is very much unspoilt and used by walkers, 
cyclists, many children and equestrians. Upgrading of this lane to accommodate further development is not necessary 
and should not be considered or approved. You will already be aware that local roads, particularly the A259 are often 
at saturation point and this is before the effect of a new Asda store, a new Morrison store and a doubling of the 
capacity at Sainsburys, all of which impinge on the A259 and will greatly increase traffic flow which will almost 
certainly have a knock on effect on the roads within Angmering. Parking facilities within the village are totally 
inadequate and it is doubtful if the Medical Centre can cope with a further large influx of homes and residents. It is 
the view of many residents that the village of Angmering will be ruined if large scale further development is 
permitted. 

2623 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Options 1 and 2 Option 1 includes individual parish allocations across Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate - to 
a total of 230 new homes over 15 years – a perfectly reasonable proposal. Option 2 requires 2,230 houses to be built 
in the villages by 2028. Option 2 appears to be very badly thought out and hastily put together, with no account being 
taken of the people who live in these villages and their community. There also seems to be no thought of how 
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people's lives will be impacted if this plan goes ahead. It would fundamentally change the character of these villages, 
turning the area into a small town, with an infrastructure and transport links that simply would not cope. And why – 
because ADC have decided they want to build a road and bridge to by-pass the Woodgate railway crossing and need 
the building of 223 houses in our villages to pay for it. 13.1.8 How will local infrastructure cope with the addition of 
another 2230 homes. I have lived in this area for 9 years and can see how little has been achieved in terms of road 
improvements and drainage and flood relief works. If the infrastructure can't cope now, how will it cope with 
additional housing of this scale. In addition, anyone who lives in this area knows the problem of trying to park cars in 
order to catch trains into work or use local shops. The addition of 2000 plus houses has to generate upwards of 3000 
extra cars, which will further exacerbate these parking problems. 

2627 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The idea of 2,000 houses being built south of Eastergate is ludicrous - there are very few jobs available in this area 
at present – public transport is poor and the increase of cars on our roads would be a nightmare. I always allow an 
extra five minutes on my journey time to get out of Elm Grove on to the Barnham Road at present without further 
cars on the road. Barnham is a village – not a town. 13.1.8 As above, the roads could not cope, we do not have a 
doctor in Barnham, schools are full, sewerage problems with drains – plus future floods occurring – we could NOT 
cope. 

2628 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Housing This quantity of homes is unworkable in the area. There is no need for so many homes here. Local 
services are already strained. Buses in the area are rare, the nearest station is over a mile away. People will resort to 
their cars which will jam the roads. This bypass is meant to alleviate congestion but the houses will create so many 
houses it will create chaos on the roads. There is no evidence to support the requirement for so many new houses. 
There is no evidence to say those occupying the new houses won't out commute to Chichester, Horsham or London. I 
moved here 12 months ago because I love the feel of the area, the villages are special. Leave them alone. Options The 
additional houses will not raise enough of a contribution to upgrade services in the area. There will need to be 
additional schools, medical services, drainage/sewerage, public transport, police, road network upgrades, etc., etc. As 
for the fact you want to build 2,000 houses on an area susceptible to flooding?? Have any studies been done in 
respect to flooding? Also, none of the by-pass routes connect to the A27. The routes start in one village and end in 
another! I honestly can't believe someone came up with this whole plan. Let's face it, the real agenda is you want to 
build 2,000 houses. The 'by-pass'  is nothing other than an excuse to build those houses. 13.1.4 Greenfields Why are 
you choosing to build on greenfield sites? There are a number of more suitable brownfield sites in the area (Ford 
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Airfield?). This is contrary to the Government policy on building on green field sites. When you destroy countryside, it 
can't be taken back. I moved from Godalming, Surrey. It's a soulless place. Creating a town in the lovely area will rip 
the heart out of our village communities. You are destroying five distinct entities with this pointless exercise. It's 
insane. 

2632 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I object to Option 2 to build 565 houses per year this will result in over 2,000 houses being built by 2028 and 
would build on green fields which is against the National planning policy framework. The suggestion is that Option 2 is 
being put forward purely to fund a road to bypass the Woodgate railway crossing on the A29 which will merely move 
the traffic congestion elsewhere. 13.1.8 I object to Option 2 to build so many houses because there is currently 
insufficient capacity to cope with healthcare, education and sewage: Healthcare The health care of the existing village 
population is at full capacity and even oversubscribed. The suggestion is that healthcare facilities will be funded from 
capital contributions from developers building the properties but this will not be put in place until the properties have 
been sold. This will force local residents to seek healthcare elsewhere and put pressure on already overstretched 
services in other areas. Education Such a high increase in housing will result in a need for increased in schooling 
places. The existing primary schools cannot currently cope with such an increase. It was suggested in one report that 
secondary school children might be catered for in Felpham. Like healthcare, the villages would have to travel to other 
areas to be educated adding more traffic onto already congested roads. 

2638 Housing 
Allocations 

No to 2,230 houses No to so many houses 

2641 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Re: The plan for over 2,000 houses South of Eastergate. Potentially, this would use up the entire nearest open 
green space separating Villages. I believe local residents need these, especially South of the A27 where they become 
less and less along the South Coast, for quality of life. I believe that such prime farmland should not be lost for ever as 
the need for food production will only increase. I also believe Government Policy is to develop brownfield sites first. I 
don't think the plan will help solve the Country's economic problems and local services would not be able to cope. I 
believe the plan is short sighted and there should be more consultation with local parishes as to what would be best 
for the area. 
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2642 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The development of houses south of Eastergate and Barnham is not sustainable in our rural area with relatively 
few jobs and poor public transport. It will increase cars on the road, adding to congestion and destroy our rural 
villages by joining us into one big mess! 

2644 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Congestion in the road network to the B2233 or Fontwell Avenue would be totally intolerable for local residents 
surrounding roads. Both the Cockerhill junction and Fontwell roundabouts area already at capacity how could we 
possibly cope with 2,000 plus houses generating an extra 4,000 extra cars. What about the risks to our local school 
children walking along these busy roads and trying to cross during times of traffic gridlock. It was evident during this 
year's flooding that the six village areas could NOT possibly cope with a further 2000 new homes. We were completely 
cut off from Bognor for many days. Barnham has had flooding problems for many years with Barnham Primary School 
being flooded with sewage at one stage! Schools in all villages are full to capacity. Where will all the extra children go 
to school with rising birth rates and children now not able to leave school until the age of 18 years? What will happen 
when we are ill - it is already difficult to get appointments!? 

2645 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 We were originally given a choice of 2 rates of housing development in our area : 'Option 1' being a far lower rate 
than 'Option 2'. Arun seems to have removed the lower rate of development option from our choices despite 
previously supporting 'Option 1' after the 2011 Public Consultation. Does this suggest funding a new road is clouding 
judgement? 13.1.14 Large scale development in the countryside is contrary to the National Planning Policy 
Framework, which demands using Brownfield Sites over Greenfield. 

2646 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 The infrastructure could not cope with an additional 2,000 homes:- - The fields/rife flood regularly after a short 
downpour resulting in sewerage leaking out of the drains. - The schools; doctor's surgeries etc. are already at full 
capacity and the plans make no provision for additional facilities. 

2648 Housing 
Allocations 

No more building should even be considered in the Bersted Parish until the major flooding problem has been sorted. 
Due to the flooding this year I was unable to work for two days and our two daughters missed school, the eldest 
missing a vital exam. 

2649 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 I have lived and worked in the area for over 40 years and Barnham has done its fair share, if not more to help 
accommodate the housing situation of this nation. Enough is Enough we are over-crowded and under financed. Lidsey 
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floods regularly making the Lidsey route into Bognor impassable. How can building in or around this area improve this 
situation. Common sense says it can not. 13.1.14 I have concerns with building on so much greenfield land. Are we to 
become dependent on the E.U. for our food supply along with our energy supply from Russia? Please look more 
deeply into your proposals for the sake of the nation. 

2650 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 If new houses must be built the obvious choice must be OPTION 1! All other options would entail enormous 
cost to improve our already overstretched facilities E.G. Schools, Surgeries etc. 

2655 Housing 
Allocations 

We need to Keep our Villages. I believe we can build some houses to meet local needs, there are pockets of land and 
empty buildings i.e. two houses at Drayton Dept. empty for over 20 years? Therefore if any, Option 1, would be the 
choice. No to Option 2. 

2662 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I accept Option 1 as being a reasonable amount of house building for 2013 - 2028. Our young people desperately 
need affordable housing and should not be forced out of the Villages in order to find a house. In the 40 years that I 
have lived in Barnham that problem has not been addressed by Arun District Council. 13.1.14 I am strongly against 
building on Greenfield sites - these are the lungs of the countryside and essential for wildlife, agriculture, recreation 
and so on. Brownfield sites are readily available. The area in question is also flood plain with rifes running through it to 
the sea. 

2666 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Building a new development of over 2,000 houses on a Greenfield site South of Barnham and Eastergate in a rural 
area is not sustainable. There is no justification for such a development since there are few jobs in the area and it will 
increase car journeys to neighbouring towns, increasing existing traffic congestion, links are poor. This Greenfield 
development will completely alter the character of The Villages and will create a small town. 

2672 Housing 
Allocations 

I am not in favour of and object to Option 2. On the grounds that no due consideration has been made to the problem 
of flooding which due to the low lying nature of the area we live in is inevitable. Let's be honest, from Portsmouth to 
Worthing is a natural flood plain, and a scheme the size on a scale suggested will not only impact on that area but on 
the surrounding districts as well. I think that it is quite reprehensible that the Arun District Council who should serve 
the best interests of its communities would contemplate this scheme. Also a scheme of this size, presumes that there 
is going to be a substantial improvement of employment prospects. I think that is very unlikely. I am in favour of 
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Option 1. I think this best serves the need for the local communities. 

2681 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 There is no requirement whatsoever for 2,000 houses in the area. The infrastructure cannot support such a 
population explosion in terms of roads, schools, surgeries, public transport etc. What evidence is there to support this 
plan? There are no jobs available in the area. So the new residents would come from without the area and commute 
out of the area. All this is predicated as the supposed need for a new Woodgate by-pass. It makes absolutely no sense. 
The cheapest and easiest way to resolve the problem of the Woodgate Crossing is to improve the crossing by modern 
technology. It is madness to build 2,000 unwanted houses on greenfield land simply to fund a new by-pass. And where 
would the funding come from to invest in the infrastructure, i.e. schools, surgeries etc.? Not to mention the lack of 
jobs. 2,000 houses would mean around 4,000 extra cars. The A29 and A27 cannot cope with this. 

2685 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Housing Option I is acceptable as the area could accommodate the increase in houses, but this obviously has 
implications for schools, GP Surgeries etc. 

2688 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Barnham is a village and I would like it to remain a village. You are planning more housing available in our village 
with no support for schooling, medical facilities etc. Plus the 2,000 extra housing would turn our villages into one large 
town. No flood protection which will turn our villages into islands. My answer to your proposal is NO. 

2693 Housing 
Allocations 

Local Infrastructure - Five Villages We have enough issues with school selection, appointments at the doctors, traffic. I 
am a commuter to Surrey daily so I sit in enough traffic and don't expect it on my doorstep. Over 11 houses on an 
estate means you have to let a certain amount to Housing Association. This will bring property values down 
considerably. I work in construction for the Highways and Projects and Proposals never stick to budget! 

2694 Housing 
Allocations 

We moved into the Five Villages area as it is pretty, rural and has a village feel. Further housing especially 'estate' style 
will disrupt village life. We already have housing estates built in Halnaker and Tangmere which do nothing for the 
area. The roads struggle to keep the traffic flowing at rush hour currently another potentially 4,000 cars in the area as 
most families have two is unnecessary. 
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2696 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 I object on the following grounds in that; Building on Greenfield land is contrary to Government Policy, Large 
scale development in the countryside is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, which demands using 
Brownfield sites over Greenfield. SP8 Housing: The proposed 'Garden City' type development of 2,000 houses South of 
Eastergate and Barnham is not sustainable in a rural area. There are few jobs and poor public transport links. It will 
exacerbate out commuting by car, adding to congestion problems. It would fundamentally change the character of 
the villages turning the area into a small town. 

2699 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 1 is the maximum increase in housing that the area could support. Option 2 is NOT sustainable and would 
not fund a new by-pass. The by-pass is not needed if signalling changes were to be made between Barnham and 
Chichester. 

2704 Housing 
Allocations 

Option 1 - Sensible and needed for local people only. Option 2 - Totally stupid – Because 1) Neighbour told can't get 
home insurance as on flood plain. 2) Have great difficulty getting out of Meadow Way into A29 by car. Accident 
waiting to happen. 3) Having to wait 3 weeks to see my doctor. Refer all Proposals: Since the driver nationally is from 
central Government to export thousands from inner cities into the shires – expect our input will be negligible. Our 
representatives will be important as a Government Minister will implement what is a social engineering exercise. 
Prophesy: 20 years' time – riots in the shires as occurred in London, Birmingham, Manchester 2012 

2708 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 ADC Local Plan originally gave 2 options for a) housing delivery targets* in the whole of Arun. I wish to support 
Option 1, whereby there would be a target of 230 houses over 15 years. b) I totally reject Option 2 which I believe is 
based on outdated information and earlier plans which have been made irrelevant by changing economic, ecological 
and demographic situations. If the inflated figure of 2000+ houses where to be implemented, not only would there be 
insufficient infra-structure to support the hosing but 3k to 4k extra cars would only add more chaos to the road 
system. c) I suggest that the housing target* quoted by ADC could be significantly reduced if second-hand/used 
houses were included on the housing register. Amongst the criteria quoted by ADC in arriving at the number of new 
homes needed some second-hand homes are already included, but only those in Bands A, B and C. The recent drops in 
house prices and the economic depression now means that a large number of second-hand houses currently on the 
market are now within the first-time buyer and affordable housing range. 
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2712 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I am a resident of Westergate and must protest to you about this Local Plan to build 2,230 houses east of 
Westergate. There are many houses on the market within and in the area surrounding Westergate and very few 
buyers. It is, therefore, senseless to build many more houses, when you cannot sell the ones that already exist. I feel 
for this reason where the amount of housing is not needed. I strongly urge you to drop Option 2 and return to Option 
1 with its lower rate of house building and parish allocation. Destroying our local area and environment, just to get 
money to fund a new road, which is what Option 2 is all about is wrong, particularly as none of the proposed bypass 
options will work. 

2714 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 2 (2,230 houses to be built in the villages by 2028) is totally unsustainable and completely contrary to the 
originally agreed plan. Option 1. The proposal to build 2,000 houses south of Eastergate and Barnham will overwhelm 
an area which already suffers from poor public transport and local amenities such as shops, etc and to do this in order 
to fund the 'Bognor plan'  adds insult to injury. 

2720 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I object to Option 2. There is no housing need for this huge amount of properties, in order to finance a new road. 
Who would buy all these houses, and where will all the occupants work? There must be a better way to deal with the 
traffic build up at Woodgate, i.e. better signals. 

2722 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 This number of houses in the designated area would cause more road congestion and as there is no provision for 
extra infrastructure there would be pressure on services. Building on the scale proposed would clearly threaten the 
surrounding areas with flooding, a major concern in the minds of prospective buyers. The houses could be blighted, 
therefore. Building on Greenfields is not what Government advises. 

2724 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 We live in a 'green belt'  area and already Barnham Road receives too much traffic which results in the area 
surrounding the shops and station becoming congested, especially at peak times. We have a very poor bus service so 
that is not an alternative. 13.1.8 Already it is difficult to get an appointment to see a doctor. How on earth would we 
manage if there were over 2000 extra houses in our already 'overfull' area? The local schools cannot take further 
pupils. It would appear that you would like all the local towns and villages to 'join up'  so that we are not divided at all 
so losing our community spirit and becoming one vast urban tie. The south coast is already overcrowded. 
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2728 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Building far too many houses on Greenfields will add to flooding problems. Prevalent in this area of West Sussex. 
Loss of 'villages' , as the proposed building of 2,500 houses will merge local Eastergate, Barnham, Aldingbourne, 
Walberton and Yapton. 13.1.8 Local services are already stretched (doctors, schools '¦.). Also, where are all these 
people going to work? This is a semi-rural area '¦.! 

2737 Housing 
Allocations 

I would like to add my name to the objectors to the proposed Option 2 which proposes building some 2200 houses in 
the area between Eastergate , Aldingbourne , Barnham and Westergate. Myreasons for doing so are as follows There 
is no evidence to support the number of jobs which would be necessary in the area to make the scheme viable and 
without them who would want to move into the area? Without a link to the A27 the traffic situation would be chaotic 
to say the least. The Government has stated that brownfield sites should bedevelopments before encroaching on 
greenfields. Who is going to pay for the additional flood control, sewage and waste water processing and 
infrastructure services? none of this is catered for in the developers estimates. Option 1 was a reasonable sustainable 
proposal, Option 2 is not and I oppose it 

2741 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Relating to Option 2 The volume of houses required to be built in order to fund a new bypass would totally 
destroy our villages. (Loss of surrounding farm land and community spirit to name a few examples). Our already 'not 
so small' villages are already victims of oversubscribed doctors surgeries and schools (e.g. numerous 2012 appeals ref 
Aldingbourne reception intake which is now closed at full capacity). A new bypass is one thing (what about 1000s 
extra traffic until its completion) but who or what will pay for added infrastructure required to support such buildings? 
As for the potential flood issues in a delicate area already – madness! 

2763 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 We as residents of Barnham for over 50 years can see no need for 2,000+ houses to be built in the local area. We 
appreciate a small number are needed, (some already in the pipeline) but this huge amount is way more than local 
needs. Building such an amount will ruin the villages and cause many problems with flooding, lack of schools, doctors 
surgeries etc. Where would the money come from to pay for all these? Once good farm land and open spaces are 
taken for building there is no going back, it is lost forever. (Chap 213, Para 13.1.14). There is no way Bognor will find 
enough employment for all these families. We must reject OPTION 2 We are very much against all the options for the 
new A29 bypass. This would not solve local issues and only make over villages less safe. One solution surely must be to 
consult with the rail company regarding re-structuring the signalling system, so that the gates at Woodgate are not 
closed for such long periods. This cannot be beyond their capabilities and must be a much cheaper options. Another 
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consideration when making these decision, will be the A259 bypass. When this is completed will this ease traffic using 
this crossing anyway?   

2766 Housing 
Allocations 

I object most strongly to the prospect of 2230 houses being built in the Westergate/Eastergate/Barnham area. Traffic 
congestion is already a huge problem on the A29, the thought of 2000+ cars on this road daily does not bear thinking 
about. Flooding in the local area is already a problem without the added extra of 2000+ homes. Schools are already 
full, medical services stretched, surely they cannot filter in another 2000+ homes. The country as a whole is in a 
double-dip recession, houses are not selling – who will buy these 2000+ homes and there is no employment in the 
area. Surely it would be best to bring employment to the area and then see if more homes are needed. Having seen 
proposals for 'proposed bypasses'  through our villages I strongly object to all proposals and to Option 2 on the 
housing. Leave our green and pleasant land alone. 

2767 Housing 
Allocations 

Of the two options with relevance I would support OPTION 1. Option 2 is out of the question with a BIG NO. It would 
not provide sufficient funds to provide all the extra infrastructure required with special regard to the processing of 
extra foul water produced. Arun DC must be aware that Southern Water sewerage system is at capacity. 

2770 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 2000 plus houses should never be used as a carrot to get a bridge over the railway. The railway should be put in a 
cutting or diverted south of Woodgate or scrapped at least halve the number of trains would help. Why close crossing 
if trains continue using this? 

2773 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Option 2 – How can building the higher rate of 565 houses per annum be justified? The current state of the 
market and economy alongside houses – new sitting unsold already! Not only would a new bypass be needed but also 
schools and doctors which are already at full capacity and turning people away. This affects our children!!! 13.1.8 
Local infrastructure – the flooding seen this winter/spring 2011/12 surely proves the already over built villages we 
have. Lidsey roads closed – quite a coincidence considering building of the new bypass there? This show what building 
on our countryside does and the effects. This would result in extra costs for clean-up for the Council in the future so 
any moneys gained would be used in new problem areas. 
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2774 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Arun DC should keep to their original preferred Option 1. The congestion at Woodgate crossing can be eased if 
the railway gates were only closed when a train is approaching. If train times were changed this would allow the gates 
to be opened after each train – and not have to wait for 3! Residents who choose to live in Bognor know they have a 
railway crossing to travel over, so they can choose a different route or move if they are not willing to put up with a 
wait at closed railway gates. Building 2000 more houses only changes on problem for another. To relieve congestion 
at a poorly functioning rail crossroads will only cause a bottleneck of traffic further up the road. Also would anyone 
want to buy a house where there is a risk of flooding and then have to travel miles to work because there are no jobs 
in the area. With 1 person per car that's another 4000 cars blocking our village lanes – perhaps a new railway station 
at Woodgate should be thought about. 

2777 Housing 
Allocations 

The use of greenfield sites for building is advantageous only to the developers themselves; it is cheaper! Farmland, 
some of the best in England, is lost, and the brownfield dereliction is retained. Building on brownfields removes the 
dereliction, retains the farmland and provides housing anyway. Parts of the old airfields at Ford and Tangmere are 
obvious possible sites, and both have relatively easy access to the A259 or A27. 

2779 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing Before the proposed number of houses are to be built, the flooding has to be solved first so the drainage will 
not cope with the extra housing; also the road would be congested through the village. As a frequent visitor to 
Angmering village there are always problems, parking in Water Lane, so many cars going through to village many hold 
ups all through the day. 

2781 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing/Angmering I am not against more local housing but on a smaller scale. The building proposed will create 
more drainage, parking and road congesting problem and spoil the village beyond recognition. Since I lived in 
Angmering we have been flooded twice. The latest in June this year which flooded twice in one day. 

2783 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing Angmering If ever the flooding is solved there will not be the schools doctors, dentists etc to cope with all 
these new people coming to the village and the roads will be more congested. Arun DC wrote to Howard Flight the 
local MP in May 2002 after flooding in Angmering 'Whilst the Council fully appreciates the inconvenience and distress 
that flooding can cause to residents it regrets it does not have the resources available beyond the actions listed in the 
report. Arun DC would not wish to raise public perception that it could carry out major flood alleviation works by 
taking on responsibility for funding. Any proposals would be likely to involve options for large volumes of upstream 



Page | 755  
 

storage and it is doubtful whether the impact of flooding in this case could justify such works' . Will this still be the 
case when the employment site and 500 new houses are built on the land in the village? 

2785 Housing 
Allocations 

Housing Angmering If 500 new houses are to be built apart from flood risk the schools are full already. The doctors 
already unable to cope. No dentists. The new bypass has still not stopped congestion on the village roads at certain 
times. 

2799 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 There is always going to be insufficient funding for the infrastructure required for the number of houses. The 
number of houses suggested is disappropriate? to local need. The options for a by pass are inadequate and would 
require expensive new junctions at the Basmati ? and Crockerhill. The noise and traffic levels on the existing A29 in 
Westergate and Eastergate would be increased to an appalling level due to extra cars. Large scale development in 
greenfields is contrary to government policy. Flooding in the area is a serious concern. 

2801 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 Housing – People are not able to get mortgages easily and I understand new houses are standing empty. Where 
are all the jobs going to be found? These proposed houses are going to be built on low lying land which is and always 
has been subject to flooding. Who in their right minds would want to but a property subject to flooding! 2,500 houses 
would probably bring at least another 400 cars on local roads and more delivery vehicles. Building should be confined 
to Brown field sites which proposal I signed for several years ago and which I believe in. You only have to look at the 
approach to the Southdowns at Shoreham and Brighton for an example of the concrete jungle. I like village life and all 
it stands for. I was born to it and want it to continue. I appreciate we have to have some new building and consider 
option 1 of the draft plan to be the best policy to follow.   

2810 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I seriously object to more housing with Eastergate area, especially to fund a by-pass that is not fully considered or 
needed. Additional housing in Option 2 of 565 houses per annum would cause excessive strain on the already 
infrastructure. Doctors on Barnham Road, Croft Surgery (our only practice) is already at capacity. There is no provision 
for additional schools, community indoor outdoor space of halls or sports facilities. People need this Greenfield area 
to be used as recreation. Also to build on Green fields in such a large scale way is against Government Policy. One of 
my major concerns is the problem of the sewage is at and beyond capacity and is regularly pumped out to cope with 
the existing demand. The sewage overflows regularly. I wish to comment on the Arun Local Plan. 13.1.8 I consider the 
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additional housing not to be able to fully cover the cost of infrastructure needed to maintain the existing area. 
Doctors, sewage, public spaces, all require more funding over and above road by-pass funding. Flooding has been a 
common problem this year in the Arun and Eastergate area and surrounding area. Arun is an Area of Serious Water 
Stress. I would like to be fully reassured by costing and clear designs on how provisions to provide flood relief work 
will be included especially as the land routes proposed are historically flood plains. Areas that would also be at risk of 
further flooding would be Bognor Regis and Shripney, North Bersted from run off and water displacement. These 
areas already flood. This year 2012. 

2814 Housing 
Allocations 

Proposed 2,000 + houses Six Villages There are an enormous number of houses proposed to be built in small village 
communities established over many years. Whilst there is a need for a Local Plan I reject the large scale proposal on 
several fronts. There is no evidence that there is sufficient demand for these houses. Those built in Bognor recently 
have not all been sold and there are very few employment opportunities to draw people to the area. There is certainly 
no local demand for such a large scale development. Historically smaller developments have had less impact on 
existing facilities particularly in rural areas and are more sustainable. The existing sewage plant cannot cope with 
existing demand and building such a large development can only cause further flooding and sewerage problems. Are 
there plans to increase the capability of the existing plant? The proposal would use prime agricultural land causing 
loss of food production in a time when fuel costs and importing food is considered unethical and unsustainable. Were 
Councils not encouraged to use brownfield sites and not greenfield ones? As a resident of Westergate I appreciate the 
village community in this and associated villages, the space and countryside which surround us and do not want to see 
a less of space between the villages, dividing local communities. Who are these proposed houses for and is it just to 
provide funds to build a bridge at Woodgate? The costs seem to have been under-estimated and there is no local 
demand. As a resident in the Arun area I say NO to the Arun Local Plan Consultation Document and hope the Council 
will listen to the residents of the Six Villages, not as mighty in number as in a town but nevertheless with valid and 
well considered views who want a sustainable and realistic plan for their area. 

2816 Housing 
Allocations 

Employment in Six Village area are limited although we have mainline station in Barnham other public transport links 
are poor. Congestion is already commonplace and endangers our children walking along the main Barnham Road 
which has already claimed a number of young lives. Our Village Community would be changed forever taking away our 
children's inheritance of village life. 
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2820 Housing 
Allocations 

These comments relate to infrastructure. We currently do not have a doctor's surgery in Barnham. There are limited 
schools. I would be extremely concerned about Potential flooding. Our villages cannot cope with current housing - 
another 4,000 (minimum) occupants/residents will give us further added issues not thought of here to date. 

2823 Housing 
Allocations 

I am very much against the building of any new houses in the villages of Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate, 
Barnham as the traffic in the area is already FAR too congested. The Green Belt should be PRESERVED at all costs. 
There is not the infrastructure to support this extra population. It would ruin the character of the villages and make 
quality of life considerably less. There will also be MORE flooding caused by all the extra concrete being laid and 
nowhere for the rain water to drain. Why not build on industrial Brownfield sites in less populated areas of the 
country instead of the most densely populated area?? It would also destroy wildlife and wildlife habitat if this building 
took place. 

2824 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The proposed 2,000 houses would create a small town, rather than the small villages which currently exist, which 
is out of keeping with the area. There are poor public transport links and few jobs in such a rural area, which will only 
add to congestion problems in the area, as people are forced to commute to places of work outside of the area. There 
is not the capacity within the roads, primary schools, doctors surgeries, and sewerage system to cope with the 
additional housing. The costs to upgrade these along with road improvements and flood relief/drainage will exceed 
contributions from the developer. 

2825 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I am entirely against the building of more housing on this scale which in light of previous developments 
(FLANSHAM, BOGNOR REGIS AREAS) would not be able to deliver affordable housing and are in danger of not 
honouring this remit for the necessary infrastructure required. We are already suffering an enormous strain on the 
existing groaning services, and all those who live and work in the area. We are rapidly becoming an area of industrial 
estates and disassociated housing resulting in the loss of identity of our glorious Sussex landscape and villages. The 
removal of PLAN (1) (i.e. 400 per year) at such a late stage as 2011, seemed a draconian step. I was horrified that the 
result of a public consultation could be totally ignored, which denotes a lack of concern for the general feelings of the 
local residents and those who work here. 
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2826 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 If 2,500 new houses are built [Option 2] the additional traffic created will not be able to move. There is a major 
concern over employment opportunities locally. If occupiers have to travel this will increase traffic movements to 
intolerable levels. An additional concern must also be whether there is a demand that is sustainable for the 
development suggested within Option 2. In light of these issues Option 1, is clearly the better development Option 
that is sustainable for Eastergate, Barnham and Aldingbourne. Planning Policy must favour the development of 
Brownfield sites and NOT encroaching on the Green Belt. Option 2 goes against all existing planning guidance by 
proposing the development of Grade One and Two Agricultural Land. I am concerned that A.D.C. has not researched 
their development proposals, to support Option 2. The designated area for development is known to be flood prone, 
further development will add further to these flooding issues. This is an important issue that is likely to be overlooked 
as an unwarranted expense by developers. 

2827 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 If you build 2,230 new houses (Option2) the influx of at least 3,500 extra cars means all the existing roads will not 
cope. Also where are all these people going to find employment as your plan has not shown where all this 
employment is going to be needed so Option 2 is not needed. So I feel Option 1 is the best option for Eastergate, 
Barnham and Aldingbourne Parishes to meet local needs. The world is getting short of food Option2 will build new 
houses on Grade 1 & 2 Agricultural ground so is in contrary to National Planning Policy which says Brownfield sites 
over Greenfield areas. David Cameron in an article 9 th January 2012 in the Telegraph said large housing estates will 
not be plonked next to villages. 

2829 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 For the last 15 years I have seen in heavy rain the main sewer pipe from Eastergate/ Westergate to Lidsey 
Sewerage works, lets raw sewerage from at least two manhole covers into the Rife, which flows to Bognor. Option2 
will make this problem worse. Have you done a flood and drainage study in this flood prone area as I cannot find one? 
As Arun is an area of serious water stress Option 1 is the only logical option. 

2830 Housing 
Allocations 

If 2,500 new homes are built the traffic going into Chichester in the mornings and evenings will just be at a stand-still, 
already going into Chichester between 8.15 a.m. and 9o'clock traffic is bad. The quiet lanes will be no more and the 
small villages will be no more. The Schools, Doctor Surgeries and Hospitals are already overflowing and not coping. I 
feel Option 1 is the best option for Eastergate, Barnham and Aldingbourne Parishes to meet local needs. 13.1.8 Over 
the years more and more houses are built on farm land and open fields and now when it rains the water has nowhere 
to go causing major floods, the Sewage Works are not coping with the extra wastes. Option 2 will make the problems 



Page | 759  
 

worse. 

2832 Housing 
Allocations 

The size of the proposed development means that it cannot be merged into the villages. It will remain isolated and is 
likely to become the cause of a Them and Us situation. We should go back to the previous plan - Option 1 - with small 
allocations throughout the district. Using Brownfield sites. 

2834 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.8 We live in Barnham. Over the last three years our garden has flooded with RAW SEWAGE from a manhole in 
our garden. It has made the garden unavailable to my children for several weeks. How can anyone say we can have 
over 2,000 more houses, when the current sewer system is on its knees. Ask anyone - even Southern Water. 13.1.14 
Building on Green fields is against the current Government's policy. Brownfields should always be the first choice in 
development. If the Council needs private money to fund real growth; then their plan is flawed. 

2835 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 It is contrary to NPPF to build on Greenfield sites. If this goes ahead legal action should be taken against A.D.C. 
and Government as they would be breaking their own laws. The whole locality, Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and 
Aldingbourne cannot cope now. Furthermore, little support and investment has been offered by ADC to the current 
infrastructure, so the whole area would suffer immeasurably by further development in the scale proposed. I do not 
accept promises from ADC or developers as ADC would not have or get sufficient funds to upgrade, and the 
developers will not do anything to upgrade as it has no profit benefit to them. This is a disgraceful proposal and must 
be stopped! 

2836 Housing 
Allocations 

Lots of houses but no new schools. BEWARE! Most of Westergate, Aldingbourne and Barnham is on running sand and 
only 3m above sea level. 

2838 Housing 
Allocations 

230 more houses in Barnham would result in even more traffic chaos close to the station. Our private road has 
commuters parking over our drives. Barnham is no longer a village and it makes no sense to join it and Eastergate up 
with Bognor. 13.1.8 I waited 14 days for a doctor's appointment recently. The surgeries will not be able to cope with 
more patients. 
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2839 Housing 
Allocations 

13.1.14 The original house building plan, Option 1 rate of 150houses is more appropriate for this rural area. We have 
seen a huge increase in traffic and its associated noise and danger on the Barnham Road over the last 15 years. Any 
large increases, as proposed in Option2 will impact even more seriously on the quality of life and character of the 
villages. We are prone to regular flooding and building on Green fields is unnecessary with the amount of Brownfield 
sites available. If planning is to reflect local views, then this should be rejected by the local Council. 

2841 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The proposal to build 2,000 houses is totally unsustainable in the proposed location. We simply do not have the 
infrastructure in place to cope with it - it would require additional schools, G.P. Surgeries, hospital facilities, transport 
links etc which I presume there is no funding for. The A29 is already very busy - even with a proposed bypass, the 
extra capacity with all the additional users would cause severe traffic congestion. I am also concerned about flooding - 
it has already been proved this year that the locality cannot cope, and a massive new development is likely to add 
even further to these problems significantly. Where will all these people coming into the area find jobs in this severely 
difficult climate? Who will be able to afford to buy these houses at this time, bearing in mind the state of the 
economy? Who will live in these houses - what sort of housing will it be? I have heard the term 'Affordable Housing'  - 
what does this mean? We are entitled to know a lot more about what is being planned if this is a proper consultation 
process. 

2843 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 The proposals will change the character of the villages into a small town. There are few jobs and poor public 
transport links. Two thousand plus additional houses are not sustainable in a rural area. 

2845 Housing 
Allocations 

SP8 I would accept Option 1 on the grounds that all three of the parishes of Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate 
would benefit from a small increase in affordable housing. I would totally reject Option 2 on the grounds that 2,000 
houses extra will generate an increase in population unsustainable in the three villages in terms of schools, jobs, 
medical services and, most seriously, a very significant increase in road traffic. The very significant increase in housing 
proposed in Option2 seems certain to increase the probability of serious problems with flooding in the area of the 
villages of Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate. There will be a huge increase in the demand upon water services 
and drainage; this will be added to the decrease in natural drainage caused by concreting over present open land. 
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2847 Housing 
Allocations 

(Proposed development of 2,500 houses South of Eastergate). What is this madness the destruction of our villages the 
lost way of life, the imposing of a new town on hard working people most of which have invested their life and savings 
into property and local culture. How can a Council try to impose a monster on the people who voted them into power 
and are there to provide a service. The new route for the A29 is just crazy. Its more cycle lanes we need, not more 
traffic in our villages. We the residents will fight to the end. Please think about this, Barnham is a village not a new 
town. 

2848 Housing 
Allocations 

The building of 2,000 houses on land adjacent to, Eastergate, Barnham and Westergate would totally alter the rural 
nature of the villages and is likely to create problems with local services, the danger of flooding and increased traffic. 
Who will occupy these 2,000 houses. It is hard to believe they are wanted for local people, so who are the RDC 
representing? I question whether the RDC should be promoting this plan at all. 

2849 Housing 
Allocations 

I feel very strongly that Option 2 is not sustainable in our rural area, making our villages into one massive town. 
Option 1 is far more feasible and would not destroy our villages. Why are there plans going on Greenfield sites and 
not Brown fields? This is not right. If they were to go ahead the infrastructure needs to be put in before any houses 
are built, GP's and schools cannot take any more and a priority should be the drainage/flood relief as we already get 
flooded without more houses adding to the problem. We already get flooded without more houses adding to the 
problem. NO to any of the A29 bypass options and closure of the Woodgate Crossing would threaten local business. 
Please, Please think again. 

2850 Housing 
Allocations 

No reason to build 2230 homes – nobody can afford them, lack of resources. Paving over the soakaway will raise flood 
likelihood dramatically. No hospitals, schools etc to be built. Complete waste of taxpayers money for useless buildings. 
Building on Greenfields is against the LAW !! 

2851 Housing 
Allocations 

Option 1 is more realistic in relation to available or predicted employment in this area. In Option 2 building 2,000+ 
houses to fund a road is counter-productive; without employment houses will not be sold. 

2857 Housing 
Allocations 

A few points about the proposed Housing Developments in Aldingbourne, Barnham, Eastergate. 1. These are Country 
areas - district villages. 2. The ROAD SYSTEM is over-loaded at present anyway. More traffic, even with more roads 
THROUGH the area, would be total grid-lock. (The present roads are MUCH too narrow for the HUGE LORRIES which 
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use them.) 3. The entrance points you propose for new 'A29 By-pass'  are quite UNWORKABLE - A narrow road 
(residential) in Barnham passing right by a school, from the small Lion War Memorial and a right turn at Nyton. 4. 
Closing the Woodgate Crossing would be a disaster - death to the Businesses depending on the passing trade, and 
curtailing the present effective Bus Route (66). 5. Where are the NEW SCHOOLS, CLINICS, HOSPITALS, SPORTS 
FACILITIES? 6. The notion of Barnham as a FREIGHT HUB is clearly unworkable. FREIGHT for WHAT? The Freight Yard 
at Barnham is now a Car Park. Railways won't spend the ---------------- money to restore back. What is needed is a 
completion of the A27 LINK ROAD - with a By-pass at Arundel, Worthing, Fontwell and Chichester making one through 
road with LORRIES confined to it and routed on to A259 (which has space left for widening) to link with Bognor 
Chichester Industrial Warehouses. Fontwell Roundabout is a Disaster waiting to happen. Some sensible, limited, 
harmonious, thought-out development is beneficial. But not this heavy-handed and bureaucratic imposition. I should 
be pleased to give you a tour of the area to inspect the sites. 

2858 Housing 
Allocations 

I am against the new proposed routes for the A29. I am also against any more houses being built around Westergate, 
Eastergate and Barnham. 

2859 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to oppose the new routes for the A29 and for the new housing development. 

2860 Housing 
Allocations 

I am opposed to all options for a new route for the A29 and any houses being built to fund it. 

2861 Housing 
Allocations 

I object most strongly to the idea of building so many houses in Westergate, Barnham and Eastergate. Our green fields 
are precious and not buried under areas of concrete, obviously we need to build a certain amount to accommodate 
the local population but the amount proposed would bring in more people from outside the area, which is already 
overcrowded. The Doctors, Schools and Roads will not cope with the extra, possibly thousands of people and cars; it 
will be a small Town without the amenities. Also the proposed bypass routes will not solve this problem of too many 
cars and people and be another scar on the landscape. To the North of the A27 we will have the National Park to the 
South an urban sprawl. 
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2862 Housing 
Allocations 

ARUN D.C.'s DRAFT LOCAL PLAN I am writing to express my serious concerns over the proposal incorporated into the 
Arun Plan to require 2,300 new houses to be built adjacent to Woodgate, Eastergate, Barnham on Greenfield Sites. I 
am strongly opposed to this proposition for the following reasons: (i) Building on Green fields is unacceptable - the 
more so when ample brown field sites are available in the area. The newly appointed ministers, responsible for 
overseeing the easing of planning regulations announced yesterday, (6-9-12) said on T.V. last night that building on 
green field sites would be approved only in exceptional circumstances. By no stretch of the imagination could this be 
said to apply here. (ii) The local infrastructure - particularly with reference to drainage/sewage - is unable to cope 
adequately with the current population. Health and education facilities are also under stress. No-where in the Local 
Plan have I seen your proposals to deal with these problems. (iii) The re-routing of the A29 - which seems to have 
been included in the proposal for reasons which escapes me - is a nonsense. Solve the existing problem, and the two 
which are to the east of the existing road would make things worse. I, in common with most local residents, accept 
that new houses are necessary. Option 1 of the original Local Plan dealt with this requirement at a rate which is 
acceptable to all that I have spoken to. I, like many others, chose to live in this area largely because of its semi-rural 
characteristics. If we had wanted to live in Bognor or Littlehampton we would have done so. I seem to remember John 
Prescott - during the previous administration - stating his aim was to concrete over the Southern half of the country 
and I imagine your reaction was similar to mine! Please remember this when considering this proposal and then do 
the right thing - reject it. 

2863 Housing 
Allocations 

This letter is for your attention and in relation to the Arun Draft Local Plan for 2013 - 2028. I object to this plan 
because there is no justification for the local villages having a further 2,000 odd homes built on the countryside South 
of our communities. We know that there is a shortage of housing and that we can all share in a small amount of 
housing across Arun District, but this is too much. Practically speaking flooding and sewage will be a problem to us all 
notwithstanding the additional pressure on Doctors, Schools, Local Services and Roads, even with the impractical 
proposals for the A29 which will put a further burden on local roads. Please ensure that my objections are lodged. 

2864 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing with concern about the proposed development of 2,000 extra new houses spread throughout the 
parishes of Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate. Resources such as schools and medical facilities are already 
stretched and would not support the addition of this many new homes. Sewage overflow at times of heavy rainfall, 
which we have seen over the last few years, has also been an issue in certain areas of the parish. Extra development 
would only increase this further. Village identities will be lost as they are merged and the environment compromised. 
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What is the purpose of a bypass to ease existing traffic issues if this new development would mean at least 2,000 
extra vehicles on our local roads? I would like to register my objection to this plan and furthermore may I request that 
any future consultations are held outside of school holiday periods. 

2865 Housing 
Allocations 

HOUSE PLANNING CONSULTATION All villages already lacking in infrastructure. Insufficient natural resources in the 
area. Conservation should say NO to any further building. OPTION 1 : 230 New Homes maximum to be allowed. 
OPTION 2 : NO 

2867 Housing 
Allocations 

Following the meetings about the Local Plan I have the following comments to make. 1. Drainage must be sorted out 
before any more building is allowed. 2. Suggest amount of housing at Eastergate on Greenfield sites should not 
happen. 3. The suggested bypass to avoid the Woodgate Crossing is not practical. 4. The villages should be maintained 
individually and not become part of Bognor Regis. 5. There are insufficient jobs for people in the area to warrant the 
changes, and this should be sorted out before such changes can be considered. 

2868 Housing 
Allocations 

I have to object to the development of 2,000 houses in the Westergate, Eastergate, Barnham area. Our roads in this 
area are so congested already. I hope in the Council's Draft Plan they have included another County Primary School 
plus a new Doctor's Surgery, as our Aldingbourne School is already as full, as like our Surgery. Our area is known as the 
FIVE VILLAGES that will be a thing of the past! 

2870 Housing 
Allocations 

Having lived 45 years in Barnham and careful studied the proposals for increasing new houses and necessary new 
roads - I write to strongly object. Reasons being:- History of flooding Congestion of traffic Lack of essential green areas 

2871 Housing 
Allocations 

I am writing to object re: the proposed building planned housing in Eastergate, Barnham and Yapton. 1. Where will 
the people come from and won't the very thing they are looking for i.e. pleasant surroundings, be spoilt by so many 
houses? 2. I am concerned that the villages will become a DORMITORY TOWN, as people commute to PORTSMOUTH 
OR BRIGHTON FOR WORK. 3. SOUTHERN WATER seem unwilling to help regarding periods of flooding and sewage 
problems which will be exacerbated by more flooding. 4. By destroying Farmland there will be less food produced. 5. 
None of the routes for the road appear suitable. I am a resident of Eastergate. PLEASE LEAVE OUR VILLAGES ALONE. 
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2872 Housing 
Allocations 

I am a resident in Barnham and have been all my life. If there is going to be a choice, I would choose Option1. A great 
deal of thought has to go into these proposals as the local villages are not equipped for Doctor's Surgery for example. 
Then the problem of the volume of traffic and of course the flooding. We are only villages not able to cope with all 
these proposals. I, and most of the residents in the mentioned villages feel very, very strongly about all these changes, 
which will cause many problems. 

2873 Housing 
Allocations 

ADC DRAFT PLAN FOR DEVELOPMENT 2013 - 2028 I am very strongly against your Option 2 for housing and road 
development. 1. Where are the jobs? Employment locally is very limited. So people will use their cars to travel which 
further afield to work. This will result in dreadful traffic congestion - we have already seen considerable increase in 
traffic due to considerable housing built in recent years. 2. Destruction of a Large Area of Green Fields. Surely we 
should not destroy even more of our Countryside particularly when large areas of Brownfield Land are available. 3. 
Destruction of Local Villages and Communities. Option 2 would result in a large urban sprawl and reducing the 
character of the only gap in the urban strip between Brighton and Portsmouth. So please adopt Option 1 which 
represents a housing programme more in TUNE with the '¦'¦'¦'¦'¦. Of the area Rather than the highly destructive 
housing deluge of Option 2 which would take place together with Option1. 

1089   Housing Options - Option 1 of 400 dwellings per annum was preferred by the Bognor Regis Town Council's Planning 
and Licensing Committee. 

1225   Option 1, based on District Councillors' wishes, allows the Community of Angmering to have some say in the future 
development of the village by preparing a Neighbourhood Development Plan, which it is actively doing. Option 2, 
however, is based on the numbers provided under the South East Plan, which this Government continues to say will 
be revoked. This means, for Angmering with this plan, that a further large lump of housing will be encouraged in an 
area that has already 'done its bit' by having 650+ houses built during the period from 2002, adding 24% to the 
population in the process. This idea is firmly rejected by the local population, with two surveys conducted in recent 
months to provide the evidence for this. Calling houses that the District Council cannot find space for anywhere else 
'Strategic' and putting them in unsuitable parts of Angmering seems to be the easy option, when, if the numbers in 
the Option 2 version are necessary, a broader spread of these 'Strategic' homes should be spread over the whole of 
the ADC region. The main problem with the Plan is that it appears to be confused, with two options having been put 
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forward for housing provision with no clear explanation of why these have been chosen. Greater clarity is required 
within the Housing Delivery about the precise status of Options 1 & 2, which are not defined in the narrative. The use 
of the words Strategy and Strategic so often are confusing because most of us would have understood that these 
related to things you had to do whichever set of numbers were being used, except that it appears to be the opposite 
of this. Strategic seems to be used largely to keep it out of the control or influence of Neighbourhood Development 
Plans, which does not fit well with the current Localism agenda. 

91 Strategic 
Housing, Parish 
and Town 
Council 
Allocations 

SP8 Objects to proposed allocation in policy SP8(2) of Barn, East, Ald Broad Strategic Housing Site. As this is high 
quality agricultural land (Grades I and II). Its also low lying, subject to flood risk. Its important to maintian seperation 
of settlements (prevent coalescence, preserve character). The EA has advised against further substantial hosuing 
development in the area because of the drainage problems and flood risk. He considers there to be sufficeint land 
allocated for land in the west part of the district already, additioanl land should be found in built-up area boundaries. 
SPB(2) should be removed from the plan. 

92 Strategic 
Housing, Parish 
and Town 
Council 
Allocations 

SP20 (viii) Objects to suggested line of A29 realigniment and replacement proposed in the plan. It would divert heavy 
traffic from the A29 Shripney Road to the B2233 Barnham Road (between Barnham and Eastergate). Heavy traffic 
would then run westwards to the A29 at Eastergate Square, where there is a small roundabout with war memorial. 
This is alread a traffic bottle neck, and difficult for heavy goods vehicles along the A29. The road junction would 
become seriously congested and dangerous if traffic was routed along the B2233 to travel north on the A29 at 
Fontwell Avenue. 

1674 Strategic 
Housing, Parish 
and Town 
Council 
Allocations 

Proposal for the provision of approximately 2,000 homes in this areaIs in direct conflict with comments made on 
Chapter (4). 'A landscape visual impact study'  would reveal open countryside, across farmland, towards Eastergate 
Church and views up to the Downs. 'A flood risk and drainage impact assessment'  would also reveal basic problems. 
Historical information compiled by local residentswith appropriate expertise has not been taken up by loca council 
consultants, resulting in delays with remedial work. 

1194  Parish & Town 
Council 
Allocations 

New Housing Development We accept the need to initiate house building a) to meet perceived need (if proven) and b) 
to aid reversing the downturn in the economy See attached document with detailed comments on Housing Policy SP8-
10 
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1122  Parish & Town 
Council 
Allocations 

Middleton-on-Sea Parish Council object to the allocation of 30 housing units and wish to have that reduced to Nil until 
drainage improvements have been fully implemented. The floods of 11th June 2012 have demonstrated just how poor 
the surface and foul water drainage systems are within the parish, something of which this council has been advising 
Arun District Council for many years. The Lead Local Flood Authority (WSCC) have advised the council that it is 
establishing a Middleton Parish Surface Water Plan (MSWP) investigation and based upon its conclusions will ensure 
that remedial works are undertaken by the responsible authorities. It is therefore essential that no future house 
building is permitted in the parish until the MSWP is completed and its recommendations are FULLY implemented. 

99 Affordable 
Housing 

Greenfield land develpments are contrary to Government policy - Large scale development in the countryside is 
contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, which demands using Brownfield sites over Greenfield. 

310 Affordable 
Housing 

7.6. ' Affordable housing with excellent social infrastructure' . Minimal affordable housing. Not enough school places, 
doctors and serious transport issues in Angmering. Nowhere near excellent infrastructure, not even adequate for 490 
extra homes. 

202 Affordable 
Housing 

  Wheel chair units tend to be 20% larger than normal units and have a large land take due to the car parking 
requirements. We are aware that Arun have a genuine Wheel chair dwelling need (we are providing one unit on a site 
in Yapton (178 units) and up to 4 on Courtwick (600 units) but 10% would be prohibitive and impact viability/ 
deliverability significantly. My suggestion would be that up to 10% of units meet Lifetime Home standards with 
specific site by site negotiations on wheelchair units   Tenure - 80:20 is undesirable. Yapton and Courtwick sites were 
both negotiated on a much more reasonable 65:35, with provision in the 106 for adjustments if required. I would 
suggest that this split of tenure would be more appropriate where this is deliverable.   Small clusters need 
defining...one, two's and three just don't work. Clusters of 12-18 are more practicable both from a design perspective 
and the RP management perspective   Some of the items on the Affordable Housing Statement may not be possible or 
practical for outline applications where locations and tenure may not be the planning matter considered   There is a 
need for a flexible approach to the delivery of affordable housing to ensure that decisions are made on a site by site 
basis.   
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935 Affordable 
Housing 

If the off-site contribution for affordable housing potentially includes sites within the National Park the local plan 
should be explicit regarding this.  The reference in para.13.2.7 does not clarify whether this is the case or will only 
apply to sites outside the national park. 

345 Affordable 
Housing 

13.2.5  Adding 2000 houses to Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate is inconsistent with 'balanced and sustainable 
communities'. 

686 Affordable 
Housing 

INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS OVERBURDEN THE HOUSES TAKING THEM OUT OF AFFORDABLE BRACKET .. WE 
CONSERVATIVELY ESTIMATE £30,000 BURDEN PER HOUSE IN THE SIX VILLAGES AREA.  

422 Affordable 
Housing 

The policy as currently worded is confusing. It states that schemes of 1-14 units should provide 15% affordable 
housing onsite, which could be taken to mean that 85% affordable housing should be off-site. Also, for schemes of less 
than 7 units, 15% equates to less than one affordable dwelling, therefore asking for on-site provision is impracticable. 

872 Affordable 
Housing 

Policy SP9 Affordable Housing - Support Subject to examining the updated SHMA which is as yet unpublished, the 
Commissioners support the Council's overall approach to the provision of affordable housing which recognises the 
issue of development viability and allows for a variety of approaches to the provision of affordable housing according 
to the size of a residential development scheme as well as on-site and off-site provision and commuted payments. We 
reserve the right to comment further on the overall percentage of affordable housing sought (30%) once we have 
been able to review the SHMA. 

883 Affordable 
Housing 

Whereas the general points are all supported, I would like to see further provision made for a more flexible approach 
from the council in respect of those proposals that are to deliver employment growth, as this will see the release and 
development of employment sites in the district. If the council are true about having an economic background to the 
plan, more provision in relation to flexibility in the plan should be made to ensure that these sites can come forward. 

933 Affordable 
Housing 

Average house prices for sales in the last 12 months quoted by rightmove today (10 September 2012) suggest that 
prices are above the reach of most people living locally.    Flat Semi-Detached Detached Terraced Homes sold in the 
last 12 months 3 22 56 22 Average house prices £159,333 £238,745 £361,441 £203,327   In providing affordable 
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housing have you considered that people may already work outside the area of such housing so that they will need to 
commute, adding stress on the road, rail and other public transport network.  in the current economic climate, people 
are not able to accept the risk involved inmoving and then finding a job.  You have highlighted that there is a demand 
for affordable housing yet have not explained the numbers requiring this in any area and have therefore not in any 
way justified your decision that a further 595 houses are required for Angmering.  is it not the case that you are 
responding to the interest demonstrated by such companies as Barratt David Wilson, Persimmon etc in just those 
areas that have been determioned as "strategic" 

1438 Affordable 
Housing 

SP9 Support. 

1918 Affordable 
Housing 

3.2.2 States that, 'entry-level house prices required ten times the average salary of those in the lowest 25% of income 
levels' . However, the Plan does not indicate how it will ensure that developers actually deliver 'affordable housing'  
for this income group. 3.2.3 SAV can not find any evidence provided in the Plan, of the actual number of households in 
Arun requiring new or affordable housing in Angmering that support the requirement for 590 homes. 

2081 Affordable 
Housing 

Affordability /social housing Point 4.5 says, "In terms of the Living Place chapter, there has been an increase in the 
number of affordable homes being provided and a greater percentage of these are achieving Code for Sustainable 
Homes certification." The new housing in recent developments e.g. Bramley Green, has not been affordable for 
existing villagers, that is obvious by the fact that not all the houses have been sold, nor has the rest of this 
development been built as no one is likely to buy them! There is nothing in the plan to instruct potential developers to 
keep prices within a certain framework to ensure the people of Angmering can afford to buy houses in Angmering. 
What provision out of the 590 proposed homes will be made for "Affordable Housing"? I appreciate Government 
policy guides this but I assume I am right in thinking an allowance for this sort of housing will be made. Point 13.2.2 
states that, 'entry-level house prices required ten times the average salary of those in the lowest 25% of income 
levels' . However, the Plan does not indicate how it will ensure that developers actually deliver 'affordable housing'  
for this income group. We know it is not in their best interest to deliver cheaper housing as their profit margins shrink! 
Point 13.2.3 says, "In May 2012, the Council's Housing Register recorded, in the region of 1800 applicants on the 
waiting list (which includes some households already in affordable housing who require transfer as their present 
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home is not considered suitable to their needs). . . . . . . . . . However, there are also significant numbers requiring 
housing in the larger inland villages, where the current supply of affordable accommodation is very limited." There 
doesn't seem to be any evidence provided in the Plan, of the actual number of households in Arun requiring new or 
affordable housing atually in Angmering that supports the requirement for 590 homes let alone at a price that people 
can afford. 

2273 Affordable 
Housing 

Policy SP9: Affordable Housing In our view draft the policy regarding viability and off site provision to provide 
affordable housing need to be clearer in specific regard to the amounts that developers will have to shoulder. It has 
been long recognised that affordable housing commitments on private developers will prevent sites from coming 
forward. We would suggest that the LPA consider the inclusion of self-build schemes as an alternative method of 
delivery of both affordable and market housing. The DLP could recognise that self-build is both aspirational and 
innovative, and more likely to deliver sustainable forms of construction than volume building alone. The DLP could 
particularly allow for self-build schemes to come forward where affordable/social content is not required, say up to a 
given consortium size, to facilitate delivery. Such an approach to self-build housing may also assist in the delivery of 
rural housing and exceptional sites by agreement with local parishes where such sites can be identified. This may 
prove to be a more popular method of housing delivery in certain parishes. 

38 Affordable 
Housing 

Affordable Housing: Where there is a net gain of 1 new dwelling, will applicants be expected to do a viability 
assessment to demonstrate a commuted sum in lieu of on site provision? (for 1/2 dwellings i.e. small scale 
residential). 

1270 Affordable 
Housing 

No reference to Neighbourhood Development Plans (NDPs), or to local Housing Needs Surveys and how the results of 
these will fit in. • Surely the negotiations on these should include NDP Parishes at an early stage. • Acknowledge that 
local needs might be different from those stated in this policy. • Reference should be made to Community Land Trusts 
here rather than under Rural Housing and Exception Sites – see below 

2 Rural Housing & 
Exception Sites 

The identification of Ford as one of the areas where 'exception' housing sites may be allowed is of concern. Ford (the 
clue is in the name!) is very prone to flooding during any heavy rain, particularly affecting the road surface of Ford 
Lane for example. This does not seem to comply with the section of the local plan which requires that flooding issues 
are taken into account. 
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346 Rural Housing & 
Exception Sites 

13.3.1 There are more than enough brownfield sites in the 5 villages to meet any genuine local affordable housing 
needs.  So there is absolutely no need for a large greenfield site development. 13.3.4  All the evidence to date 
indicates that rather than work with local parishes on a sustainable plan ADC is determined to impose an unworkable 
housebuilding plan without consideration for local attempts to achieve a sensible and realistic approach. 

676 Rural Housing & 
Exception Sites 

I agree with 13.3.5 - that housing developments should only be approved if there is a proven local housing need.  I 
wonder how many people are identified as being in "housing need" in the villages of Barnham and  Westergate.  If 
there are people in "housing need" I would not be able to believe that this would justify Option 2 in those areas.  I 
therefore object most strongly to Option 2. 

856 Rural Housing & 
Exception Sites 

Affordable housing should be made available to be available to all settlements in Arun, including those in the National 
Park such as Patching, the need for housing should not be restricted in any form and any person who lives in or has a 
local connection to any particular village should have the opportunity to live in the place they want and not just the 
places identified in the plan. 

948 Rural Housing & 
Exception Sites 

Option 2 A29 Bypass  section 13. 3.5  It is not clear that the parishes of Aldingbourne, Eastergate, Westergate and 
Barnham have an existing need for over 2000 houses especially concentrated in one area 

1439 Rural Housing & 
Exception Sites 

SP10 Supports 

1542 Rural Housing & 
Exception Sites 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 19. Paragraph 13.3.4 '” should acknowledge the 'self-build' option to meet local demand as distinct from 
affordable housing need; should also allow NDP's to identify exception sites 

1543 Rural Housing & 
Exception Sites 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 20. Policy SP1 0 '” should add Arundel Parish to the list where exception sites will be permitted and 
should allow the NDP to determine the right blend of market to affordable units on each identified site 
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1269 Rural Housing & 
Exception Sites 

Policy SP10: Rural Housing and Exception Sites - Support 2.75 Policy SP10 which allows rural affordable housing 
outside the built up area boundary in certain circumstances is supported in principle. 2.76 It is considered to reflect 
the presumption in favour of sustainable development, the key aim of the NPPF. It demonstrates that whilst built up 
area boundaries are an important consideration, they are not the only consideration when assessing development 
outside of existing settlements. 2.77 The above approach to built up area boundaries in principle should also apply to 
market housing in sustainable locations in line with the presumption in favour of sustainable development and not 
just uses such as economic growth, tourism, garden centres and affordable housing on rural exception sites that have 
their own specific policies in the Local Plan. 

1675 Rural Housing & 
Exception Sites 

13.3.9 Arun District Council should pay proper attention to views of local groups, parish councils and residents. 

1919 Rural Housing & 
Exception Sites 

13.3.5 The figures identified by Angmering Parish Council, have so far shown some need for housing, but not the 490 
houses proposed in Policy SP8 '” plus the 100 Parish housing units. The Plan acknowledges that 'Angmering has 
experienced considerable new residential development in recent years' . The extent of this growth is confirmed by 
the recent findings of the 'Rural Community Profile for Angmering'  compiled by Action with Communities in Rural 
England (ACRE), which states: . Angmering has had a 35% population growth since 2001, whilst West Sussex and 
England have grown by about 5% . population migration shows Angmering is almost static in inward v outward 
migration . population densityfor Angmering is 4.3 per hectare '” above the average for West Sussex and England of 
4.0 per hectare The Draft Plan does not document any evidence that supports the need for the number of additional 
houses being proposed in the Parish of Angmering. This makes the Plan appear to be focussed on the availability of 
particular sites that are seen as 'viable'  from a developer perspective - which are predominantly Greenfield - rather 
than actual housing need that is sustainable. 13.3.9  This appears to be a deliberate misinterpretation of the Localism 
Bill '” the bill does not specify 'smaller rural settlements' '” this is not an interpretation, but a restriction imposed by 
Arun, and should be removed. The 'Framework for a Local Plan, Angmering Parish 2011-2028' , which covers the 
housing element of the full Angmering Parish Neighbourhood Plan for 2011-2028 is already with Arun in draft form, 
and was written before this draft plan was issued. This document expresses the wishes of the parishioners of 
Angmering The 'Communities and Local Government Introduction to Neighbourhood Planning'  states: 
'Neighbourhood planning is a new way for communities to decide the future of the places where they live and work. 



Page | 773  
 

They will be able to: . choose where they want new homes, shops and offices to be built . have their say on what 
those new buildings should look like . grant planning permission for the new buildings they want to see go ahead'  In 
a village referendum undertaken by SAV, to which 38.4% of the village responded. 99.69% of those that responded 
said 'NO'  to the question 'Do you support new large-scale housing developments in the parish of Angmering, such as 
the one currently being proposed by Barratt David Wilson Homes?* (This was for a proposed 301 homes on the land 
north of the Worthing Rugby Club) A Neighbourhood Plan survey (done by Angmering Parish Council) had a response 
rate of 41 .68%. Of those that responded, the initial findings of the AIRS report (July 2012) shows that: . '78.46% 
identified a preference for 'up to 100 new homes' in the Parish spread over the next 17 years' . 15.06% wanted 100-
250 . 4.71% wanted 250-500 . 1 .8% of those that responded want more than 500 homes '71.15% indicated that the 
number of housing units on individual development sites should not exceed 10 units' . 

1272 Rural Housing 
and Exception 
Sites 

Angmering appears to be excluded from this one since explicitly only Climping, Ford Lyminster and Poling are listed as 
being eligible. • If you follow the logic then all of our 'Strategic' sites fit this, as they are outside the Built-up area 
boundary. 

1440 Houses in 
Multiple 
Occupation 

SP11 Supports 

1090 Houses in 
Multiple 
Occupation 

Each occupier of an HMO should have a door bell and post box. 

122 Independent 
Living & Care 
Homes 

My Client, McCarthy and Stone Retirement Lifestyles Ltd is pleased by the addition of consideration to Older Persons 
accomodation (Independent Living and Care homes)  in Policy DM12. We would welcome the addition of reference to 
Extra Care or specialist retirement accomodation in this policy but are content that this policy suitably considers the 
housing requirements of older people in the District of Arun. 

620 Independent 
Living & Care 

A priority should be to discourage the inward migration of elderly people, hence I would look to encourage the 
construction of family homes and actively discourage any more homes targeted at the retired 
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Homes 

605 Independent 
Living & Care 
Homes 

Consideration should also be given to sustaining a good housing mix.  Concentrations of sheltered housing in an 
area should not be allowed. 

1441 Independent 
Living & Care 
Homes 

DM12 Supports 

1544 Independent 
Living & Care 
Homes 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 21. Paragraph 13.5.2 '” should identify the 'self-build' option to meeting the needs of elderly people 
wanting to downsize, either alone or collectively, but remain in their own homes (more a self-develop model than 
self-build but still an issue the NPPF encourages LPA's to consider) 

27 Traveller 
Accommodation 

In the name of localism, I strongly object to the whole policy of providing traveller accommodation. It is a complete 
nonsense that travellers should be able to occupy land just because of their historical use of the world's resources. 
How about the whole population of Normandy being allowed to claim their ancient rights to southern England? Or 
indeed my ancient ancestors, the Vikings, being allowed their ancients rights to pillage and occupy? I really hope that 
Arun will take a stance on this and simply refuse to provide. 

237 Traveller 
Accommodation 

13.6.1 Traveller accommodation should be incorperated within strategic plans not imposed retrospectively in areas of 
settled population. 

256 Traveller 
Accommodation 

I have been asked to formally respond on behalf of the Showmen's Guild of Great Britain to this consultation. Can I say 
that the Guild fully supports your policies on sites for Travellers and notes you include Travelling Showpeople within 
this in accordance with the new Government Policies. The only addition we would like to see is a commitment to 
preserve all existing sites and plots for Travellers within your plans. 
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687 Traveller 
Accommodation 

ADC'S PLAN IN THIS AREA HAS BEEN "TO HAVE NO PLAN' AND RELY ON 'WINDFALL' APPLICATIONS FROM TRAVELLERS 
/ GYPSIES WHO HAVE PURCHASED GREEN SPACES. THIS IS HOW EVERY ONE OF THE 13 CURRENT PITCHES HAS BEEN 
DELIVERED. THIS NEEDS TO STOP - IT STINKS. HAVE A PROPER PLAN, THE WORDS HERE DON'T ENCOURAGE ME IN 
ANY WAY, IT IS TOO VAGUE AND UNCLEAR ON HOW EXACTLY ADC WILL PROACTIVELY DELIVER THE PITCHES.  THE 
TARGET FOR PITCHES IS ALSO VAGUE .. THERE IS NO UNFULFILLED TARGET TODAY.  

582 Traveller 
Accommodation 

Policy SP12 - English Heritage welcomes and supports criterion 7 of this Policy, although ideally it would say 
"...environment or individual heritage assets therein or their setting". 

665 Traveller 
Accommodation 

I object to Arun's Gypsy and Traveller Policy SP 12. The criteria set out for permitting sites is not 'fit for purpose' as it 
fails to follow Government guidance on provision and site selection. It encourages, rather than discourages, 'ad hoc' 
illegal private sites arising, makes no attempt to plan for any existing or emerging needs from families on waiting lists 
who cannot afford to set up an illegal site. It makes no effort to pre-select suitable locations for G & T development or 
to constrain or manage the number of sites developed. Arun's history over the last five years on delivery of Gypsy and 
Traveller site's is that of awarding permissions to all sites illegally occupied and, so, individual site suitability has never 
been subject to any pre-assessment of planning or sustainability merits. Equally, other significant planning issues such 
as environmental impact or highway access safety have never been looked at with rigour as the site development has 
been taken as a 'fait accompli'. By this approach Arun G & T site approvals have been confined to benefiting only 
those gypsies with adequate finance to buy and develop their own sites and by this means the plot numbers approved 
to date exceed the number previously identified as 'needing' to be met. Additionally, the interest of the settled 
community has not been neglected in the process. Policy SP12, will allow Arun to continue failing to follow 
government guidance in respect of planning for gypsy site provision and failing to provide affordable gypsy/traveller 
sites for the whole range of gypsy and traveller families requiring accommodation. It will encourage further illegal 
sites without applying any planning constraints rather that requiring Arun to address the issue properly and pursue 
planning opportunities that do arise. It would be possible to include some extent of gypsy site provision within new 
extensive housing schemes, such as at Toddington, as recommended by government, during 106 agreement 
negotiations.    
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1442 Traveller 
Accommodation 

SP12 Supports 

317 Agricultural, 
Forestry & 
Horticultural 
Worker's 
Dwellings 

As a more general point, I think more emphasis should be placed on the importance of safeguarding the best 
agricultural land, not just as a statement of policy but also in the sections on sustainability and objectives. Arun has 
some of the best farmland in the country, and it cannot be considered sustainable to build on it. It is also a major 
economic asset. 

899 Agricultural, 
Forestry & 
Horticultural 
Worker's 
Dwellings 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

1443 Agricultural, 
Forestry & 
Horticultural 
Worker's 
Dwellings 

DM13 Support but the policy needs stronger wording to resist planning applications for the removal of agricultural 
occupancy conditions. A robust methodology for proving redundancy should be devised and included in the Plan 
Appendices 

1560 Agricultural, 
Forestry & 
Horticultural 
Worker's 
Dwellings 

13.7 • The Draft Local Plan is deficient in some other areas, the most serious being the lack of protection for 
agricultural and horticultural land and enterprises. The old (retained) Gen 2 & Gen 3 policies have effectively been 
omitted in the draft Local Plan. The Parish Council demands that policies for proper and adequate protection of green 
fields, horticultural and agricultural land be written into the Local Plan. 

1348 Agricultural, 
Forestry & 
Horticultural 

5.8 Draft POLICY DM13 5.8.1 Draft policy DM13 provides policy guidance on agricultural workers dwellings along the 
lines of the current policy DEV 7 and has been expanded into three sections: permanent, temporary and seasonal. 
5.8.2 The draft policy states that seasonal accommodation 'will only be granted in exceptional circumstances'  [1] and 



Page | 777  
 

Worker's 
Dwellings 

the explanatory text states 'Arun requires that the Industry moves away from temporary accommodation to 
accommodation that is of a permanent nature, even if occupied on a seasonal basis' . [2] 5.8.3 We welcome 
initiatives to improve accommodation for agricultural workers, however It should not be overlooked that permanent 
accommodation does not necessarily provide better living standards than temporary accommodation and would 
require a significant degree of maintenance whether occupied or not. - Caution must be taken before the adoption of 
such a policy to assess the impact on the Industry. - Consideration given to the effects on the financial viability of 
agricultural/horticultural businesses by requiring the provision of permanent accommodation. - Consideration would 
also need to be given to the long term effects of providing permanent accommodation, were the nature of the 
agricultural/horticultural businesses to change and the accommodation no longer be required. 5.8.4 WSGA would be 
pleased to assist the Council in looking at methods of delivering improved living standards for seasonal workers in the 
Horticultural Industry but asks that the Council remains open minded about the possible solutions. [1] Draft Local Plan 
policy DM13 [2] Draft Local Plan paragraph 13.7.2 

1826 Agricultural, 
Forestry & 
Horticultural 
Worker's 
Dwellings 

I am writing to voice myopostion to ADC's proposed plans to build more than 2,300 houses adjoining the villages of 
Aldingbourne Barnham Eastergate and Westergate. FARMLAND To encourage developers to build in the area that the 
'Draft Local Plan and Sustainability Appraisal document'  suggests is, at best, foolhardy- at worse dereliction of duty. I 
am writing to voice myopostion to ADC's proposed plans to build more than 2,300 houses adjoining the villages of 
Aldingbourne Barnham Eastergate and Westergate. The price of grain has risen by more than 15% this last few 
months due to poor weather conditions. With world population increasing and climate change becoming ever more 
erractic it beggars belief that anyone should even consider using some of the very best agricultural land in the country 
to build houses on let alone waste my time and money on considering the options.   

2274 Agricultural, 
Forestry & 
Horticultural 
Worker's 
Dwellings 

Policy DM 13 and Paras 13.7.1 and 13.7.2 Whilst the DLP recognises there is a need to provide improved 
accommodation for seasonal workers in the horticultural industry, the Policy DM13 seems to be directed at 
supervisory and managerial positions whereas 13.7.1 or 13.7.2 seem to point towards larger scale horticultural 
accommodation. There appears a misalignment between the preamble paragraphs and the policy outcome as drafted, 
in so far as permanent agricultural dwellings are proposed. DM13 references a 'wooden structure', which should be 
specifically broadened to include modular or temporary accommodation which is a more up to date interpretation of 
a wooden structure, as good modern alternatives now exist that can blend in well. The policy would need to recognise 
the requirement for quality communal facilities in such DM13 does not appear to recognise that horticulture can be a 
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year round occupation (this point is made elsewhere in the document) and to provide accommodation that is "of a 
permanent nature" for seasonal workers only is unviable. It becomes viable when all year round occupancy is required 
and this may mean some changing of occupants, so for instance harvest workers, planters, and maintenance over 
winter may be carried out by different people. Accordingly while the use of horticultural workers' accommodation 
year round, should be encouraged, this could have an important part to play in providing additional housing both for 
horticultural workers out of season and for other sectors, for example students. Such permanent accommodation 
could provide a form of low cost housing to provide some degree of occupational or geographical mobility, 
particularly for young people. This question is being considered in Chichester, where student accommodation is being 
proposed as overnight accommodation for tourism. 

1099 Design Design 14.1.10: This paragraph recognises that proposals for new development are expected to demonstrate methods 
of construction. It would be beneficial to build upon this to include sustainable construction methods in this 
paragraph and also in Policy DM14. 14.2.31: Please clarify what is meant by: 'The cost of providing infrastructure and 
roads places pressure on a need for narrow fronted properties'. 14.5.1-14.5.16: Climate change has its own chapter 
which is encouraging, but climate change is cross cutting and should therefore be referred to in other chapters. 
14.5.1: The second sentence should include 'increasing frequency and more severe extreme weather patterns or 
events'. 14.5.2: Reference to the Nottingham Declaration is out of date as Climate Local has now been launched. 
Climate Local also refers to adaptive measures, not just mitigation. 14.5.3: Please remove the word 'environmentally' - 
it should just be sustainable development. 14.5.4: Flooding, drought and heat exposure are direct effects (and the 
Plan should refer to an increase in the frequency of these events). They should be in a separate sentence to 'habitats 
and biodiversity' as that is an indirect effect. Also this should not refer to the 'known impacts' as that's one of the 
problems – it is uncertain as to what the impacts are: please refer to 'likely impacts'. Policy SP14: This refers to 
increased probability of tidal and fluvial flooding; water stress; health impacts as a result of extreme temperatures 
and a decline in the quality of habitats and richness of biodiversity. Please explain what water stress means (it is not 
the same as drought). This also refers to habitats and biodiversity, which is an indirect impact. One of the key 
indicators for policy SP14 refers to the number of homes built to eco-homes / other energy efficiency standards – 
please clarify what is meant by these standards. In the 'background studies, supporting evidence' section, the 
sustainability and building development checklists appear to be about seven years out of date: please explore 
whether there is anything more recent. 
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1205 Design Chapter 14 Design 14.2.27 Should allow NDP's to set local car parking standards (see also DM22) SP14 Should also 
require development proposals to demonstrate that their SUDS facilities will be properly maintained as well as 
suitably designed and effectively implemented 

1178 Design Design CPRE welcomes the incorporation into the Local Plan of design principles for new development but would 
suggest that the Council might also be more proactive and propose a generic policy to identify and promote design 
improvements in conservation areas in conjunction with Parish councils and community groups. While welcoming the 
inclusion of climate change principles and targets for new development, we feel that these need however to be set in 
the context of the District's current environmental footprint. 

1387 Design Section 14: Design • Social Housing for families should not be provided in three bedroom flats as this is inappropriate 
for a young family. • Street clutter should always be kept to a minimum. This particularly relates to signage on the 
highway or public areas, with too much reducing the message and making the area more unattractive. The section on 
the public realm is otherwise strongly supported. 

1237 Design Section 14 - Design - comments We agree a fully support the statement in 14.1.1 et al, particularly in respect of 
creating a "sense of identity or place". We would add further statements in this section covering parking plans, and 
how they will fit into the overall plan and strategic objectives. These should take into account suggestions in light of 
the Arundel Neighbourhood Plan. There appears to be no reference to or acknowledgement of the Arundel Design 
Statement here. 

1518 Design This Chapter is far too long and far too detailed. It needs to be subjected to a severe prÃ©cis, with any necessary 
detail being consigned to a Supplementary Planning Document. On the other hand it fails to recognise 'the Arundel 
Design Statement' , which already has formal status as an ADC-supported planning document. On the other hand, the 
Plan's treatment of residential parking is inadequate. Developments can be ruined if parking provision is insufficient. 
The concept of managing the overall use of cars by the provision of insufficient car parking spaces is flawed, and thus 
if implemented in too harsh a manner can have a significantly negative impact on housing developments. The Plan 
would be improved if para 14.1.23 alluded to parking spaces. Additionally, the Plan would be improved if paras 
14.1.27, 28 and 29 were amalgamated with para 14.1.23. This should also be included in Chapter 16, Transport, para 
16.3.1 and Policy DM 
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1639 Design CPRE welcome the incorporation of design into the Local Plan and the application of design principles to development. 
We would suggest that the Council might also be more proactive and propose a generic policy to identity and promote 
design improvements in key area (villages, road, and town scapes)in conjunction with Parish councils and community 
groups. 

1623 Design 9.0 SECTION 14 – DESIGN 9.1 As with affordable housing above, good design and responding to climate change are 
essential components of delivering sustainable development and the general content of Section 14 is supported. 9.2 
However, again as with affordable housing above, there is insufficient flexibility incorporated within the policies in 
Section 14 and it therefore conflicts with paragraph 173 of the NPPF, which states that: 'To ensure viability, the costs 
of any requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, 
when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land 
owner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.'  9.3 Consequently, the text and general 
policies in Section 14 need to be revised to increase flexibility. Recommendation 9.4 To revise the supporting text and 
Policies DM14 – DM16, DM19, SP14 and SP15 so that it takes into account the requirements of paragraph 173 of the 
NPPF concerning viability and deliverability. 

1592 Design 14: The University agrees that good, sensitive design is critical. However, in terms of controls on the density of 
development, it would be helpful if the Council could recognise the pressure that the University is under from 
government sources to use its estate more effectively and efficiently than in the past. This has implications for the 
height and density of development on our campus. We hope that in practice compromises can be reached to enable 
the University to meet the pressure placed on us by our regulators. 

1735 Design Description: Proposals will have to demonstrate a high standard of sustainable design. Crime prevention section refers 
to seven key principles from 'Safer Place – The Planning System & Crime Prevention: · Access and movement · 
Structure · Surveillance · Ownership · Physical protection · Activity - Management and maintenance Potential Effect : 
Good planning and adherence to defined principles plays an important and positive role that can help to create 
attractive, well-managed environments which help to discourage anti-social and criminal behaviour. It also aims to 
ensure that new development can be located and designed in a way that deters such behaviour. Poorly designed 
surroundings can create feelings of hostility, anonymity and alienation and can have significant social, economic and 
environmental costs. Suggested Considerations: All new developments and significant regeneration plans should 
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conform to the guidance as laid out in Safer Places – The Planning System and Crime Prevention issued by the Home 
Office and the ODPM (now the CLG) for England and referenced by the Planning Policy Statement 1 (PPS 1) and also to 
conform to the design principles laid out in the document New Homes 2010 issued by ACPO Secured by Design. 
Planning Policy Comments: Safer Places – The Planning System and Crime Prevention (ODPM, 2004) was used to 
prepare Policy DM14 of the Draft Local Plan. It is proposed that consideration of 'New Homes 2010'  issued by ACPO 
and Secured by Design should be made in Policy DM14 of the Draft Local Plan 

2179 Design VAG welcomes much of the Design section. However, we would suggest that the Council develop a policy to identify 
and promote design improvements in key areas (villages, road, and townscapes) in conjunction with Parish councils 
and community groups. We welcome the inclusion of climate change principles and targets for new development. 
However, these need to be set in the context of Arun's current environmental footprint. While there is reference to 
the need for energy efficiency and to renewable energy there is no clear policy requiring new housing, or housing 
adaptations and extensions, to incorporate any kind of energy conservation/renewable energy measures. This is a 
glaring omission, given that the text indicates that this is not an onerous burden on developers. The District is in a 
favourable location for a range of renewable power and heating technologies and it should be policy to refuse any 
development proposals which do not incorporate renewable energy as well as high standards of energy efficiency 
unless there are sound practical reasons for making an exception. Given the availability of FiTs and the Renewable 
Heat Incentive financial reasons are not sufficient reason to exclude this. 

2126 Design 14.2.27 Should allow NDP's to set local car parking standards (see also DM22) SP14 Should also require development 
proposals to demonstrate that their SUDS facilities will be properly maintained as well as suitably designed and 
effectively implemented. 

2663 Design Chap 14 - Design I would like to see strong policies towards requiring all housing to be highly energy efficient and 
provide some form of renewable energy, in compliance with DECC strategy. Given the Distirct's high sunshine, use of 
solar pwer could become a USP for theDistrict and its economy. 

36 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

A well written section with a sound policy to help improve the quality of design in the District. 
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379 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

6. Chapter 14, Design, para 14.1.23 Developments can be ruined if parking provision is insufficient. The 'Prescott' 
concept of managing the use of cars by the provision of insufficient car parking spaces is flawed and can have a 
negative impact on housing developments. The Plan would be improved if this paragraph also alluded to parking 
spaces. 7. Chapter 14, Design, para 14.2.27, 28 and 29 The Plan would be improved if these three paragraphs were 
amalgamated with paragraph 14.1.23 - 'Layout' . 

584 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

Paragraph 14.1.4 - English Heritage welcomes the reference to local distinctiveness in this paragraph. However, the 
definition of sustainable development given, whilst long-established and familiar, has rather been overtaken in 
planning terms by the Government's view of what sustainable development is i.e. the policies in paragraphs 18 to 219 
of the National Planning Policy Framework. Paragraph 14.1 15 - English Heritage welcomes and supports the reference 
to local distinctiveness and character in this paragraph. Policy SP13/Policy DM14 - English Heritage would like to see a 
greater emphasis on locally distinctive design in these Policies, picking up on paragraph 14.1.15. 

606 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

While agreeing that design, materials and finish should be of high quality (14.1.16 and 17 refer to quality, 
craftsmanship, durability, environmentally friendly materials etc.) , the final appearance of a building or development 
can be significantly altered after approval, via a "non-material amendment" or by allowing approval of details of 
finishes to be decided by Planning Officers. It is the appearance of a structure which affects the surrounding area and 
the perception of it by visitors or those who live there. There should be a provision for any design elements 
recommended, say, in a Neighbourhood Plan or Village Design Statement, to be used, unless there is a strong reason 
otherwise.     14.1.19 v. Stating where taller buildings would be best placed, then tempering this with the comment 
that this should be site specific, renders this point of little utility.  It should be omitted.  All design considerations 
should be specific to a site and its surrounding area.   

1078 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

Policies SP14, SP15 and DM19 - climate change is currently the greatest threat to biodiversity, and the RSPB strongly 
supports measures to both mitigate carbon emissions and adapt to the impacts of climate change. Amongst other 
things, renewable energy technologies have a vital part to play in mitigation, but may, if badly located, have potential 
impacts on nature conservation interests. Early screening of proposals should help to avoid potential conflicts with 
protected areas and/or species. The penultimate paragraph of DM19 is potentially misleading in this respect and 
should be clarified to better reflect current legislation and guidance. As noted above, adaptation measures are both 
essential for biodiversity conservation and offer significant opportunities for habitat enhancement and creation. 
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900 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

967 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

Like much of the document, it is unclear as to how background information contributes towards key points of the 
plan. For instance, the Code for Sustainable Homes (CSH) is mentioned but without further work, this is not relevant 
to planning! Unless: The Plan includes higher levels of Code, which we think would be worth promoting (UK 
Government set out a 10 year plan for increased levels of ecobuild and the construction industry could cope with 
building level 5 now if not 6, depending on definition). So could ADC set out high levels of CSH sooner? QUESTION: 
Why build inferior housing now when there is the long-term Governmet standard already established? In so doing, 
ADC sets a higher bar than other authorities - it will be known to promote high quality housing - the downside is that it 
will deter some developers and it may backload building towards the end of the  Plan timescale (not a bad thing in the 
light of jobs leading houses) or attract applications in early to avoid higher standards which will be banked til their sell-
by date. The 'Merton rule' (10% renewable energy) is now redundant in the light of CSH, this was introduced well 
before the introduction of the CSH - including this makes it more difficult and costly for both developers and planning 
officers to get applications through the system. QUESTION: Can ADC be more precise in "supporting proposals which 
contribute towards mitigating and adapting.."? (14.5.7) There are no clear indicators (and no targets), as with most, if 
not all, Sections of the Plan. 

1444 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

SP13 - Support 

1445 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

DM14 - Supports 

1413 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

SP13/DM14 Supports - particulary with respect to climate change optimisation. 
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1162 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

14 Design 14.1 Aspects of Form and Design Quality There should be a reference to access and recreation and green 
infrastructure. 14.1.14 - Again does not clearly mention access and recreation or green infrastructure. To existing and 
future residents these are vital components of an attractive development. Public Realm 14.1.24 (iv) - This point is 
supported, but the wording should be amemded to read " green space and green corridors should be retained, 
enhanced'¦.. Green corridors, as in prows and recreational routes are again vital components of an attractive 
development. 14.3.6 - This is supported, but should mention the importance of Design and Access Statements 
addressing local access issues and opportunities. Policy DM 14 Should mention prows, recreational routes, green 
infrastructure. A new housing estate should not be designed in isolation and must not become a barrier to 
countryside access for residents - rather it should provide a "gateway" from the urban area into the wider 
countryside. Access to, and use of, the countryside, brings benefits for both health and social diversity. There should 
be a more positive statement of the need for development schemes to consider walking and cycling as an integral part 
of the design process. New development can provide a unique opportunity to solve present problems and provide 
missing links in the network of prows which are the principal means to access the countryside (see earlier reference to 
NPPF para 75). This will enhance the ability of local people, both existing and new residents, to enjoy access to the 
countryside. Prows should be linked with other open spaces and green corridors within the development, as well as to 
the wider countryside network. 

1545 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 22. Paragraph 14.1.7 '” should identify existing adopted design guides/statements like that of Arundel as 
documents that will be used in considering design issues 

1517 Aspects of Form 
and Design 
Quality 

DM14 SUPPORTS 

462 Internal & 
External Space 
Standards 

In Para 14.2.2 it is accepted that internal space standards are too low even if the consultancy study is awaited and the 
London housing design guidelines are used in the report.  These are clearly also very low.  The plan should be 
reconfigured to increased standards, say by 10%, even while advice is awaited, so as not to overstate potentential 
housing yields from available sites. 
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607 Internal & 
External Space 
Standards 

If there is an ongoing study which might result in an increase in space requirements, the Plan should take more 
account of this, rather than using figures which might be superseded and which could exaggerate the number of 
potential housing units. 

1446 Internal & 
External Space 
Standards 

DM15 Support. 

1447 Internal & 
External Space 
Standards 

DM15 Supports 

1356 Internal & 
External Space 
Standards 

Policies DM15 Internal Space Standards and DM16 External Space Standards Policies DM15 and DM 16 are too 
prescriptive and will frustrate opportunities to 'secure high quality design' , a core planning principle as set out in 
paragraph 17 of the NPPF. 

1221 Internal & 
External Space 
Standards 

Policy DM15: Green Infrastructure Corridor (GIC) Type C (The western edge of Felpham GIC) In accordance with the 
comments above, the 'Type C' Green Infrastructure Corridor should be extended to the east up to the edge of the 
Lidsey Rife, replacing the Type A Green Infrastructure Corridor currently proposed in this area. It is considered that 
this minor alteration to the balance of designations would allow greater flexibility for the masterplanning of the 
Strategic Employment Allocation and the north/south relief road whilst maintaining an appropriate level of 
environmental protection. 

1493 Internal & 
External Space 
Standards 

DM16 Support. 

1546 Internal & 
External Space 
Standards 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 23. Paragraph 14.2.27 '” should allow NDP's to set local car parking standards (see also DM22) 
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1448 Extensions and 
Alterations 

DM17 Support 

746 Housing Mix The Angmering housing development proposals actually contain a majority of 4 and 5 bedroom houses which does 
not meet the plan's aim of providing affordable housing. The mix will also increase the number of cars per household 
average adding the the traffic problems, The additional number of young people will add to an already overcrowded 
school provision. The medical centres are already overstretched. All this combined will mean these people will have to 
ravel outside the village for the basic services so increasing traffic flow. 

1450 Housing Mix DM18 Support but why not "require" instead of just "encouraging" a certain proportion of Lifetime Homes within a 
development - they are not hard or expensive to design and build to, and they are especially needed in a district with 
a more elderly population profile. 

238 Addressing 
Climate Change 

14.5.4 Flooding and drainage issues are already a problem in Barnham. Building many more houses "on the flood plain 
" has not been evaluated in terms of flood impact ...where is the objective evidence ? 

586 Addressing 
Climate Change 

POlicy DM19 - English Heritage welcomes and supports criteria i and iv of the Policy. 

703 Addressing 
Climate Change 

Large scale house building - increased traffic, water catchment diminished etc will have a deleterious effect on climate 
change 

1126 Addressing 
Climate Change 

Policy DM19 – (as with other development) - some schemes may need an HRA 
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1451 Addressing 
Climate Change 

SP14 Support. 

1452 Addressing 
Climate Change 

SP15 Object. The wording is extremely unclear as to whether CSH must be met for all new residential dwelling, and if 
so is it to be Code Level 3 or 4? The drafted form "Achieving energy efficiency measures that meet Code Level 3 or 4 ... 
etc" is not the same as achieving the full CSH, and amounts to nothing more than Building Regulations Compliance. 
The same applies to BREEAM. It is recommended that full Code Level 4 conditions be imposed on all new dwellings. 

1453 Addressing 
Climate Change 

DM19 Support. 

1640 Addressing 
Climate Change 

We welcome the inclusion of climate change principles and targets for new development but feel that these need to 
be set in the context of Aruns current environmental footprint. 

1498 Addressing 
Climate Change 

SP14 SUPPORTS 

1515 Addressing 
Climate Change 

SP15 SUPPORTS 

2275 Addressing 
Climate Change 

Policy DM19 Renewable Energy These policies are drafted in such a way as to effectively prevent the adoption of 
renewable technology in Arun. More weight must be given to point vi, or delivery of sustainable development will not 
be achieved. 
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120 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

There won't be any green open space left for dog walking or recreation if 2000+ houses are built on the edge of 
Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate. If there is some left untouched or some provided, then it is likely to be 
crowded due to the increased population density! 

662 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

By building on the Rugby club, a sports facility will go; by building along the area of a footpath, the rural dimension 
and pleasure of walking in 'the country' will be removed as has already happened at the top of High Street, 
Angmering, with the bypass. Environment is important - many people who bought houses in Bramley Green did so 
because of the proximity to open country. Angmering will become a town without a town's facilities. We are already 
bigger than Arundel! 

593 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

The statement - 'two community sports hubs, one each for Littlehampton and Bognor Regis, to provide for a number 
of outdoor sport but with particular emphasis on junior and mini sports' should not be to the detriment of the current 
structure and location of existing pitches and grounds. A site is available at Flansham but one is needed in the western 
area of Littlehampton preferable in or aorund the Wick area. 

625 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

The leisure/sporting facilities at Swansea Gardens Bognor Regis should be promoted to visitors and residents. Vital 
signage needed urgently. Arun District Council/Inspire Leisure should liase with local groups and Bognor Regis Town 
Council regarding this tourist attraction and vital green space for local and visiting residents. Possible inclusion in 
Town HeritageTrail. The facilities are near to the Bognor Regis Museum, Bognor Regis Yacht Club and near to the 
Aldwick shops. * Links: Tennis For Free UK http://www.tennisforfree.com/ Bowling greens to be given special 
protections under new planning rules http://www.communities.gov.uk/news/communities/1974306 Pitches must be 
preserved for the enjoyment of future generations. I would query, " 15.0.14 The Draft Leisure and Culture Strategy 
has been developed with widespread public and stakeholder consultation...." * "The Strategy has eight objectives, 
four of which are directly relevant to the policies in this chapter: Encourage Arun residents to have regular physical 
activity, to benefit their health and for their enjoyment. Encourage, in particular, young adults to take up sport that 
they might enjoy for the rest of their lives, in line with government policy. Improve the quality and accessibility of 
leisure and cultural facilities so that residents have greater pleasure and benefit from their leisure time. Enable low 
income residents to access high quality leisure and cultural facilities." It would be great if Inspire Leisure could be 
supported by ADC to promote tennis in Bognor at Swansea Gardens and Blakes Road. It isn't all just about the 
Felpham Leisure Center. Please do not miss this opportunity ADC in this special tennis year! The Picturedrome cinema 
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is mentioned in the Leisure and Culture Strategy - There are strong feelings in the town against a new multiplex which 
do not seem to be understood by ADC. I would ask ADC to listen to the community.     

355 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

The health and well being or existing residents has to take priority over potential new residents.  Open spaces is not 
only defined by parks and football fields but also the open country that surrounds our beautiful village.  One of the 
main reasons why we choose to bring our children up in Westergate is because it is surrounded by fields and 
footpaths that we use everyday to walk with the children and the dog.  The stress these proposed houses put upon 
not only us as a family but many other family's is not prioritizing our health.. We do not want to have to drive 
somewhere else so we can enjoy a walk in the countryside, that is why we chose to live here. 

406 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

Need for leisure activities which are insuffient at the present time. 

413 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

With icrease in population in area would need both the hospital at Worthing and Chichester to remain and be 
developed. 

478 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

Health care provisions are inadequate for the existing polulation. Doctor's sugeries are 
inundated.  Routine appointments are currently only available weeks in advance. Emergency care can only be 
obtained through 'out of hours' services and Accident & Emergency department at St Richard's Hospital in Chichester. 
There are no reasonable propsitions for accomodation of the health care requirements residents of the proposed 
2200+ new homes. 

400 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

1. POLICY SP17 – Allotments I wish to support the District Council's stated objective to create more allotment space as 
I concur with their view that allotment gardening can be a very rewarding pastime and can make a valuable 
contribution to the quality of people's lives. I already provide around 15 plots, free of charge, to our local community 
and demand for these plots is increasing. 1.1 Criterion 1. of the Draft Policy SP17 states; 'The land shall be situated 
within or immediately adjacent to the built up area boundary.' In the case of Climping, and likely many other rural 
villages, this places a complete embargo upon our ability to deliver this important resource. 1.2 Criterion 1. Of Policy 
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SP17 should be amended to allow allotment sites adjacent to established community facilities and on appropriate 
unused sites close to residential areas. 

754 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

I believe over 10,000 people signed a petition to save the Picturedrome, a new multiplex may be a white elephant. 
Other investment strategies could be considered such as the support of small local businesses. 

639 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

The addition of 490 houses in Angmering with associated pressures on local facilities and infrastruture will have a 
detrimental effect on the provision of these to not only the existing population but the proposed increase as well. 
There is no reference or consideration in the plan to any improvements necessary to the basic infrastructure.  

747 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

The addition of 490 houses in Angmering on top of an already overstretched medical service and school places will be 
counter to the stated aims of the plan. Already one waits up to 3 weeks for an appointment at the surgery. The Library 
opening hourse are to be reduced. The Family Centre hours are also to be reduced. The toddler groups are full. The 
village infrastructure and services are already at breaking point. The addition of such a large number of houses and 
associated cars and people will mean that they and many of the existing residents will have to travel outside of the 
village to larger centres to get the services. Surely the logic would be to site the additional houses around centres 
where these facilities already exist 

762 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

15.0.1 To increase the population on the scale proposed by the 'Plan' without a commensurate increase in healthcare 
provision is shameful. As stated elswhere within this document, we have a large and growing elderly population. They 
are the highest users of health care and with our local doctor's surgeries bursting at the seams (Barnham Health 
Centre having closed), residents already face long journeys from their homes to access appropriate health care. The 
changes to the NHS have caused fragmentation of service provision and a severely over-stretched community nursing 
team, with the emphasis being put on care for residents in their own homes. More acutely ill residents are being 
nursed at home which puts pressure on the community nursing teams and social services. These are very vulnerable 
residents and the health care infrastructure needs to be in place to deal with increased demand, before increases in 
the local population. 
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1084 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

Bognor Regis Town Council's Planning and Licensing Committee were disappointed that the Collins Report Leisure 
Strategy was not available at the same time as this consultation. 

1100 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

Health, Recreation & Leisure 15.0.13: Protection and enhancement of the coastline might also warrant inclusion as a 
bullet point since the GI Study also highlighted the importance of the coast. 

1036 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

Policy DM20 Page 188-189 Southern Water fully understands the planning authority's intention to protect open space, 
sport and recreation facilities. However, it is important that policies do not unduly restrict provision of essential water 
supply and wastewater infrastructure should the need arise. The policy text should recognise that essential utility 
development will be permitted in such areas if the benefit of the development outweighs the harm, and no 
reasonable alternative site is available. We propose the following additional bullet point in the first section of Policy 
DM20: the development is for essential utility infrastructure, the need for which clearly outweighs the harm or loss, 
and no reasonable alternative site is available. 

988 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

A few years ago a petition was presented to Arun District Council I believe regarding Bognor Regis residents' wishes 
that flats were not be built on the Regis Center site. There were a substantial number of signatures. Over 10,000 
signatures have been obtained recently opposing the building of a Multiplex. 

1064 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

All existing open air playing fields sites and pitches to be protected from development, including bowling greens and 
tennis courts. Consideration given when building new homes to ensure gardens are adequately sized and there are 
recreational areas for dog walkers to waol to with the animal rather than having to drive somewhere to walk them. 
Take note of what the public say THEY want and will use, when looking at recreation and leisure planning applications 
rather than telling them what they want. Bear in mind when plannning new recreational areas al fresco 
drinking/drug  takes place if an area is not well lit and too concealed.    

782 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

Health,Recreation & Leisure leisure facilities are already inadequate within the Five village and the proposed plan 
makes inadequate provision for the additional requirement of 2000 more residencies. 
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796 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

If this plan goes ahead without new schools,doctors surgeries and other services, then it will be terrible for us, as the 
current ones are already filled. 

1206 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

Chapter 15 Health, Recreation & Leisure 15.0.19 Must make clear its intention to use CIL or S106 to implement 
policies in this section and state that, in either case, the majority of contributions collected from development 
schemes will be invested in the community where those schemes are located, a key principle of the Localism Act SP17 
Amend to state that ''¦where a site of a similar scale can be provided that is at least as, if not more, conveniently 
located to the local community as the existing allotment site '¦'  DM22 Should allow NDP's to set local car parking 
standards (see also 14.2.27) DM25 Should allow NDP's to define the Green Infrastructure Corridors in their area and 
to refine the policy criteria for development 

1212 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

We support the Draft Local Plan, and find it sound, in respect of Policies DM20 and SP16 and the general cultural 
content of the document. Access to the arts, leisure and culture can contribute significantly to overall quality of life 
and wellbeing. Creating new facilities and improving accessibility to existing cultural facilities are essential for 
communities because they are considered to be more 'livable' and offer a higher quality of life for residents and are 
therefore attractive to businesses and industry. We would like to be kept fully informed of the examination process 
and to receive an alert email when the Inspector's Report is published and when the Local Plan has been adopted. 

973 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

The previously mentioned cycling and walking networks would make a significant contribution to this as well as the 
other Sections.   

1454 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

SP16 Support 

1455 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

DM20 Support. 



Page | 793  
 

1456 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

SP17 Support 

1460 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

SP20 Object to the A29 re-alignment. See attached Navigus Planning Report from Barnham, Eastergate, Walberton 
and Aldingbourne Parish Councils. 

1388 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

Section 15: Sport and Leisure • It is good to see that areas of under provision will be prioritised. This is good news for 
Littlehampton, particularly regarding sports pitches and training facilities. • The remainder of the Section is broadly 
supported in so much as it cross refers to other documents. • The allotment provisions are supported. 

1163 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

Arun District Council Leisure and Culture Strategy (2013) 15.0.14 - Members would like to see a reference here to 
informal recreation WSLAF would welcome being given the opportunity to comment on Arun's Leisure and Culture 
Strategy. 15 Health Should acknowledge prows in the narrative. Policy SP16 - Health and Wellbeing This policy should 
specifically provide multi-use off-road links, prows or other recreational routes, to new development and provide 
access to the countryside. 

1238 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

Section 15 - Health, Recreation and Leisure - comments We fully support the overall statements in this section 
particularly 15.0.3: "indoor sport, arts and cultural facilities play a significant role in developing the social well-being of 
individuals and communities by allowing activities and interests to grow outside the workplace" These policies and 
objectives would have direct influence on the development of: 1. Stage II at the Lido - indoor sports facilities 2. The 
Victoria Institute - development as a centre for the Arts 3. The new Museum & Heritage Centre 4. Herington's Field - 
development of outdoor sports (parcour) 5. Green routes into the town from Ford, Railway station & Littlehampton 
(as per SP17) 15.0.19 - It is a key principle of the Localism Act that the majority of contributions collected from 
development schemes will be invested in the community where those schemes are located. This needs to be 
recognised here or in DM20 (Open Space, Sport & Recreation). 

1519 Health, 
Recreation & 

Chapter 15, Health, Recreation & Leisure, Policy DM20 Whilst Policy DM 20 is generally supported, we object very 
strongly to the proposal that some contributions to open space, outdoor sport and recreation Facilities may be 
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Leisure directed "towards new provision or capacity improvements to existing facilities elsewhere". All contributions, no 
matter how small, should be used to support improvements in the parish in which such developments take place. 

1547 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 24. Paragraph 15.0.19 '” must make clear its intention to use CIL or S106 to implement policies in this 
section and state that, in either case, the majority of contributions collected from development schemes will be 
invested in the community where those schemes are located, a key principle of the Localism Act 

1550 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 27. Policy SP2O '” include the Arundel Bypass on the list of medium to long term projects, not as a 
distinct long term scheme 

1499 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

SP16 SUPPORTS 

1514 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

SP17 SUPPORTS 

1676 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

15.0.13 PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT OF THE STRATEGIC GAPS We support this policy which ensures highest 
standards of environmental quality. 

1780 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

I just have a comment about the future plans for Bognor Regis. Given the unqualified success of the 2012 Olympics, 
and especially the Beach Volleyball, and given that there are to be a number of new Beach Volleyball courts created in 
and around London, then I think that Bognor should have a Beach Volleyball court. The benefits of being involved in 
the explosion of interest in this sport seem obvious, and as I understand Brighton already has a court, thenI think 
Bognor shouldn't let this opportunity pass by (as they have so many others.!). Presumably it could be made an all-
weather court and perhaps house an indoor/covered arena for volleyball or other sports out of season. 
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2022 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

SP17 - Supports 

2127 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

15.0.19 Must make it clear its intention to use CIL or S106 to implement policies in this section and state that, in either 
case, the majority of contributions collected from developments schemes will be invested in the community where 
those schemes are located, a key principle of the Localism Act SP17 Amend to state that ''¦.where a site of a similar 
scale can be provided that is at least as, if not more, conveniently located to the local community as the existing 
allotment site'¦. DM22 Should allow NDP's to set local car parking standards (see also 14.2.27) DM25 Should allow 
NDP's to define the Green Infrastructure Corridors in their area and to refine the policy criteria for development 

2483 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 

15.04 Surveys of residents are a great idea but do it on the big issues as well as the minutiae. Communities in the 6 
Villages sort themselves out very well regarding sport and recreation. BLADE, Eastergate Cricket Club, Aldingbourne 
Sports and Community centre and Barnham Trojans to name just a few. (The 6 Villages sports centre is an under used, 
badly run, badly maintained edifice though '¦ not delivering for the people of the area, so don't make the same 
mistakes again). 15.0.13 Maintaining and enhancing the Local and Strategic gaps is crucial but the GI approach is an 
infinitely weaker approach that does not convince me that the gaps will either be protected or enhanced. E.g. A29 
Bypass option D through Barnham Eastergate gap '¦ i.e. what gap and how is that not 'coalescence?'. 

1086 Open Space, 
Sport & 
Recreation; 

In light of the recent Tem GB success at the Olympics and to promote sports, this Policy should be strengthened. 

11 Transport The A29 Woodgate study includes an assessment of the environmental impacts of potential realignment options. 
Nevertheless, the assessment does not incorporate the additional effects upon local communities, air quality etc that 
would result from associated housing development.  The realignment would not be built without housing 
development, and therefore the effects of constructing the road should not be treated in isolation from those of 
possible increased housing. 
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40 Transport A29 Road Changes B road from War Memorial roundabout towards Barnham Centre is not the ideal road to take the 
increased traffic towards Bognor. It will need some improvements to make it into a road of 'A' road status. The green 
route Option A seems a better choice - affecting far feweer properties.   

179 Transport I do not agree that removal and by-passing of the A29 crossing at Woodgate has any bearing on the future economic 
development of Bognor Regis. By contrast each of the alternative routes for the A29 carry massive social, 
environmental, and cultural negatives: destruction of historic building and monuments, views, increased congestion at 
bottle- necks, pollution, flood risks, dissection of existing community forcing locals of their feet and bikes and into 
cars, further adding to traffic - the list is endless but I am sure others writing in will elaborate. Justifying unnecessary 
housing to pay for an unnecessary road is therefore a non-starter and should be resisted at all costs. The A29 has 
already been down-graded as a trunk route. Anyone who has experienced serious traffic congestion in the over-
heated corridors around M4, M25, and M6 will be well aware that businesses will not be deterred even by massive 
road delays if other conditions are right. The idea that Bognor's problems are down to the occasional ten minutes hold 
up at Woodgate is laughable, if not dangerously delusional - distracting planners from attending to issues that are 
really holding Bognor back. If planners are serious about Bognor as a tourist destination, then it is vital that its 
hinterland retains its bucolic appeal, and is not turned into 15 miles of roundabouts and suburban depression a la 
Milton Keynes. In any case, if access to Bognor is an issue - then the need is to enhance Bognor's position on the 
coastal run ie. by improving links directly to the east and west (as has always been used as an argument when pushing 
for improvements that have already been made). To turn round now and drive a road north to the Fontwell 
Roundabout, with no fast route anywhere without going east or west, will merely serve to reinforce Bognor's status as 
'out on a limb' and encourage businesses to locate closer to, nor further from the A27. Promoting the A259 as a 
'short-cut' taking in the tourism, food producing, dining, recreation, renewable energy and new technology hubs of 
Bognor and Littlehampton is surely the way forward, not a misguided dinosaur dream of an A29 bypass that only leads 
to a dead end? 

128 Transport Community Transport The local plan refers extensively to Transport problems/initiatives etc., and fleetingly refers to 
Community Transport. Community Transport it is noted will increasingly be required to replace unprofitable bus 
routes etc., and unless protected, funded, supported and nurtured will not survive the increased pressure and 
dependency on its resources. Community Transport for some of our isolated and less mobile parishioners is their only 
contact with the outside world, and only access to healthcare and foodstuffs. Sammy now covers the whole of Bognor 
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Regis and Chichester Districts, and its Community Boundaries might well change to take in other parts of Arun, if other 
Community Transport groups become unviable. Very little is made of our elderly and disabled members of our 
community , and how their transport needs will be met. Sammy Community Transport is the '4 th Emergency Service' 
for these vulnerable people, and it is Society's responsibility to ensure their needs are met. Arun should be including, 
alongside its Community/Sports & Leisure facilities, a home for its Community Transport wing as part of the 
infrastructure. We need somewhere to house our vehicles and administration. We are a registered Charity and cannot 
compete in the Commercial world and remain affordable by our vulnerable users. It is, to me, an obvious part of a 
Community Centre, and is accessible to both bring in those unable to get to the centre, and equally an asset to those 
users to go further afield to enhance their lives. ARUN District Council/ Chichester District Council/West Sussex County 
Council should be looking at ways to include Sammy Community Transport in its planning. It should be a major 
consideration by all Local Authorities in their strategic planning. 

195 Transport Is it a self-evident truth that the railway level crossing at Woodgate must be replaced by a bridge as a way of 
regenerating the growth of the Bognor Regis part of the flood plain? Hardly. This area does not need growth. On the 
contrary, it desperately needs downsizing, contraction, slimming; it is far too heavy for its precarious environment, as 
has already been established. The A29 route due north is only preferred by many Bognor or Bognor-bound motorists 
at the present time because: (a) there is appalling congestion on the better Chichester and Littlehampton routes and 
(b) visitors are directed to the A29. Once the Bognor bypass has been completed, these areas of congestion can be 
avoided. If the A29 is down-graded, as soon as the bypass is fully operational, the wait at the level crossing for those 
who have to go due north would not fray many tempers. Of course, if the Bognor area only held a population, which 
its work opportunities needed, the crossing would be even more easily bearable. 

189 Transport Until such time as the new East-West Bognor Northern Perimeter road is opened ( when  all houses are sold on Site 6) 
deferment of a new A29 should take place.  Then re-assess traffic movements on A29 to ascertain whether it is 
necessary.  Personally, I think the majority of movement will be on the new perimeter road not the A29. 

192 Transport Lyminster Bypass Should this new Bypass be a reality I see Option 1, with various caveats, as the more viable one to 
safeguard the integrity of the village, contrary to the criticism in the 'Feasibility Study Overarching Report'  which 
prefers Option 2 (see 3.9.5), as it claims that this one would 'NOT result in the residential properties becoming an 
island surrounded by the existing A284 and the proposed Bypass' . On the contrary, Option 2 would be an absolute 
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nightmare for the residents of The Old Vicarage, Old Vicarage Cottage, Fairfields, Wolstanton, and Pindars. I 
understand that the latter may even have to surrender some of its garden for the Option 2 access road. Option 2 
would, furthermore, mean that the afore-mentioned properties would not only be effectively surrounded by the A284 
on one side, and the new Bypass on the other, with the new access road adding further misery as it would likely 
persuade even more Northbound traffic to zoom past on the A284 and then branch off onto the Option 2 access road 
to reach the A27 and its new (proposed) Underpass at the Crossbush junction.. At least, with Option 1, the new Bypass 
and its new access road would take the passing traffic some way from the above mentioned properties, although I 
appreciate the observation in the 'Study'  that non-local Northbound passing traffic may be tempted to continue to 
use the existing A284 and branch off onto the Option 1 access road in order to make use of the proposed new 
improvements to the A27 Westbound. This brings me to the caveats necessary to make Option 1 comfortable for all 
the residents of the village. 1. A speed limit of 20 mph, enforced by a speed camera on the A284 where it passes 
through the village 2. Signs at either end of the Lyminster stretch of the A284 stating 'local traffic only – unsuitable for 
HGV'  3. Some sort of traffic calming measures e.g. speed bumps, at either end of the village 4. A vehicle 'priority'  
system of traffic calming as has been introduced on the road giving access to the village of Angmering from the A259, 
meaning that, with the introduction of several 'passing points' , the road is sufficiently narrowed at certain points to 
only allow 1 vehicle to pass at a time. This system gives priority to traffic coming from the village, and to traffic exiting 
the other side of the village in order to get on to the A280. I think that a combination of the above caveats would 
successfully result in the village becoming a quiet backwater, much to the enjoyment of residents, cyclists, and 
pedestrians. Although it does occur to me as to why we need a new Lyminster Bypass at all. One was recently 
constructed i.e. the A280, linking access to the A27 with the A259, but it is hardly used, as traffic prefers to use the 
A284 and join the A27 at the Crossbush traffic lights, rather than queue on the A27 leading up to them. In order to 
persuade traffic to make good use of the A280, the measures 1 – 4 outlined above should be introduced at Lyminster 
and new road signs erected directing traffic on to the A280, thus obviating the requirement for a new Lyminster 
Bypass. The existing underused A280 effectively links the A27 to the towns of Littlehampton, Rustington, East Preston, 
Angmering, and the A259 without causing undue traffic delays as vehicles using this access to the A27 would not be 
held up at the Crossbush traffic lights once the long-awaited A27 Underpass is constructed, resulting in these traffic 
lights affecting only cars going to and from Lyminster and Arundel. This presupposes that the long-awaited A27 
Underpass and my ideas for the A284 at Lyminster are completed in succession. 



Page | 799  
 

141 Transport The new A29 bypass is unlikely to be built unless houses are built in order to fund the road. This will then add extra 
traffic onto the road (2230 houses would equate to approx 4000 cars), putting more pressure on to surrounding roads 
and either end of the new bypass. Are there plans for the A27 and A259 to be upgraded to cope with this extra traffic? 
Will the A29 continue to be upgraded through towns further north of the Arun district and will they be able to handle 
the extra traffic? The WSCC transport plan does not mention the A29 as part of the strategic road network for coastal 
west sussex. Instead the focus is on the A27 and A259. Woodgate crossing is a pain and queues form at peak times. 
Surely the council could save money by lobbying Network Rail to improve the level crossing with automatic 
monitoring rather than spend huge sums on an A29 bypass which is being made out to be the "saviour" of 
regenerating Bognor? Another issue with the new proposed A29 bypass is that the road over the level crossing at 
Woodgate will then be closed so residents living North of the crossing will have to use the bypass to go to Bognor and 
residents to the South are cut off from the schools and the rest of the village, technically "isolating" them! 

164 Transport Angmering - I live in the North end of the village and have to suffer the total confusion and traffic jams already in 
Arundel Road and Chantryfield during school time, at the existing number of children coming from Bramley Green, 
any further development along Roundstone lane will only increase this blockage. 

180 Transport The Prime Minister has said that local people should have more say in planning matters in their area. So why are you 
proposing 590 new houses in Angmering when villagers have made it clear that they think 100 is more than enough? 
Do you know that patients can wait a fortnight to get an appointment with their own doctor at Angmering Surgery? 
What about infrastructure, the effect on sewerage, drainage and water supplies? The A27 and A259 are already 
congested at peak times and more houses would make it worse. Surely, when Bramley Green was built, that was a big 
enough contribution for this village ( which is only served by one bus an hour on weekdays) 

391 Transport 5. Chapter 16, Transport, para 16.2.6 This paragraph is inaccurate, as well as being a dangerous hostage to fortune 
which does not adequately support the District Council's strong and long-standing support for an Arundel Bypass.The 
paragraph fails to mention the Preferred Route Statement, it says quite wronglythat the route was "identified" in the 
SoCoMMS in 2002,the Plan's large scale maps define it simply as an "Aspirational Road Scheme", and it contains no 
mention of the need to protect the Pink/Blue route from development.As written, the Plan gives the impression that 
ADC's support for both the Arundel Bypassin general, and the Pink/Blue Route in particular, is being diluted and put at 
risk by inadequate drafting. The Plan needs to be amended to make such support crystal clear. The Plan should also 
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make it clear that the Pink/Blue Route is formally defined in the formalDoT July 1993 Preferred Route Statement, 
which is an extant Government transport planning document, and which should not therefore be ignored. The 
proposal was not 'dismissed'  by the Secretary of State as so baldly stated in this paragraph. Instead, as set out in the 
DoT letter dated 9 July 2003, the S of S did not support four schemes on the A27 ' as currently recommended by the 
[SoCoMMS] study' . In the case of Arundel, the Minister's letter stated that ' a bypass of Arundel would have negative 
impacts on heritage and landscape, as well as the water environment'  . However, the letter went on to say that 
Government policy could be amended if there was ' an overriding public interest in the development proceeding ' , 
and that the S of S was ' asking the Highways Agency to work with local authorities and Statutory Environmental 
Bodies to identify less damaging options '¦ and to report back to him'  . The Minister also said that the S of S 
recognised ' the importance of finding solutions which are capable of delivering planned housing and economic 
growth ' . The task that was then delegated to the Highways Agency is still outstanding for resolution in conjunction 
with the other interested parties, and the S of S did not withdraw his Preferred Route Statement. Thus, the fact that 
the S of S declined to support the A 27 Arundel Bypass scheme as then recommended by SoCoMMS is a challenge 
which needs to be addressed, and the Plan should neither ignore nor play-down this fact. 6. Chapter 16, Transport, 
para 16.2.7 The concluding sentence of this paragraph is far too weak. Rather than simply 'supporting the delivery of 
this scheme' , the Plan should be amended to say that 'The Council will therefore work with the Department of 
Transport, the Highways Agency and West Sussex County Council to encourage the delivery of this scheme as soon as 
possible' . 

380 Transport 8. Chapter 16, Transport, para 16.3.1 and Policy DM 22 The Plan would be improved if both this paragraph and its 
associated Policy DM 22 included some explanatory words concerning WSCC parking guidance. Is the latter supportive 
of a sensible approach, or is it so restrictive as to be to the detriment of the residents of Arun? It would be good to 
know. 

386 Transport 7. Chapter 16, Transport, paras 16.0.1 and 16.0.2 These two paragraphs are fully supported. However, the Plan needs 
to include a reference to the transport infrastructure deficit from which the District suffers, and which impacts 
adversely on the life of residents and the viability of businesses. It is one of the reasons why businesses are not 
attracted to the District, and this fact needs to be clearly highlighted in the Plan (see Objection No 12 below). 8. 
Chapter 16, Transport, Policy SP 20 Policy SP 20 is supported, especially sub-para (xi) in relation to the Pink/Blue Route 
of the Arundel Bypass. However, this is the first mention in Chapter 16 of the Pink/Blue Route, which should have 
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been highlighted in the earlier supporting paragraph 16.2.6. Also, the nomenclature in the supporting maps indicating 
that the Pink/Blue Route is simply an 'aspirational road scheme'  undermines the description of a route which is the 
subject of a formal DoT 'Preferred Route Statement' , itself a formal planning document. This is a major weakness, 
and the Plan needs to be amended accordingly (see Objections Nos 5 and 6 below). 

363 Transport Transport Given that the drive to Option 2 is to eradicate the bottleneck at the Woodgate crossing, let us ask 
ourselves whether the proposed development actually will do no more than move the bottleneck a short distance to 
the overloaded A29 at Fontwell Avenue? Of course it will not. The gains will be minimal. A better approach would be 
to look at the signalling logic controlling the crossings along the railway line between Chichester and Worthing. Often 
one waits for an unnecessarily long time, allowing several trains to pass, presumably because of the desire to reduce 
the number of times the crossing gates must lift. In any case, 2000 houses equals 4000 cars, or thereabouts. The local 
roads cannot absorb this amount, especially as there will not be local jobs and the new owner occupiers will be forced 
to commute, perhaps long distances (so much for an ecologically sound approach to planning). 

308 Transport 3.8. ' Better access and less reliance on the car' and 3.15. ' Well connected large village '. Not that well connected. 
Sparse expensive bus service. Angmering has one bus per hour and no Sunday service. Train travel is increasingly 
costly. Angmering station gets over full in the mornings with passengers jostling dangerously on the narrow platforms 
and although there are seats on the trains at Angmering, the London trains at peak times are full well before the Hove 
area and have the same sort of problems at peak return times. The journeys to and from Chichester and Brighton at 
peak times are not good either. The McNulty Report, "Realising the Potential of GB Rail: Report on the Rail Value for 
Money Study" proposes that all Category 'E' Stations (Angmering) should have their staffing removed (meaning no 
ticket office) which if it is implemented will make rail travel even more fraught . The car will be the preferred option 
but the roads are inadequate . Too many vehicles already make car journeys unpleasant and dangerous. Getting in 
and out of Angmering via the A259 is nigh on impossible at times and the village is commonly used as a short cut 
between the 'A' roads. This 'large village' is in danger of becoming a small town but with none of the accompanying 
facilities. 11.2. ' Accessible towns and villages' . Tourism traffic is bound to be affected by the A259 congestion and will 
not encourage visitors to return. 
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239 Transport 16.0.2 Why has no thought been given to a route from Bognor to A27 using the existing bridges over the railway at 
Chichester.? No case has been made to justify the upgrading of the A29 

325 Transport 8. Motor vehicles. If the 400+ houses are built in the Bognor,Aldwick and Bersted every year this equates to around 
12,000 extra cars by the end of the build programme on the roads in the above area. 9 The car problem becomes 
unbearable if the houses are built on the land north of Chalcraft Lane with many of those cars from the new build 
using the B2166 road i.e. mothers taking their children to school and people going to work. This road is already 
congested first thing in the morning to cater for mothers and people going to work where vehicles can wait, in the 
mornings, between 20 and 30 minutes to join the Pagham road. Unfortunately building lorries will also be using this 
road during the build stage and this coupled with tractors and the existing large vehicles that already use this road 
plus cyclists and the estimated new traffic this will result in even longer delays. 10. Using the A259 will be even worse 
than it is today where delays again up to 30 minutes can be expected to get onto the A27. So what will happen with 
the remainder of the new traffic joining this road? Answer, even longer waiting times than at present. 11 There are 
two solutions (A) Do not build the houses on the Chalcraft Lane site or the Bognor area or (B) Vastly improve the 
B2166, The Lower Bognor Road, with a much wider road, with easy access to the Pagham Road (perhaps a mini round-
about) This will probably cause congestion at North Mundham and the access onto the Hunston Road, B2145, and 
finally onto A27. With even more congestion at this point. Easier access would also be necessary where the A259 joins 
the A27. (Perhaps a flyover or similar) 

246 Transport Please ensure that there is provision for a cycle track in the plans for the lyminster bypass. These plans should ensure 
that there are cycle path links to the major schools and to the rail stations but also to the East west coastal cycle path. 
With the proposed increase in use of cycles provion must also be made for safe 'cycle parks' at the stations and 
schools. The whole of the lyminster by pass and infact the whole of the A284 below the A27 ,should be limited to 40 
mph to reduce road accidents with no significant reduction in travel time. No thought seems to have been given to 
the A284 /A27 junction . This should be modified to eliminate the traffic lights and improve traffic flows. 

199 Transport The current plands to "improve" the A29 north from Bognor Regis are, I believe, based on a flawed premise that 
commercial traffic would use this road to access the A27 and therefore the wider road network. To travel east from 
Bognor it would be better to use the Bognor Relief Road to reach either Worthing or Brighton, and join the A24 or 
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M23 if the destination is London. Similarly, to reach Chichester, Portsmouth or Southampton you would take the A259 
westwards, and reach London via the A23 or M3. Taking the A29 north to join the A27 serves no useful purpose 
whatsoever. You would not take this route to travel east or west, and it's certainly not the best route if the destination 
is London or further north! There is no sensible reason for upgrading the A29, and therefore no justification to build 
2000 houses to pay for it. 

218 Transport The ludicrous suggestion of moving the A29 to another location simply moves the traffic congestion elsewhere to 
other local roads. The additional colossal volume of commuting traffic generated by 2000 homes would add to this 
and make the situation completely intolerable.  The Woodgate railway crossing is undeniably an inconvenience, but 
much of the waiting time could be cut down by better controls by the railway companies. However, the relatively 
short delays at peak times are far preferable to the traffic jams and urbanisation caused by the addition of 2000 
houses to fund a new road and bridge. I understand that Bognor Town Council blames underinvestment in that town 
on the crossing. However, Butlins continues to expand and Sainsbury has not been put off from investing in a huge 
new supermarket south of Shripney. If there are good enough reasons to visit Bognor, then people are not deterred 
by the occasional wait at the crossing gates.  In addition, the new Bognor by-pass should provide much better traffic 
flow negating the necessity for a different route for the A29 in any case. 

225 Transport The B2233 Already carries far more traffic than it was ever designed to handle.  Barnham is hair raisingly congested 
particularly in the rush hours when the children are flooding between the railway station and the thrree schools in the 
area.  Currently the level crossing at Westergate holds the traffic back at intervals thus, slightly reducing the traffic 
flow.  This will become a constant torrent if te proposed road bridge is built. When the addtional traffic from the 2000 
new houses that are being proposed is added to this torrent, all the local roads will become gridlocked 

519 Transport Arun District Council has not given adequate detail about the four proposed routes for the A29 bypass. I oppose  the 
re-routing of the A29. I oppose all four of the proposed routes.There is no need for a bridge over the railway.The A29 
is not a strategic road, as defined by the West Sussex Transport Plan. Traffic flow along the A29 could be improved by 
improving the phasing of the Woodgate level crossing and by NOT building over 2000 houses in the rural Villages area. 
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241 Transport I wonder how the A29 and B2233 is going to cope with the extra traffic these home will produce; even with an 
improved public transport system, people will still travel by car to access the A27 and beyond. The inevitable "road 
improvement" schemes will surely result in increased speed and pollution, and the area will lose its (already 
diminishing) village atmosphere, which Arun claims to wish to maintain.  

250 Transport Better pedestrian and cycling facilities are vital  and I agree in the Policy SP 18 c. that safe and secure layouts for 
traffic,cyclists and pedestrians is so nescessary. SP 19 Littlehampton to Arundel Green Link is a great idea. 16.2.4 No 
point in proposed Lyminster Bypass until improvements take place at the Crossbush A27 junction as the severe 
congestion that occurs now will be compounded especially if housing developments are allowed to start before road 
infrastructure is improved. ADC and WSCC must communicate very closely with the SDNP to get a route for the A27 at 
Arundel. SP20 There is no indication of how many years short/medium/long term means ? (xi) Blue/pink route A27 
Arundel Bypass should be first on the list not last. 

294 Transport 16.2.2  The draft plan suggests that improvements are needed to the A29 to improve north south travel. If there is a 
stated aim to encourage new business investment and to therefore increase the number of local jobs, there may well 
be a reduction in the volume of traffic commuting north out of the area. Also the Bognor relief road will significantly 
improve access to the A27. Both these points, together with the closing of the Lidsey Landfill site suggest that the 
need to upgrade the A29 may be reducing. The Woodgate crossing is only a significant bottleneck during rush hour 
and this could be alleviated if there is less commuting out of Bognor. Cheaper and lower impact solutions to this 
bottleneck could be achieved if improvements to signalling were made by Network Rail. 

303 Transport Road congestion during peak hours which causes disruption and air pollution especially on the A27 at Arundel, the 
A29 and A259. There is no evidence to show that this disadvantages businesses in the area. There is no evidence 
businesses avoid the area because of the level crossing at Woodgate. The introduction of 2,000 new homes will 
significantly reduce the air quality in the area. The homes come with cars. The cars cause pollution and more 
congestion. Any benefit (questionable in the first place) the bypass would wiped out by the introduction of so many 
cars to the area. NO bypass option is suitable. Level crossings on the A29 and the A284 cause delay between the A27 
and the main towns of Bognor Regis and Littlehampton. Which businesses have complained about this? Has a single 
employer said they would move their business to the area if the crossing was bypassed? If the crossing is such a 
problem for businesses, why have Sainsbury's invested millions and are about to open a brand new store opposite 
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Tesco on the Shripney Road? There is no demand for a by pass and so no need for one. The case is not made for 
one.   Lack of safe crossing points along the main routes through the district causes community severance. Says who? 
No, it doesn't. What would cause community severance is massively increasing traffic through Barnham, Eastegrate 
and Westergate with the proposed bypass. That would make the roads impassible, the noise and pollution 
unbearable. That would sever communities. That would destroy the area. 

318 Transport A29 I agree that the most commodious route into the Bognor Regis town centre from the North West and East is the 
A29. Westergate By-pass. I understand the consultants favour a by-pass to the west and ADC favour a by-pass to the 
east, which ever one is chosen it should be extended southwards to take in the Lidsey bends. What is needed to cover 
the projected life of the plan is improvement lines set down to cover the length of the A29 from its junction with the 
A27 to the dual carriageway at Shripney. This will enable the route to be protected as development takes place over 
the life of the plan. A259 (Chichester Road) to A29 I was really surprised to find that the developer funded relief road 
did not come into the new roundabout constructed on the outskirts of Shripney but was joined onto Rowan Way just 
west of the existing roundabout on the A29. This will introduce traffic into an area where there is already heavy traffic 
movements associated with the out of town shopping complex of Matalan, Halfords etc. There is an obvious need to 
put down an improvement line from the new roundabout to the relief road to the west. A29 If all Bognor bound traffic 
is routed around the relief roads to the A29, as I believe it should be, it will provide tremendous relief to householders 
in North and South Bersted, Flansham and Felpham. To encourage drivers to use this route the dual carriageway 
needs to be extended from the Orchard Way roundabout to the Bognor Hospital roundabout. The Hotham Way dual 
carriageway needs to be extended southwards to the Hotham Park roundabout. This roundabout needs redesigning 
and increasing in size to accommodate a direct link into the University campus and Butlins holiday camp as well as 
links to Felpham to the east and Bognor town centre/sea front to the west. This would enable tourist traffic and traffic 
associated with the university to be taken out of the local road network. Incidently, since Butlins have built three new 
hotels, have they made any financial contribution to any local highway schemes? Felpham I must say I was pleased to 
see that steps had been taken to protect the existing status of Church Field. What I believe is a retrograde step is to 
provide a link from the relief road to the Leisure Centre roundabout. Your representative said that this roundabout 
had been originally designed to take a fourth leg. Having worked in the office where the roundabout was designed I 
can assure you this was not the case. The roundabout was designed solely to serve the new school complex. I was 
involved in the modifications to the school access road and I was personally responsible for the introduction of the 
cycle-ways and other traffic measures that were implemented in this location and along Butlins frontage. I agree there 
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should be links from the A259 to the proposed business centre on the Lec airfield site but these should only be for the 
use of pedestrians and cyclists. The only other possibility would be the provision of a bus only link. All vehicular traffic 
generated by the industrial units should be catered for with a link to the A29 . Any units built on this site should be 
starter units to accommodate people who are just starting up a business or have been working from home and wish 
to develop their business further. It is important that traffic is signed along the relief roads and that these are kept as 
free flowing as possible so that drivers will use them. A259 traffic from the east should be routed on to the site six 
relief road and measures introduced on the existing roads to discourage drivers from rat running through the area. All 
roads whether they are new or existing should provide safe and convenient routes for all modes of transport . 

347 Transport 16.0.1 Creating a dormitory town for Bognor in the 5 villages will only increase the traffic and polution.  Even a bypass 
for the Woodgate crossing will only shift congestion to another bottle neck.  The current suggestion to dump all the 
A29 traffic onto the B2233 is dangerous and irresponsible.  If the hidden plan is to continue north to the Fontwell 
roundabout ADC should say so.  This is another example where the consultation is not based on up to date facts and 
proper evidence. 

688 Transport THE PLANS SUBBMITTED FAILED TO DEMONSTRATE HOW THE REROUTED A29 WOULD JOIN THE A27 .. WITHOUT THIS 
DETAIL THE PLANS SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN PUBLISHED OR SENT OUT FOR CONSULATION. THEY WERE NOT READY ! 
THE FOUNDATIONAL DOCUMENTS GAVE DETAILS ON TRAFFIC FLOWS AND IT IS VERY CLEAR THAT THE FONTWELL 
AVENUE ROUNDABOUT IS ALREADY OVER CAPACITY .. WITH TRAFFIC JUST FLOWING EACH WAY ON THE A27. ADDING 
TO THIS WILL JUST MAKE MATTERS WORSE .. THE TRAFFIC NEEDS TO BE ALLOWED TO FLOW WITHOUT ADDED LOAD 
FROM A29. SO THE A29 NEEDS TO BE CONSTRAINED, NOT FURTHER DEVELOPED. TRAFFIC CAN FLOW BETTER ALONG 
THE ALREADY UNDER DEVELOPMET EAST / WEST ROUTES ...  THIS IS ALL B.S. ... ALL OF THE A29 ROUTES PROPOSED 
SHOULD BE SHREDDED AND THE ROAD DEMOTED / DETRUNCATED. THIS ROAD HAS NEVER BEEN WSCC STRATEGIC 
AND FOR VERY GOOD REASONS ..    

368 Transport Chapter: 16. Policy No: SP30 None of the proposed options A,B,C,D for improving the A29 road routes will work. They 
do not go to the A27, will result in even more traffic congestion in the villages and an even worse situation than exists 
at the moment, rather than improving road links to Bognor and integration with the Bognor Relief Road. Before 
embarking on any scheme that won't work, officers must go back and consult again with other local relevant agencies 
and consider better, more workable routes. 
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494 Transport The plan to construct a by-pass to avoid the woodgate crossing would only push the traffic up to the  fontwell 
roundabout. The Council needs to communicate with national rail to put in place rail sensors for the woodgate 
crossing to elimate the amount of waiting time in which the rail crossing is closed. Building 2,000 houses would also 
put additional up to 4,000 cars on the road turning the surrounding villages into grid lock. 

339 Transport Traffic travelling down the A29 is considerable making passage onto it difficult especially wanting to join the 
northbond flow from the eastern roads. Many pupils walking to and from Westergate School walk the whole length of 
Fontwell Avenue(A29). The options to divert the main bulk of the traffic along the Western side of the villages seems a 
proposal that has been suggested originally nearly 40 years ago.  Since then the lorries have increased in size and 
there is a need to divert them away from residential living area. When the gates on the level crossing are down this 
queue has been known to reach the water pumping station on the A29, a distance of two miles. Once this builds up 
then it takes about an hour and a half to reduce. There could be many holiday makers travelling to the various tourist 
places in and around Bognor Regis so this doesnot help their enjoyment. To speed up the flow of vehicular traffic the 
route to the West of Westergate should be seriously considered. 

356 Transport Public transport in the area simply isn't good enough.  The buses do not run frequently enough and do not go where 
you need the to go in order for them to be a viable option on a daily basis.  Therefore potentially 5000 new cars will 
be on the roads around our village trying to get to work, to school, to the doctors, to the supermarket, to the dentist, 
to nursery, to afterschool clubs for there children.  The entire area will be gridlocked and will become like Chichester 
is in rush hour.  We should be protecting the villages not turning them into a sprawling mass. 

407 Transport Unlikely public transport  will increase around the villages. 

412 Transport None of theoptions for the A29  bypass appear reasonable. The roads it would join around Eastergate  would cause 
conjestion. 
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428 Transport The draft plan talks about getting people out of their cars and off the roads. The proposals for houses near Barnham , 
the proposed industrial parks and the proposed changes to the A29,will all have the opposite effect. More people will 
be brought into the area and thus more traffic will be created. The option for the revised A29 road would bring the 
new road out onto the Barnham road. This is a B road and there will no doubt be increased traffic flowing to and from 
the war memorial roundabout. 

456 Transport The main cause for congestion on the A29 is the Woodgate Crossing and the poor signalling installed there. It is not 
uncommon for the gates to remainclosed untilthree or maybe even four trains have passedwith consequentdelays 
sometimes exceeding 10 minutes. This practiseis NOT common across most of the UK and indeed across the wider 
European Union in general. Modern sophisticated signalling and safety features mean that it is quite safe to lift 
barriers between trains passing, even for very short periods of time. New equipment could be installed in conjunction 
with the rail operator for probably less than £1 million pounds. This is a massive saving over the direct costs and even 
higher indirect infrastructure costs involved in rerouting the A29. 

463 Transport In SP18 the number of planning applications granted which include charging points for electric and plug-in hybrid 
vehicles, are considered as a leading indicator.  This is highly controversial.  Electric vehicles requiring charging points 
have not to date been a market success anywhere in Europe because of their high cost, low range and perceived lack 
of benefit over hybrid and high efficiency diesel vehicles.  This proposal for putting in vehicle charging points should 
be excluded from the plan for the time being until there is more evidence of demand for and utility of these charging 
points. 

460 Transport With regard to level crossings we in the South need a long term plan to reduce problems by use of better signalling 
technology on the railway as in the Netherlands and other European countries.  This can allow faster and more 
responsive use of the gates, and needs to be developed in co-ordination with the track management companies.  It 
would improve traffic issues, safety (by reducing accidents caused by frustration) and reduce pressure for 
replacement of the crossings.  This may not be within the remit of Arun but lobbying for improvements would move 
towards getting the major capital required scheduled.  
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873 Transport Policy SP18 Transport and Development - Support The Commissioners support the objectives of this policy which 
recognise the role of new development in creating and sustaining connections between communities and the facilities 
and services that they require. In particular we support the reference at bullet point iii to the protection of the lines of 
major road schemes and where applicable contribute towards new road schemes which would improve north-south 
links between the coastal towns and the A27 to ensure that they are delivered in line with strategic growth in the 
district. 

479 Transport The A29 Fontwell Avenue is inundated with heavy traffic already. The additional traffic created by 2200+ new homes 
which would use the A29 would make it unbearable for residents regardless of which new road option was chosen. 
The rural area would be irriversibly changed into a traffic polluted urban sprawl. 

834 Transport Transport   The ADC local plan for transport begins with a reference to 7 "key transport issues" within the West Sussex 
Transport Plan 2011 - 2026. According to the ADC Local Plan for Transport, item 2 on that list covers the delays to 
north - south traffic at level crossings on the A284 linking Littlehampton to the A27 and on the A29 linking Bognor 
Regis to the A27.   However detailed scrutiny of the 80 page West Sussex Transport Plan (WSTP) 2011 - 2026, confirms 
that that plan does not include any mention of the A284 or the A29 within its plans for the West Sussex Coastal Area 
nor within any of its 16 specifically identified elements of the West Sussex Strategic Roads Network (WSSRN) or the 
quoted lists of issues affecting that network !!! (See section 1.4.1, P 27)   It is apparent from a review of the West 
Sussex Transport Plan 2011 - 2026 that NO PART of the A29 between Bognor Regis and Dorking is considered to be 
part of the regions "Strategic Roads Network" (WSSRN).   The A29 was, historically, the trunk road that linked Bognor 
Regis with Dorking and the road to greater London. Now, according to the WSTP the preferred route options for traffic 
making that journey are;   a)A259 east, A280, A24, A264, M23 (all roads part of the WSSRN) b)A259 East, A27, A23, 
M23 (all part of the WSSRN) c)A259 west, A27, A3 (all part of the WSSRN)   Despite what certain ADC councillors may 
think, there is clear logic in this strategy;   The A29 route is only viable for traffic from Bognor Regis.   The A29 is a 
narrow and often twisty, single carriageway road for the whole of its length with only 1 town by-pass at 
Billingshurst.   The A29 has a number of awkward junctions (such as that with the A27 at Fontwell) that create lengthy 
queues at peak times.   The A29 is an off-shoot of the A24 (at Beare Green south of Dorking) and runs parallel to the 
A24 and typically less than 4 miles separate the 2 roads.   The A259 east route serves Bognor, Littlehampton, 
Worthing and Brighton.   The A259 west route serves Bognor and Chichester (as well as Havant & 
Portsmouth)     Again, despite the content of the ADC Draft Local Plan, almost all of the same conditions apply to the 
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A284 between Littlehampton and the A29 north of Arundel.   The A284 is NOT part of the WSSRN The A284 serves 
ONLY Littlehampton. The A284 has a railway level crossing that would be even more difficult to by-pass. The A284 is a 
narrow and twisty single-carriageway road for the whole of its length. Littlehampton has 2 main road and many minor 
road accesses to the A259. Traffic using the A284 for a west-bound journey would also need to negotiate the 
congested Arundel by-pass. Traffic using the A284 for an east-bound journey would use the A27 and would almost 
certainly choose the A259/A280 to access either the A27 or A24 strategic roads. The A284 junction with the A27 at 
Crossbush suffers frequent lengthy queues at peak times.   Since neither the A29 (or the A284) features in the West 
Sussex Strategic Roads Network nor in any of its plans for road improvement, both roads appear destined to remain 
narrow and twisty for almost the whole of their length and replete with congested towns and villages and awkward 
junctions- all of which makes the clumsy and deceitful plans by ADC to eliminate the Woodgate crossing, at any cost, 
appear rather pointless and lacking in coherent, strategic, joined -up thinking.     Most people would, therefore, be 
surprised at the inclusion, within the accompanying policy SP18 of the Arun District Local Plan, of the following 
item;   The Council will support development which: Protects the lines of major road schemes from development and, 
where applicable, contributes towards new road schemes which improve north-south links between Bognor Regis and 
Littlehampton and the A27, to ensure that they are delivered in line with strategic growth in the district and;   unless 
they were, by now, convinced that Arun District Council is pursuing the provision for the elimination of the Woodgate 
crossing - at any cost to the district and to the residents of the neighbouring villages.   In addition, although the plan 
contains no specific written confirmation, the "Key Diagram" and Proposals Map clearly indicate that the re-alignment 
of the A29, required to eliminate the Woodgate level crossing, will take this heavily used non-trunk road NOT ONLY 
through the centre of the 2000-home new development BUT ALSO through the centre of the village of Eastergate and 
along an already very busy "B" road used by thousands of primary and secondary school children twice every week 
day!   The local plan does not explain why the indicated re-alignment of the A29 does not follow the recommended 
"preferred option" route within the Parsons Brinckerhoff report on the subject of the elimination of the Woodgate 
level crossing.   Does the Council know better or is it just that a "developer funded" solution needs the re-aligned road 
to pass through the land that will be acquired by the developer to build the houses! ?   So it appears that local 
residents are being asked to pay for the elimination of the Woodgate level crossing not only by having their villages 
totally swamped by a new town development but also by submitting their children to vastly increased risk of 
involvement in traffic accidents as well as exposure to vastly increased air pollution on their way to and from 
school.   Common sense and the West Sussex Transport Plan clearly point to a different solution to the problem of 
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delays at the Woodgate and Wick level crossings;   Encourage north, east and west bound through traffic from Bognor 
Regis and Littlehampton to use the strategic road routes (identified above) linked to the A259 and discourage this 
traffic from using the narrow, twisty non-strategic A29 and A284 roads.   This should be done through the following 
strategy;   Change the road designation from A29 to B2924 and from A284 to B2284 Remove all through route 
destinations from the road signs on those roads and replace with local destinations. (e.g. north-bound replace London 
& Dorking with Shripney & Westergate and south-bound from Beare Green replace Bognor Regis with Ockley and 
other local destinations) Add the through route destinations of London, Dorking, Horsham, Crawley & Gatwick Airport 
to east bound A259, A27 & A280 signage. Add London & Heathrow Airport destinations to west bound A259 and A27 
signage. Place a 3-ton limit (except for access) on the B2924 (formerly A29) and B2284 (formerly A284) roads. Leave 
both level crossings in place to discourage through usage. Place a 30 mph speed limit on both roads south of their 
junctions with the A27. 

730 Transport Whilst there is, "uncertainty over the future viability of some bus services", how can the Council realistically expect 
developments, "designed to reduce the need to travel by car by identifying opportunities to improve access to public 
transport routes and community transport services" to work for the end user, i.e. the residents? Equally, surely the 
proposed A29 bypass which, as presented in this consultation document, would slice through the three villages area 
of Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate, and totally destroy, "the distinctive character of individual villages.", 
should be rejected as unnecessary. 

626 Transport Improvements to the A29 are essential. The railway must be bridged and a new road must avoid the villages and be 
capable of direct connection to the A27. Only the route suggested by the consultants can do this. To take the A29 
traffic to the centre of Eastergate would create enormous congestion and pollution in a built up area especially at the 
war memmorial and Fontwell roundabout. The western route can be financed by a modest strategic development 
west of Westergate (about 1000 houses is the latest figure from Hallam land) This area has already been identified by 
inspectors of the structure plan as being the most suitable area in Arun. 

748 Transport The plan to have an additional 490 houses in Angmering without the associated inprovements in infrastructure and 
road network will cause severe traffic congestion. There is already at peak times and at week-ends congestion at the 
roundabouts on the A259 round Angmering. Providing dual carriageway will only increase traffic speed so actually 
making it harder to get out of the village. The propsed development is along one side of the Roundstone Lane which 
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thus means the only logical exit is down to the A259 along a anrrow single track road.  The village has only a small 
amount of shops, over crowded schools and over stretched medical facilities which will mean an increase in traffic out 
of the village as people seek these services elsewhere  

822 Transport The A29 is not part of the Strategic Road Network and it's use by through traffic from Bognor Regis to the A27 should 
not be encouraged. Improvements should be concentrated on the A27 and the A259 so as to reduce the incentive for 
non-local traffic to use the A29 No decisions should be made on major changes to the A29 until the impact of on-going 
improvements to A259 eg Bognor Relief Road have been assessed. It is likely that significant reductions in peak time 
delays at the Woodgate Crossing coud be achieved by modernising of the signalling and controls, which is achievable 
relatively cheaply and quickly compared to bridges and by-passes 

658 Transport Diverting all traffic from Bognor off of the A29 onto the B2233 will have a devastating effect on the surrounding area 
especially at the point of the new junction and along the B2233 to the west, past Eastergate Parish Hall. It could also 
not fail to have a detrimental affect along the B2233 to east, an area already acknowledged as an Area of Special 
Character (ASC) 

763 Transport 16.01 Is it beyond the wit of Network Rail to re-phase the timing of Woodgate crossing barriers to avoid closure for 
multiple trains to pass? I understand that the cost of re-signalling to achieve this is c. £ 750,000. This seems a 
considerably cheaper option than upwards of £20m for a white elephant re-routed A29. It has been suggested that 
the problem of the A29 could be alleviated by down-grading it to a 'B' road between Fontwell and Bognor Regis, re-
routing traffic along the A27 west to the A259 at Bognor Bridge Chichester. As the A 259 is part of the strategic road 
network ( the A29 not) and will be up-graded in the next few years, then this makes good sense. 

814 Transport None of the by-pass options would work. The so called ''problem'' at Woodgate Crossing can be reduced by Network 
Rail reducing the down time of the barriers,This is a known fact. The option of taking the traffic along to Barnham and 
then down a new road to Lidsey or Shripney will not work. Artic lorries have a problem turning left at the 
lion monument as it is, and then for the road to go through a very productive nusery, and over good farmland and for 
a bridge to be built that now has to be high enough to allow doubledecker trains under will cost a few million so more 
houses will be required. There is no way you can have a frieght yard at Barnham they have built a signal box the site 
now. 
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507 Transport I think until the A259 relief road, that is way off completion, is finished it will be difficult to comment on the issues of 
the A29.  I think all of the suggested routes just will move the problem of traffic congestion and  it will become worse 
unless the purchasers of the proposed amounts of housing are banned from owning a motor vehicle.  It is suggested 
that an improved link to Bognor Regis is required due to the increased job opportunities that are forthcoming.  I'm not 
sure that Sainsburys will employ them all. 

531 Transport 16.0.1 Reference is made to the West Sussex Transport Plan, which although does mention road congestion on the 
A29 specifically at the Woodgate Crossing, refers to it as a 'local road' and not part of the County Strategic Road 
Network: "The most important roads are included in the County Strategic Road Network (SRN), which links the 10 
major towns and is intended to attract the majority of medium or long-distance travel and freight movements." P 27 
West Sussex Transport Plan   The most important roads within Arun are defined as the A27 and A259; the former 
needing significant improvement to alleviate the bottlenecks in Chichester and Arundel and the latter still awaiting 
completion and therefore assessment of any change or reduction in traffic movements on the A29 as a result cannot 
be made at this time.   Similarly this plan refers to "Development of Local Plan Policy Site 6 will continue to deliver on 
the commitment to provide the Bognor Regis Relief Road. This will take on the 'Primary Road' classification, replacing 
the existing poor quality road as the main access to the town, and become part of the A259 and strategic access to 
Littlehampton" (p49). Again, no mention is made of the A29 as a strategic route to the coast.   "Making the best use of 
the existing road network and improving the way in which the network is managed to reduce levels of congestion. For 
example, through the introduction of intelligent transport systems and improving public transport reliability." (p51) 
There is no further explanation or evidence that this is worthy of further study.   I am disappointed to see that no 
attempt has been made to explore signalling solutions in collaboration with the rail company to address issues of 
accessing both Bognor Regis and Littlehampton. Again I refer to the West Sussex Transport Plan which 
states:   "Liaising with the rail industry to investigate ways to reduce the delays caused by level crossings." West 
Sussex Transport Plan p 51   I can find no evidence that this has been done, or that ADC have implemented surveys 
into the movement of traffic across the A29 Woodgate Crossing, nor detailed statistics giving the delays at the 
crossing.   Furthermore, I feel there has been no logical thought given to the ongoing connection to or from the A27 
for traffic coming along any of the 4 proposed realignments. Simply pushing the stationary rush-hour traffic from the 
Woodgate crossing north along an albeit faster bypass will only serve to create a bottleneck on the windy Norton 
Road or ill-perceived 'fast' A29 Fontwell Avenue, which is regularly used by cyclists and horse-riders. My driving 
pattern involves a right turn on to the A29 Fontwell Avenue from Level Mare Lane (often several times a day) and I 
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constantly witness the speed of drivers coming from the A27 who fail to slow down when reaching the 40mph zone, 
well before the Level Mare Lane exit. I fear a 60mph road from the southerly direction will just increase the speed and 
amount of traffic on the A29 Fontwell Road or Nyton Road and add to bottlenecks further west at Chichester and east 
at Arundel.   Further north the A29 passes through the newly designated South Downs National Park and provides, in 
my limited opinion, no potential to upgrade to become a major route into the district. The vast majority of traffic is 
therefore already using the A27 trunk road; better then for it to be directed off the A27 at the existing junctions to 
reach Bognor and Littlehampton via the soon-to-be improved A259.   I refer again to the West Sussex County Council 
Structure Plan on West Sussex County Council's website where it is stated that although their 2001-2016 Structure 
Plan "has no formal status in the statutory planning system, it remains our strategic policy statement on development 
into the future. It provides the strategic context for the our (sic) views on land use and transport." In it, they say 
(p210): "In Arun District, west of the River Arun Development must not proceed without appropriate improvements to 
the A27 at Arundel (preferably the construction of an Arundel Bypass) as essential infrastructure ahead of major 
development." How can ADC justify a major housing development in conjunction with a developer in order to raise 
funds for a road that will connect to a notoriously congested route across the heart of Sussex? 

503 Transport It is appalling that bypasses through the countryside are being considered for the A29 before proper investigation of 
how the waiting times could be improved at Woodgate by updating technology on the rail line. None of the 
alternative routes are acceptable to the local community as they carve up the countryside and disregard the qualities 
of this semi-rural area. What's more, there is no evidence at all that bridging the railway at an alternative route will 
dramatically improve economic regeneration of Bognor Regis. Coupled together, the road and the housing will 
irreversibly ruin the local community and we have absolutely no evidence that the price paid by the villages will mean 
jobs and housing for our children, The schools are full so more would need to be built and where is the money going 
to come from?           

552 Transport I wish to register my objections to the re-routing of the A29 from Shripney to the Eastergate area. All proposed routes 
appear unviable and will cause more problems than they resolve.  
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576 Transport 16.0.1 The A29 is not part of the Strategic Road network, the A259 is. ADC should make every effort to ensure traffic 
uses the A259, both East and West, and actively discourage  use of the A29. Obviously, not seeking to build any new 
road to by-pass Westergate would be a good first step in encouraging traffic to use the A259 but, in addition, lower 
speed limits, particularly a 20mph limit from Woodgate to north of Eastergate, should be introduced. With a lower 
speed limit, it would be possible to review where additional kerbside parking could safely be permitted, which would 
be likely to further discourage use of the road. Signage on the A29 could be changed so that only local destinations are 
indicated. 

677 Transport I do not agree that any kind of bypass is needed for the A29, or that it is desireable to close Woodgate Level 
crossing.  The latter would mean more onerous journeys to Bognor or Littlehampton depending which side of the 
crossing you lived.  All that is required is for the gates to be working in a more efficient manner, allowing smoother 
flow of traffic.  The issue does not exist all of the time, merely at peak periods. 

609 Transport While the north-south links to the A27 (SP18 iii) should indeed be upgraded, this will have little effect without 
improvements to the A27 itself.  Road, as well as rail, links to Gatwick need to be much enhanced if the ambition to 
attract internationalised companies (9.0.10) is to be fulfilled. 

680 Transport Regarding 16.0.1 Road congestion and level crossings on the A29. Yes there is congestion due the level crossing on the 
A29 but this exacerbated by Network Rail keeping the gates shut for quite often 10 minutes at a time, while maybe 3 
trains go through. There is often at least 3 minutes between each train. The gates could be opened and then closed 
again 30 seconds before the next train arrived. This time would be well within safety limits are was used up until the 
last few years. With the extra amount of vehicles you are anticipating if the traffic does not go over the level crossing 
but takes your preferred route from the A29 after Fontwell Avenue to the B2233 there are more problems. The 
A29/A27 junction is already at capacity according to the Highways Agency, so how is the traffic going to get onto the 
A27? Also according to your map the traffic will come down Fontwell Avenue and then turn left onto the B2233. This 
will be impossible in a 40 tonnes articulated vehicle unless you take the the land from the owner of the house by the 
War Memorial to remove their wall and make a large roundabout so the vehicle can get around the tight turn or 
demolish the said War Memorial which I'm sure will give the council great publicity and have every ex military 
personnel banging on your door!!!!! 
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669 Transport  I cannot understand your additional proposal for the connection from the new bypass ( SP20vii ) to the existing road 
A284. The original connection very neatly does its job, while the new suggestion will cost more, remove several 
mature trees, and leave 6 buildings on an island.  Why do you feel that a second route has any value.  Please can you 
stick to the original connection and remove this second suggestion promptly. 

768 Transport If Option 2 should go ahead, 2000 plus new homes would generate a huge increase in traffic and strain on already 
limited public transport in the area. We are deeply opposed to any of your bypass options especially the 'Lidsey to 
Westergate western route option A' proposed link, (crossing Hook Lane) The new road and the closure of the 
Woodgate crossing, which at present deters traffic, would substantially increase traffic along the very narrow Hook 
lane using this as a shortcut to join the new bypass. Hook Lane is a typical country lane and is not designed to carry 
large vehicles and heavy volumes of traffic. As we are living on Hook lane our primary concern is for our three young 
children's safety and we do not want to look out of our windows at a by pass cutting through beautiful fields. 

1082 Transport The draft Local Plan provides a comprehensive picture of how Arun District Council will plan for future development 
through strategic and development management policies. It will need to be demonstrated that the infrastructure 
package supporting a preferred development scenario is deliverable. Further transport modelling will be required to 
strengthen the evidence base supporting the Local Plan prior to further consultation. Additional work is also required 
to ensure that the draft plan conforms with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in terms of its approach to 
archaeological issues. General The structure of this note is based on the chapters within the draft Local Plan. However, 
the following point relates to several chapters: The successful implementation of Travel Plans will be essential to meet 
the strategic objective to 'reduce the need to travel and promote sustainable forms of transport', as they are aimed at 
improving the sustainable mode share. It is encouraging to see the inclusion of Travel Plans in the strategic policy for 
transport and development. However, there has been an inconsistent approach throughout chapters 9-13. For 
example, it has been highlighted that Travel Plans will accompany proposals for tourism related development, but 
there is no mention of Travel Plans in the employment & enterprise chapter. As employment trips will have a bigger 
impact on the transport network due to their frequency, the successful delivery of Travel Plans will be integral to 
improving sustainable mode share given the scale of growth proposed in the draft Plan. Further consideration should 
therefore be given to the approach to the inclusion of Travel Plans in the policies and indicators within these chapters. 
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1101 Transport Transport Policy SP18: Car parking should be included in this policy. It is suggested that Policy DM22 is incorporated 
into this strategic policy. The impact of a development on on-street parking should also be considered – please see 
Principle D of the WSCC 'Guidance for Car Parking in New Residential Developments'. (i) Reference to 'public transport 
routes' should be amended to 'public transport services'. Community transport does not need to be directly 
referenced in this policy. The priority should be passenger transport and stakeholders should work together to see if 
solutions to passenger transport issues can be found. Community transport could be acknowledged in the plan as part 
of a range of solutions but should not be seen as a solution in itself. (iii) Reference to protecting the line of major road 
schemes is duplicated in Policy SP20. (iv) The focus of this section should be on the effective delivery of Transport 
Assessments and Travel Plans. This policy should include reference to providing safe access to the highway 
network.   The key indicators from Policy DM21 relating sustainable mode share should also be included in the 
indicators for this strategic policy. 16.1.1: Reference to 'public transport routes' throughout this section including 
Policy DM21 should be amended to 'public transport services'. This can include railway stations. 16.1.2: Please amend 
to read: 'Results showed that an increased use of public transport was attributable to increased travel times on 
highway routes and increased levels of congestion'; i.e. people used public transport more because of these issues 
with the highway network. 16.1.4: Reducing the impacts of congestion is not a key aspect of community transport. 
The emphasis should be on accessibility and social inclusion. 16.1.5: There is an emphasis on leisure in this section. 
Although it is mentioned in 16.1.8 that improvements to the pedestrian and cycle networks would act to reduce 
congestion, this should be emphasised in the introduction to this section. 16.1.6: In the second sentence, 
'carriageway' should be singular. 16.1.8: Please revise the third sentence to: 'In addition to the fragmented cycle and 
PROW network, it is perceived that there is a lack of facilities such as secure, convenient parking and cycle storage and 
changing facilities within places of work'. This section including Policy DM21 should also refer to the importance of 
facilities provision at other destinations such as town centres, schools and other key services.   Policy DM21: In the last 
sentence of the first paragraph, please amend to read 'the public right of way and cycle networks'. (i) New 
development should also be within easy access of the existing cycle network, although this is not shown on the 
Proposals Map. The 'Proposed Cycle Network' category on the Proposals Map should be changed to 'committed' and 
the latest WSCC cycle network data will be supplied to ensure the Proposals Map is up to date. (iii) This section should 
refer to 'secure cycle parking'.   16.1.9 & Policy SP19: There is potential to work closely with the Arun & Rother 
Connections (ARC) – Linking Landscape & Community HLF Project in developing and delivering the Littlehampton to 
Arundel Green Link, including the habitat creation elements. For further information, please contact the ARC Project 
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Officer. The sentence on cycle hire should be amended to the following: 'Cycle hire should be encouraged at stations 
to provide opportunities to access a bicycle'. 16.2.1: The first sentence should be revised to highlight the need to 
balance the needs of all road users.   Policy SP20: It is understood that this policy is designed to protect the routes of 
committed and potential road schemes. However, reference to delivery timescales in the 'medium to long term' and 
long term categories should be removed. It should be noted that these schemes may be needed to deliver the plan 
but further work is required, which could be in the form of design, consultation and approval. If these schemes are to 
be referred to in this way, it would be preferable to merge them into one category as there is no current commitment 
to deliver them. The Proposals Map should be revised to display these schemes in a level of detail which is more 
appropriate to their status as schemes that are not currently committed. The 'A259 Littlehampton Worthing Road 
Improvement' should be added to this category for consistency. Lines of any schemes in the 'short term' category 
should also be confirmed with WSCC. (iii) Lyminster Bypass (southern section) – The red line on the Proposals Map 
should be revised to better reflect the extent of this scheme as it currently appears to also include the proposed 
Fitzalan Link Road to the south. This scheme should be included separately in the same category. The extent of the 
scheme to the north should also be revised in accordance with approved plans. Improvements on the A259 appear to 
extend further east and west than has been agreed through development-led proposals. This should not be confused 
with the 'A259 Littlehampton Worthing Road Improvement', which is still a West Sussex County Council approved line 
but is not programmed. WSCC is commissioning a local study to clarify improvement needs for this section of the 
A259 but any conclusions about what would be funded, by whom and any potential timescales are unclear at this 
stage. 

709 Transport The level crossing at Westergate is a major problem causing huge delays but the proposed route will not solve the 
problem, just move it to a different area unless it links to the A27 via a new road.The B2233 is extremely busy now 
and to bring all the A29 traffic onto it is madness. The present proposal ends the new road on the B2233 at 
Eastergate. This is a narrower road than the existing A29 and the houses are much close to the road with no room fo 
cyclists as it is and to bring all the extra traffic out onto this road is insane. The existing road has more room for 
cyclists. The B2233 has no room for a cycle lane. They use the narrow footpath even now and are a danger to 
pedestrians.There is only a footpath on one side of the road so the extra traffic will make it very dangerous for 
pedestrians. The road will divide Eastergate village. The memorial roundabout at Eastergate would inevitably be 
damaged as articulated lorries will have to travel around it. Fontwell Avenue cannot cope with the A29 traffic and 
needs to be bypassed so the new road MUST continue to the A27. Closing the Woodgate crossing is not necessary. It 
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will split Westergate village. If there was a sensible new road then the traffic would use that and then the crossing 
would not be so busy and good for local traffic. As the plan stands the suggested new road is pointless and we are 
better leaving things as they are. 

710 Transport I wish to object to the proposed Lyminster Bypass and, in particular, the proposed Option 2 access road at Old 
Vicarage corner. This access road has only recently come to light and is far too close to the houses at Old Vicarage 
corner causing blight to a number of properties. The original Option 1 access road further north is the least worst 
option. The residents of Lyminster have clearly demonstrated their opposition to Option 2 at the 31 July 2012 open 
meeting attended by Simon Meecham and also in the correspondence sent to Simon Meecham.  In regard to the 
Lyminster Bypass as a whole I believe that the proposed route is far too close to the east side of the village and is 
proposed to use the current A284 on the north side which is already not fit for purpose. I believe that the road should 
be moved further to the east and that not enough serious consideration has been given to moving it further east. The 
present route blights too many properties on the east and north sides of Lyminster and moving it to the east would 
blight less. 

728 Transport None of the proposed bypass routes link directly to the A27 which just means that the traffic is pushed further up 
onto local roads which does nothing to ease the congestion.  In fact, with an extra 2000 to 4000 cars from the 
proposed development this will just be increased.  Both Crockerhill junction and Fontwell roundabout which the 
Highways Agency say are already at capacity, would require expensive upgrade.  Parking for commuters at Barnham 
station is already difficult (and expensive) as Barnham residents will no doubt confirm. Adding a freight yard at 
Barnham will cause absolute chaos with heavy lorries going through Barnham village and using the narrow roads 
which will also add to the conjestion problems. 

735 Transport I wish to oppose the proposed route of the Lyminster bypass (A284 extension) and the proposed option 2 access road. 
I believe the proposed route is too close to the east side of the village and that it is wrong to bring it on to the existing 
A284 on the north side as proposed as that road is already not fit for purpose.  I believe more serious consideration 
should be undertaken in regard to the bypass being taken further to the east away from the village.  On the proposed 
option 2 access road I am very seriously concerned about this proposal as this would be right next to my home, only 2 
metres from my back garden.  I believe that if the bypass is built, then the access route should be the originally 
proposed option 1 further away from both my property and my immediate neighbours. I believe that Arun and West 
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Sussex should listen to the Lyminster residents who have clearly expressed their preference for option 1 and that this 
should be an example of 'localism' in action. From, Elizabeth Lynch - Bridleway, The Old Vicarage, Lyminster 

739 Transport I wish to oppose the proposed route of the Lyminster bypass (A284 extension) and the proposed option 2 access 
road.  I feel that this route is too close to an ancient bridleway that is regularly used by locals walking their dogs and 
by a village stables.  It would destroy the wildlife in the bridleway.  It would also if built be right next to my home, 2 
metres from my back garden and I feel that if the road has to be built it should be using the originally proposed option 
1 further away from both my home and my immediate neighbours. I also feel that this proposed bypass will further 
disrupt the traffic situation through Arundel particularly joining the A27 at Crossbush and through Arundel via the 
station.  I feel that before a Lyminster bypass is built the Arundel bypass should be built allowing better access 
through the areas.  I feel that the Lyminster bypass will just further clog up the road system and obviously would 
prefer that it was never built. Jane Diack The Old Vicarage, Lyminster.     

780 Transport Within the Arun District Key Plan the designated re-routing of the A29 from Lidsey to a juction with the B2233 is ill 
planned in view of the additional traffic this will route westwards towards the war memorial  junction with the 
A29  fontwell avenue. This apporach to this junction  will create an increased risk to the blind corner to an already 
difficult junction for heavy veichles proceeding north and south. The B2233 is insufficiently clasified to carry 
the volume and load capacity of a major trunk road . 

750 Transport I wish to oppose the proposed route of the Lyminster bypass (A284 extension) and the proposed option 2 access road. 
I believe the proposed route is too close to the east side of the village and it is wrong to bring it on to the existing 
A284 on the north side as proposed because the road is already not fit for purpose.  More serious consideration 
should be undertaken in regard to the bypass being taken further to the east away from the village. On the proposed 
option 2 access road I am seriously concerned that this would be too close to my property and would destroy an 
ancient bridleway that is well used by the village.  I believe that if the bypass has to be built then the access route 
should be the originally proposed option 1 further away from both my property and my immediate neighbours and 
that Arun and West Sussex should listen to the Lyminster residents who have clearly expressed their preference for 
option 1 if there has to be a bypass.  I do not wish my property to be surrounded by busy roads on two sides. I feel 
that before a Lyminster bypass is considered the Arundel bypass should be completed otherwise the blockages that 
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regularly happen through Arundel (via Crossbush roundabout down station hill) will increase and traffic flow will be 
severely disrupted.     

751 Transport A by pass to avoid Woodgate level crossing would only move congestion further up the road to the narrow B2233 or 
at Fontwell Avenue. 2000 houses would generate 2000-4000 extra cars plus a doubling of Bognor A29 traffic.  The cost 
would exceed the funding generated by the 2,000 houses, leaving nothing left for local infrastructure improvements.  

771 Transport All the four road schemes have major down sides and I can not agree to any of them; and why a Bridge over the 
Railway needs to allow for Double Decker Trains when hundreds of other Bridges would be required to be raised thus 
making Double Decker Trains uneconomic, I do not know. The scheme 2 Road as per the presentation had no 
guaranteed links to the existing A29 how stupid is that. ? my thoughts were that the links would show just how silly 
the scheme was particularly the link to the north. Further more building scheme 2 or the other Aldingbourne schemes 
means building in areas which are subject to flood condition and then concreteing the wet areas would cause floods in 
areas which at present do not flood other councils have been this stupid so I guess we could sue Arun Council as they 
should be able to see this outcome. 

770 Transport Whilst it might be an improvement to bridge the railway at Woodgate cossing, the schemes put forward to diversion 
of the A29 are not practical nor would the proposed house allocation provide sufficent funding for them to be 
constructed.  Simply bridging the Woodgate crossing would not solve any problem other than the traffic queues 
caused by the railway gates.  The problem would simply be moved up to the Fontwell junction.  Also, moving the road 
so as to connect to the Barnham Road around Springfield Nursery is an extroadinary proposal which will simply create 
more traffic nearer to the centre of Barnham as well as spoiling what is a pleasant area of housing.   

810 Transport   Dear Sir We are writing with reference to the Arun District Council's Action Plan for the 
'Barnham/Westergate/Eastergate' area in particular the housing and A29 proposals. We are against a) the suggestion 
to build 2000 houses in the 6 villages area and b) the suggestion to build a bypass for the major A29 traffic route. We 
appreciate that some housing development on a small scale may be necessary for local people in the 6 villages area 
which was the original option 1 of the Action Plan, however this has to be balanced against existing traffic levels which 
have reached a significant level and quality of life issues for residents in this area. We are also concerned about the 
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local infrastructure such as sewers and local services like the GPs surgery which is already oversubscribed. You may 
think that this statement implies we are in favour of rerouting the A29 via one of the bypass proposals in the local 
plan, however, we believe this would further undermine the quality of life for local residents and would not 
necessarily resolve traffic flow issues as noted by the Environment Agency. Additionally the objective of the district 
council of improving business links to Bognor Regis would not necessarily be achieved. We consider it would be far 
better to improve railway gate management on the A29 at Woodgate and await the results of the developments on 
the A259 at the Lidsey/Felpham areas. We have attended local meetings about these issues and the general feeling 
hereabouts is that local residents are against the proposed road changes and the proposed building of excessive 
housing. This is a semi-rural area and the addition of 2000 houses would create a town without a town's services and 
without the consent of local residents for this significant change. The Arun District Council's proposals are in direct 
conflict with the preferences of local people and also contradicts the current government's localism agenda which has 
been particularly emphasised by David Cameron and West Sussex County Council. We therefore oppose the 
development of 2000 houses plus all bypass proposals for the A29 in the 6 villages area.   Yours faithfully   Mr SD and 
Mrs VY Gottesman   

901 Transport Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

925 Transport A29 Road Routes Opions A, B, C&D do not go to A27 so not viable. Options C&D will result in more traffic congestion 
not less as they finish in centre of villages. No funding from central or local government. More westerly routes should 
be considered working with other councils.   

917 Transport EXECUTIVE SUMMARY A. This representation has been prepared by David Tucker Associates on behalf of Mr Neville 
Andrew of Brookfield, North of Lyminster. It sets out reasons why the currently envisaged proposal to implement the 
Lyminster Bypass are flawed, and should be re-evaluated. The following matters are considered in turn: i) The concept 
of implementing a Lyminster Bypass; ii) The appraisal of the highway proposals prepared on behalf of the authorities; 
iii) The detail of the highway design proposals; iv) Flood compensation.   B. This review considers that: Until the A27 
Crossbush Junction is enhanced, implementation of a Lyminster Bypass would create additional congestion problems 
on the A284 (existing or Bypass) and on the A27. There is no evidence base to demonstrate this effect. There is no 
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justification in terms of an evidence base to implement a Lyminster Bypass until the A27 Arundel Bypass is 
constructed. Given the above items, the authorities should evaluate alternative transportation measures prior to the 
A27 improvements being secured. In particular this should include the widening of the single carriageway section of 
the A259 between the A280 Angmering Bypass and the Station Road roundabout which would allow matters to be 
dealt with in a phased sense. No such comparison has already been undertaken is a fundamental flaw in the process. 
Local planning authorities are required to undertake a NATA style appraisal which has not been done. As and when 
the A27 measures come forward, and the merit of the Lyminster Bypass becomes more evident, the design of the 
bypass requires significant re-appraisal. It is currently over-designed in terms of geometry, which reduces flexibility 
and hence maximising impact on adjacent properties. Avoiding this would benefit local residents and reduce the 
extent of compensation payments. As part of this, a comprehensive review of the existing and Bypass speed limit 
strategy and consequential highway design should be undertaken. The proposed flood compensation measures 
require additional clarification and can be more efficiently delivered than is evident within the current proposals.   1.0 
The overarching concern with the proposal is that delivery of a A284 Lyminster Bypass without improvements to 
Crossbush Junction (A27/A284) and the A27 Arundel Bypass, will negate any meaningful benefit that the Bypass would 
bring, and would indeed create additional congestion particularly if the closure of the Wick level crossing were also 
implemented, with the consequence of attracting additional traffic. Formal consultees have reported that queuing 
from existing traffic on the A284 can extend to the Lyminster bends already.   2.0 A number of transport studies over 
the years considering development and/or transport infrastructure in the wider area have been prepared on behalf of 
either Arun District the Highways Agency or West Sussex County Council. Many include reference to the potential for 
a Lyminster Bypass. Policy SP20 Arun District Council of the Local Draft Plan refers to the need to protect the line of 
the A284 Lyminster Bypass (Northern Section) to be delivered in the medium to long term. This in its own right is not a 
matter of significant contention. It is however noteworthy that within the same policy, improvements to the A27 at 
the Arundel Bypass are to be protected for delivery in the long term, which as a trunk road will be a matter for the 
Highways Agency to deliver. There is no suggestion in any other policy, guidance or updated status report that such 
improvements will be brought forward quicker than "the long term".   3.0 Improvements to the A27 Crossbush 
Junction at the north of the A284 are not explicitly referred in the safeguarding SP20 Policy, but are central to the 
transportation aspirations of the area, being the subject of a 2010 Mott MacDonald study and drawing key references 
in 2012 reports on the Lyminster Bypass (WSP prepared for West Sussex County Council) and Developing an 
Employment and Infrastructure Strategy (PB prepared for Coastal West Sussex Partnership).   4.0 In its conclusions, 
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the former document states that:   "The A27 Crossbush Junction is a critical junction. Increased traffic flows from any 
source may result in significant queuing on the A284 and bypass. West Sussex County Council should continue 
proactive discussions with the Highways Agency to establish timely improvements."   The latter document identifies 
within its recommendations that:   "The improvement of the A27 Crossbush Junction with the A284 and the 
completion of the A284 Lyminster Bypass be delivered."   Brought forward together these are cited as likely to 
promote investor confidence and hence encourage economic growth in the area.   5.0 These 2012 documents (the 
WSP report being the Feasiblity Study for the Bypass scheme itself), therefore share the views expressed at para 1.0, 
that delivery of the Lyminster Bypass without the improvements to Crossbush Junction gives rise to a flawed 
strategy.   6.0 It is evident that improvements to the A27 at Arundel and Crossbush Junction are some way off. As 
such, detailed feasibility and cost benefit analysis of alternative east-west initiatives should be undertaken before 
implementing north-south initiatives such as the Lyminster Bypass which will founder on the existing A27 deficiencies. 
This should focus on the improvement of the A259.   7.0 Presenting appraisals of the Lyminster Bypass works in 
isolation or presenting appraisals of both and using this as justification for the Lyminster Bypass to proceed, are 
therefore flawed. It is a requirement of the local planning authorities that their approach to planning for local 
infrastructure (which the Lyminster Bypass would be) is compatible with the New Approach to Appraisal (NATA).   8.0 
The appropriate evaluation is therefore one where transportation proposals are measured against the five 
Government objectives as outlined in "A New Deal for Transport" and "A New Deal for Trunk Roads" White Papers, 
namely:   Environmental; Safety; Economy; Accessibility; Integration.   This has not been done.   9.0 Furthermore, the 
appropriate means to evaluate is to identify a series of transportation options in each instance. Whereas the 
authorities have prepared an evidence base for strategic development across the District and County with identified 
transport infrastructure, there is no evidence to suggest that for at least 10 years any assessment of local design 
options or indeed phasing delivery have been undertaken.   10.0 Reference is made within the reports to travel time 
efficiency and reliability benefits of bypassing the Wick level crossing. However, this too is flawed in that the 
avoidance of such is forecast to attract additional traffic onto the A284, further exacerbating the congestion issues at 
the A27/A284 and beyond.    11.0 The brief of the WSP Feasibility Report nor any of the other area-wide appraisals 
does not extend to this type of review. Indeed it only represents a self acknowledging desktop study of a single 
highway alignment solution albeit with two tie-in junction options. Notwithstanding the fact that comparative 
schemes should have been evaluated within the process as a whole, the WSP report does not provide a quantifiable 
measure of traffic congestion, vehicle journey times, vehicle safety appraisal or cost benefit analysis. Without this, it is 
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not plausible to establish the appropriateness of the concept and this must be done before any progression to a 
planning application.   12.0 Furthermore, the single design alignment presented is flawed. Were the A27 
enhancements to occur, the concept of the Lyminster Bypass is easier to accept. However, the design conflicts with 
current transport planning objectives as set out within NATA and other guidance. Maximum link speed seems to have 
governed the design and not environmental impact, safety, economy or integration as required by the NATA appraisal 
process. The proposed alignment of the bypass is straight, connecting into a pair of reverse curves with centreline 
radii. This is covered by DMRB TD9/93 which at paragraph 1.11 says that:   "care shall be taken where an improved 
section rejoins an existing road, that the existing standard of curvature and sight distance at the interface shall be 
subject to the same restrictions as would be relevant for the Design Speed of the improvement . . . care must be taken 
that the curvature and sight distance . . . is adequate for the approach Design Speed which has increased due to the 
improvement . . ."   13.0 Given that the existing alignment of the A284 does not conform to a 100kph design speed, 
nor is it likely to be upgraded in the future, it would be more appropriate for the design of the Bypass to be 
constructed to a lower design speed with radii chosen to discourage higher speeds.   14.0 WSP acknowledge in their 
report that at a 100kph design speed there is little design flexibility. However, reducing this to 70kph significantly 
increases the flexibility of design. This will have the benefit of being able to have a radical rethink of the road design at 
the northern tie-in to the A284 and hence the effect on Mr Andrew's property and others along the existing 
A284.   15.0 There is no justification to deliver a 50mph or 60mph section of road. The WSP report proposes a 50mph 
speed for the northern bypass reducing to a 40mph speed limit where it meets the southern bypass. In essence 
therefore, a situation will be created once the Bypass is in place, where there will be a short section at 40mph leading 
from the A27, which currently leads into a national speed limit with a residential frontage access then into a northern 
bypass with a road width of 7.3m at 50mph and a southern bypass at 40mph. This will all be within a 3 mile section 
and will send mixed messages to drivers as to the nature of their journey. It is far more consistent with guidance in 
terms of speed limits to use the bypass design to form part of a comprehensive revision to the A284 whereby the 
entire section of the carriageway leading away from the A27 would be reduced to 40mph. In terms of travel time this 
will make no meaningful difference and will represent a safer arrangement for all road users. (It is noteworthy that 
part of the existing A284 is already governed by a 30mph speed limit, which makes the unrestricted national speed 
limit section currently in place rather incongruous).   16.0 Again notwithstanding the currently proposed Bypass speed 
limit, there are elements of the current scheme which are significantly over-designed, including the tapers at the 
junction tie-in options. These features have been used as a justification for the specific junction locations. By 
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incorporating more compact junction design to accommodate the consequential very low flows to and from the 
bypassed village, again more flexibility of design is achieved and reduced impact both on Mr Andrew's land and other 
local residents would become apparent.   17.0 Finally, with regard to the two junction option plans presented, one 
(Option 2) identifies a proposal for a flood compensation storage area on Mr Andrew's land. The other (Option 1) does 
not, although the supporting material suggests an equivalent Flood Plain Compensatory Storage Figure (3,310sqm) is 
needed for both schemes. It is unclear as to whether the absence of a storage area on the Option 1 plan is as a result 
of alternative design measures which are not clearly shown, or a drafting oversight. Confirmation of this is requested. 
Clearly in a comparative sense, should one option exclude Mr Andrew's land, this would be his strong preference since 
it is currently good quality pasture, used for grazing. Without this land, cattle would be slaughtered and the cattle 
farming viability brought into question altogether.   18.0 Notwithstanding that clarification being provided, it is 
difficult to see why any such compensation should be located on Mr Andrew's land in either option or any alternative 
which may come forward. This land is prone to flooding, indeed is within Flood Plain 3. The water flow in the stream is 
to the west leading to the river and logic would suggest that flood compensation should be provided on the west side 
of the new road where the land drops towards the river. The flooding issue is exacerbated by current flooding being 
worsened by obstructions under the A284 which the authorities are slow to address, leaving Mr Andrew to action 
such matters himself. If the flood compensation is kept to the west of the A284 then there should be no risk of 
worsening.   19.0 It is respectfully suggested that the proposals in isolation, as currently presented, do not form a 
rational solution to local transport issues and both the concept and detail should be re-considered. 

1207 Transport Chapter 16 Transport 16.2.2 and 16.2.5 Describe funding road improvements through contributions from developers 
of strategic locations. As the housing figures imply that strategic locations are no longer needed this needs to be 
rewritten. The objectives should be about improvements in access to business sites and reducing congestion through 
targeted road improvement schemes and reducing the need for commuting. These objectives are inherently inter 
dependent and should be presented in that way. 

1151 Transport In February 2012 Action in rural Sussex (AirS), on behalf of EPPC and in support of our Community-Led Plan, sent a 
questionnaire to all 2986 East Preston households and received a 33% response. Probably the most comprehensive 
survey of residents opinions, ever. Key responses relevant to the ADC plan are as follows: b. Transport i. The one issue 
that gained most response from our survey was the dislike of Roundstone Level Crossing ii. Network Rail is currently 
widening the crossing though the provision of a wider carriageway, additional pedestrian and cycle space. It does 
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nothing to improve the road safety and congestion issues which will get worse as development is implemented in 
Angmering and along the A259 corridor. We believe the Arun plan needs to address this level crossing issue by 
planning to replace it with a bridge, initially by defining and protecting the land needed, but also identifying funding 
sources. 

1177 Transport Transport CPRE welcomes the proposals for sustainable travel and rights of way and hopes that these general 
proposals will be pursued, for example through the development of further safe cycle routes. We are not however 
convinced by the proposals for the A-road network. Significant improvements have and continue to be made to the 
A27 and A259 including the construction of the Bognor by-pass, but proposed improvements to the A29 seem ill-
conceived and would result in intrusive new infrastructure with a significant impact on the local landscape and local 
communities but without a clear justification in economic or transport terms. CPRE would support measures that 
would ensure the better utilisation of existing A-road capacity without the need for major new infrastructure (eg. a 
second Arundel by-pass), but with complementary works to roads through villages which would slow traffic, improve 
safety on a number of minor roads and so make these routes more accessible to a range of users (including cyclists, 
pedestrians and equestrians). 

972 Transport Policies DM21 and  SP16 relate to the provision of cycling paths and green links between towns. These are all very 
worthy objectives, and the proposal maps outline an important "aspirational" cycle network. QUESTION: How dies this 
network relate to that identified with the ADC/WSCC brochure for cycling within Bognor Regis? We think that further 
community development and consultation could improve these for the benefits of local and visiting cyclists and 
walkers. There is no cycle track through Hotham Park (NorthEast-West gates via the stable yard) but the surrounding 
"aspirational" network is so comprehensive as to render one surplus. Making an assumption that no matter how 
praiseworthy the local plan is, they're not all going to get built, the only thing that perhaps wants looking at is which 
of these routes could be prioritised. One of the points made in the local plan is the lack of routes from the coastal 
towns to the National Park area / the foot of the downs. QUESTION: How do we safely connect Bognor Regis with 
Littlehampton, Boxgrove, Pagham, etc for cyclists? The existing Bognor Regis cycle network guide produced by ADC 
and WSCC has the following possible areas for improvement: Bersted St highlighted as an existing cycle route - it 
would make sense to connect that with Town Cross Avenue Connecting the route around King George V playing field 
with Summerley Lane It would be useful but possibly not feasible (wide enough) to convert the footpath east of Rife 
community orchard across Felpham Way into bridleway? A bridleway would be useful around the back of farmhouse 
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and cemetery North of Chalcraft Lane to link up with cycle route to Chichester Putting a cycleway on the wide, parts of 
Chalcraft Lane, and Aldwick Road, prioritising those subject to the national speed limit   

951 Transport Option 2 A29 Bypass        section 16 0 1  The A29 through Westergate copes with current traffic. Yes there can be 
traffic build up when the Woodgate Rail crossing gates go down and they are down for far too long at a time. 
However, this happens all over the country, more locally in Chichester where the whole road system in the centre of 
the town becomes totally gridlocked due to the railway gates being closed, however it is part of what we deal with as 
road users of that area. Nothing is done to alleviate the gridlock in Chichester City Centre. If Network Rail were to 
update their signalling system, the gates at Woodgate (and other local crossings) would not need to be closed for so 
long and traffic would not build up as much as it currently does.   

980 Transport Cycling There are far too many cars on our local roads.  We should be actively encouraging cycling.  The cycle tracks at 
North Bersted have combined cycle and pedestrian crossings.  This is an excellent idea and should be much extended 
especially across the main Chichester Road. It is almost impossible to make a correct right hand turn (as taught in my 
Cycling Proficiency Test) without feeling one's life could be seriously endangered. Parking There are not enough free 
parking areas in the town and this puts shoppers off.  We really do need a system similar to that used in Rustington 
and (I think) Littlehampton.   Most shoppers only need less than an hour in the town (less of course as the number of 
empty shops grows!) Short term free parking would bring more shoppers to the tow - see my comments on Retail. 

1046 Transport Policy SP18 refers to the upgrading of the A29 and the routes between the A259 and A27 yet the plans do not show 
how the alternative routes for the A29 by-passing the Woodgate crossing will reach the A27.  None of the four routes 
shown progress beyond Nyton Road or Barnham Road.  If they are to stop at the points shown they will simply create 
new bottlenecks and the additional traffic from over 2,000 new houses will simply exacerbate existing congestion 
which a road bridge to replace the Woodgate crossing simply will not address.   Paragraph 16.2.5 refers to the 
proposal to construct a railway bridge to replace the Woodgate crossing as a medium to long term aim.  Just how is 
the already congested local road network expected to cope with the traffic outflow from whatever proportion of 
the  2,000 new homes is built before the crossing is completed?  Having said that I remain convinced that the crossing 
is not the panacea it is being made out to be.  The current crossing contributes to congestion but is not its main 
cause.  The perceived  problems from the existing crossing could readily be resolved by improved management of the 
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crossing, whilst still taking account of safety considerations, so that motorists did not have to wait for 10 minutes or 
more when two or more trains are due.  

1026 Transport The road options are wholly unrealistic. There is no linkage with the A27. There is no evidence of funding. There is no 
evidence to support the closure of the Woodgate crossing. There is no proper traffic assessment. There is no 
assessment of the impact when the Bognor relief road is complete. It is likely that any of these proposals would create 
traffic problems in the villages. All these proposals should be rejected.   

1397 Transport 16 Transport The Parish Council would like to see an increase in safe cycle paths in Yapton and the surrounding area to 
promote fitness and reduce the number of road vehicle movcmcnts in the area. 

1457 Transport SP18 Support 

1372 Transport A29 bypass and the affects on the community A bypass to the A29 would appear to benefit the regeneration of 
Bognor Regis and ensure faster transit to the major road access at the A27. However, the proposal to construct a 
bypass that does not join the A259 improvement seamlessly to the A27 and leaves bottle necks at the Lidsey Bends 
and the B2233 Eastergate to Barnham road is not a complete solution to a transport problem and there is little 
evidence to show that this would regenerate Bognor. A viable bypass road would need to be almost twice that 
distance shown on the indicative route and the cost of that would need funding which has not been considered in the 
LP. If a viable bypass was largely to be funded from a Community Infrastructure Levy, the amount of houses required 
to create that funding would need to be far more than the nominal 2000 being proposed. Whilst even the 2000 homes 
would create an unsupportable number of extra vehicles on the roads in the surrounding parishes, the real number of 
housing needed to provide adequate funding, with the further increase in traffic and infrastructure demands, would 
make the burden unacceptable and unsustainable. This observation would apply to any bypass option whether to the 
west or the east of the present A29. ............................ Affects of A259 improvements There is currently work in 
progress to improve the A259 from North Bersted to Flansham. This will not be complete until Spring 2013. The 
completed road which will provide an east west bypass to Bognor Regis and would facilitate an improved route to the 
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A27 at Chichester and onwards to Portsmouth. It is therefore likely that the improved A27 access would 
accommodate some of the current A29 traffic. Therefore, before a decision on an A29 bypass is made it should be 
shown by evidence drawn from a traffic survey conducted after the opening of the A259 improvement, that there is 
sufficient justification for an A29 bypass to be built. ............................ Closure of the Wood Crossing and the affects on 
the community Local amenities, public house and shops Within Woodgate, Westergate and Eastergate on the A29 
there are two shops incorporating Post Offices, a further shop midway along Westergate St. and a filling station. 
Closure of the Woodgate Crossing would have a severe effect on those businesses and loss of those facilities would 
impact on the parish by loss of amenities and possible loss of employment. Immediately to the south of the crossing is 
the only public house in the parish while to the north at Olivers Meadow is the Aldingboume Sports and Social Centre. 
Closure of the crossing would mean a considerable journey around the closure and cause disconnection of the villages 
of Westergate and Woodgate. ............................ Access to schools and surgeries Closure of the crossing would deny 
ready access to local schools and doctors surgery to residents of Woodgate with a considerable detour around the 
proposed bypass. ............................ Access by emergency services Access by emergency services would be hampered 
by the closure of the crossing and increase the critical response time to the detriment of safety. ............................ 
Hook Lane traffic problems Hook Lane is a minor thoroughfare connecting Westergate St on the north side of the 
crossing to Oving Rd at Aldingbourne village to the northwest. With no access to Westergate from Woodgate and A29 
traffic forced to join the proposed bypass either to the east or west of Westergate, many drivers will approach 
Westergate through Hook Lane. This lane is not capable of handling large volumes of traffic. Furthermore, the blind 
bends at the Aldingbourne end of Hook Lane pose an unacceptable safety hazard for increased levels of through 
traffic. ............................ Crossing closure delays The current situation of prolonged traffic delays at the crossing, 
especially at rush hours is acknowledged as unacceptable. Closing the crossing would turn a delay of a few minutes to 
an indefinite delay and not serve to improve the situation in any way for road users. It has been quoted that Network 
Rail need to invest in belier signalling to improve service levels. It is also noted that the rail transport provider is 
primarily obliged to create profits for the share holders of the company but not at the expense of residents who live 
by and commute across the rail line. It is appropriate for Network Rail to consider investment in the infrastructure of 
the rail system and derive enhanced profits from such investment to the mutual benefit of rail travellers, road users 
and parishioners. 
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1378 Transport Transport problems While problems with long closures at the Woodgate Crossing have been recognised, as previously 
mentioned, there is an acceptable solution through Network Rail investment in signalling. Any A29 improvement must 
be a viable regional project and limited projects plainly conditional upon huge housing projects are not defensible and 
do nothing for the parish. Existing road choke points will be made worse by the proposals in the LP. Closure of the 
Woodgate crossing cuts Woodgate off from direct road access to the nearest rail station at Barnham A27 or A29 
improvements must be incorporated into a wider county plan. Without this consideration, the LP is not sustainable in 
relation to transport criteria. A strategic county led plan to solve the A27 Chichester Bypass problems and the creation 
of a Arundel Bypass must be the forerunners of a sustainable Arun District Local Road Transport Plan which would 
then facilitate the housing, employment and regeneration which is key to the LP. 

1357 Transport Policy SP18 Transport and Development Policy SP20 Safeguarding the Main Road Network Our representations are 
specifically focused upon the A29 Woodgate/Westergate proposals referred to in sub section iii) of Policy SP18 and 
sub section viii) of Policy SP20. It is specifically noted the A29 Woodgate Study prepared by Parsons Brinkerhoff was 
not available to the Local Plan Subcommittee when it considered the draft Local Plan at its meeting on 14 June 2012 
and has only subsequently been completed and published. The draft Local Plan proposes a potential new road 
alignment to the east of Westergate referred to as 'Option C'  in the Parsons Brinckerhoff. The study concludes 
however that the preferred option is Option A, to the west of Woodgate (paragraph 1.1.5 of the Executive Summary). 
Paragraph 1.1.6 explains that 'Option A is considered the preferred option to be taken forward for the following 
reasons : · 'It provides the best transport connectivity opportunities of all the options · It brings widest potential 
economic benefits of all the options · Environmentally it is acceptable · It has the least property demolition of all the 
options · It best meets the study objectives of all the options'  Option A has been promoted by a consortium of 
landowners since the Structure Plan Examination in December 2002 and subsequently through the various versions of 
the emerging Core Strategy. Meetings have previously been held with the former Chief Executive of Arun, the Head of 
Planning, the Parish Council and the Bognor Regis Regeneration Vision Group, the Bognor Regis Chamber of 
Commerce and the Bognor Regis Civic Society' . This new road is fundamental to the regeneration of Bognor Regis as 
well as providing significant environmental improvements to Westergate. It is essential therefore, that the focus of 
the plan should seek to deliver the 'preferred'  option unless there are sound reasons to justify otherwise. No reasons 
are set out in this plan and consequently the plan does not meet the test of soundness as set out in Paragraph 182 of 
the NPPF on the basis that it is neither 'Positively prepared' , 'Justified' , 'Effective'  or 'Consistent with National 
Policy' . 
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1289 Transport Comments on the A29 Study Report Transport Section of Local Plan The proposed Options do not address the 
problems of the A29 south of the A27 but only one aspect associated with the Level Crossing at Woodgate. The Level 
Crossing at Woodgate delays traffic primarily early morning and early evening when there are more closures because 
of the train timetable. The delays during the rest of the day are minimal compared with the time of journey between 
A27 and Bognor if the prime reason for proposals is to assist in the regeneration of Bognor. There are other traffic 
problems on the A29 and its environs that need to be addressed. Retail Parks at the southern end of the A29 are 
primarily served by the A259 and immediately north of Shripney Lane the road is winding and narrow not suitable for 
HGVs. Also on this stretch the A29 and its environs are liable to flood most winters which often means closure of the 
road in both directions for hours if not days. The problem of flooding along Fontwell Avenue also needs to be 
addressed. North of the Level Crossing the A29 together with other roads in the Study Area serve access to a number 
of schools and therefore there are traffic problems during weekdays in term time and all of the Bypass Options will 
exacerbate the situation. The proposals will have an adverse effect on both the quality of life to residents and the 
countryside about which Arun is so proud. The study stops short of discussing the continuation of the Options to the 
A27 and as I understand it any study if completed early 2013 as programmed will not be available for any consultation 
by the time of submission of the Local Plan to Central Government. I propose therefore that there is only a reference 
to the study having been carried out in the Local Plan and that no firm conclusions can be drawn from the study 
without further studies being carried out. In light of the drawn out programme the present problems referred to 
above together with congestion in Fontwell Avenue and between the roundabouts on the A27 particularly at times of 
racing and other events held at Fontwell Park Racecourse need to be addressed as a matter of urgency. I suggest that 
this could be conveyed to the public by reclassifying the road south of the A27 to 'B'  status! 

1301 Transport Chapter 16. Transport This chapter has not been revised since strategic locations ceased to be a basic element of the 
Plan. It therefore contains a number of passages, such as 16.2.2, 16.2.5 and PolicySP18, which describe policies to 
obtain funding for road improvements from the developers of strategic locations. These passages should be revised to 
make clear that they would only apply if a target of 565 was imposed. The main objective for any road improvements 
should be to reduce existing congestion and improve access to business sites. 

1389 Transport Section 16: Transport • The A27 Arundel by-pass is a key to the future economic health of the District and 
Littlehampton. • Improvements to the A259 are also supported, particularly given the increase in housing 
numbers/population. • The A284 Lyminster by-pass is a vital new link. • Public transport and community transport 



Page | 833  
 

becomes ever more important as towns and populations grow and age. • The Arundel/Littlehampton Green Link is 
supported.• The provisions for all types of town centre parking need to be strengthened. This is key to the future 
health of town centres. • The implementation of the Arun Chord railway to enable direct and quicker access to 
London should be included. • Support for the Arun & Wey canal should be included. There are endless opportunities 
for the Town's tourism if it could link to the waterways of England. • Issues relating to Listed Buildings, Buildings of 
Special Interest etc. will be picked up in the NDP. 

1142 Transport Section 16 There seems to be nothing in the transport section about restricting development along already congested 
roads like the A259. We understood that the Joint East Arun Area Committee was undertaking a review of the 
capacity of the A259 from Bognor to Goring, in the light of the ASDA development at Ferring and the congestion it will 
cause. Cycling There is a suggestion in paras 16.1.5 – 16.1.8 that there should be a continuous cycle route along the 
seafront of Arun. And on the proposals map part of an 'Aspirational Cycle Network' is shown along Pattersons Walk in 
Ferring. No one in Ferring has been consulted about this 'aspiration' – not the Parish Council and not the Conservation 
Group. Our Group is well-disposed to cycling in general but insists that Pattersons Walk is not suitable for cyclists as 
well as pedestrians (most of them elderly, many with young grandchildren or dogs). It is far too narrow – but in any 
case its value is as a refuge from traffic of all kinds. Cycling is prohibited there (£100 fine) by Arun District Council, for 
very good reasons and it should continue to be prohibited. 

1164 Transport 16 Transport The planning process needs to also protect potential improvements to the prow network - e.g. South 
Coast Cycleway - and others identified in the West Sussex Rights of Way Improvement Plan (RoWIP). The RoWIP, part 
of the West Sussex Local Transport Plan, should be specifically mentioned in this document. Equestrians must be 
mentioned in this section, as they are also vulnerable road users along with walkers and cyclists. 16.0.1 - Point 6 - 
agree the lack of bridleways and other off-road multi-use routes south of the A27 is a problem that must be 
addressed. 

1337 Transport Further to my comments posted on-line on the draft behalf of the South Downs National Park Authority please find 
attached the Planning Committee report on the draft Arun Local Plan that was reported to the Committee at its 
meeting on 13 September 2012. Below I highlight comments that were made by the Committee, which have been 
approved by the Director of Planning, Tim Slaney, and the Chairman of the Planning Committee, Andrew Shaxson: The 
committee support the principle of safeguarding a future by-pass of Arundel, but that the safeguarding should be 'in 
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principle', rather than for a particular route that was agreed some years ago, well before the designation of the South 
Downs National Park and the significant changes in road construction and landscaping that have developed in recent 
years That the future of the A27 as a strategic route needs to be considered comprehensively and not on a piecemeal 
basis That the South Downs National Park Authority would wish, and need, to be party to any discussion and work 
associated with a study for the future of the A27 The National Park Authority trusts that the housing allocation 
identified in the final Plan reflects the need, demand and supply provision for that part of Arun District covered by the 
Plan, and therefore, that the National Park cannot be expected to pick up any unmet need given the National Park's 
nationally protected landscape designation, the National Park's Purposes and Duty and the government guidance set 
out in the DEFRA Circular on National Parks (2010). 

1184 Transport POLICY SP 18 TRANSPORT AND DEVELOPMENT We support the policy wording which seeks to reduce the need to 
travel and promote sustainable transport. However, we would recommend the following point be added to 
subheading iv. to ensure that Transport Assessments assess the local and strategic road network. mitigate the effects 
of development on the local and strategic road network 

1187 Transport EVIDENCE BASE We note that a sizeable body of transport evidence has already been undertaken, including modelling 
on issues that affect the A27. The Local Plan states that the transport modelling needs to be updated; when this is 
made available, we would like the opportunity to provide comments. The Local Plan sets out that further work will be 
required to establish the deliverability of a number of highways infrastructure schemes and the impact that they may 
have upon the A27 trunk road. Modelling will take place following this iteration of the plan to identify the 
improvements required to the highway network in line with growth in the district. Once these studies are complete 
and schemes have been identified, these will inform the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. We are particularly interested in 
the A29 realignment and the Lyminster Bypass and how it would connect to the A27 to the north and the Bognor 
Regis Relief Road to the south. We understand that your Council will be testing a new quantum of housing 
development from which we will need to understand the impacts on the A27 and associated junctions, and in 
particular, those located around Chichester which experience significant congestion. Once the Evidence Base, which 
addresses the above issues, is completed, this will be important in informing our views on whether the plan is 
consistent with the requirements set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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1171 Transport Transport Perhaps asseen in Horsham following the collaboration with local bus companies a passport was created 
which encouraged people to use public transport and travel between Sussex towns. This can be developed further 
encouraging repeat visits, keeping expenditure within the region, special year round offers, packages with local B&B's, 
linked in with special year round events, music, art, shopping 

1240 Transport Section 16 - Transport - comments Whilst we accept many of the transport issues raised in 16.0.1 with the increased 
cost of rail and falling bus subsidies there will still need to be an allowance for the need to travel by car. The current 
road system is operating at over-capacity with traffic jams at peak times as well as the creation of "accident black 
spots". This impacts adversely on the quality of life of residents. Additionally, improvements to the transport 
infrastructure would help attract both businesses and tourists/visitors to the district. Further, there is no policy stated 
on parking and how this will fit with other objectives/strategies. DM22 should allow for this. Similarly, there is no 
mention of support or otherwise of the "Arundel Chord", a short section of rail track linking the north/south Arundel 
to London line with the east/west coastal rail route. It is understood that this would facilitate increased rail traffic into 
Arundel and allow for alternative routes when the London line is congested or being repaired. Policy SP20 is fully 
supported, however, there is sparse mention in this section of the proposed Pink/Blue Route of the Arundel Bypass. 

1576 Transport Associated with the comments above [see other entire CB] is the consideration of a potential new road link called the 
Lyminster Bypass across the railway, water meadows and linking with the existing road north of Lyminster. Again the 
residents cannot understand why a new road of this nature is required. The driver for this is more new homes, more 
cars and more businesses. If one of the strategic objectives is to reduce the need to travel and promote sustainable 
travel why would we be wanting to build new roads? Surely if the need not to travel and sustainable travel is achieved 
new roads will not be required? There is a conflict at the very heart of the objectives driving this vision. If the new 
road was not built, would the size of the north Littlehampton strategic site be so large? We feel that it would not, and 
hence feel that the size of the strategic site has been fixed based upon the financial contributions that it will bring to 
ensure that a new road is built. The residents are concerned that the valuable farmland and the sustainability of the 
local farms will be compromised as this road scythes across the land that we cherish for the sake of the Developers to 
build houses and make profit from it. 
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1567 Transport Transport • Road Transport links from Bognor Regis to the A27 should be enhanced by the creation of a new road 
from the A259 north of Bersted to the A285/A27 interchange to the west of Tangmere. • Road improvements from 
Ford to access the A27 and A259. • Following completion of the A259 improvements to the north of Bognor Regis a 
traffic survey to analyse A29 traffic flows to measure changes. • Network Rail must be directed to improve signalling 
to reduce rail crossing closure times. 

1500 Transport SP18 SUPPORTS 

1681 Transport I refer to your emails to Mike Elkington at WSCC, dated 7th September, in relation to the A29 at Woodgate. You may 
already be aware of this but to set the context, the A29 Woodgate Study was commissioned by WSCC, on behalf of 
Arun DC, to assist the District Council with their Local Plan development work. The study was financed by ADC but 
supports one of the aims of the West Sussex Transport Plan. The discussions that led to the inclusion of a more 
easterly alignment (Option D - east of Eastergate) as an agreed extension to the study brief were at the request of the 
project team and were undertaken by telephone, so there is no formal publication document. Essentially, Option D 
was included to give a full picture of potentially viable alignments, particularly in light of disbenefits that were 
emerging in relation to Options B (on-line) and Option C (east of Westergate/west of Eastergate). I note that Mike has 
answered your question about the County Council's general view of the project but I include it again below for 
completeness: One of the aims of the West Sussex Transport Plan is "Developing opportunities through new 
development that will improve the access along the A29, including the potential to bridge the railway level crossing at 
Woodgate." The Plan can be found here - 
http://www.westsussex.gov.uk/your_council/plans_projects_reports_and/plans/west_sussex_transport_plan/west_s
ussex_transport_plan1.aspx#ltp3 - pages 50 and 51 are relevant. The approach being taken by Arun in their draft Plan 
accords with this broad aim although it should be noted that the County Council, as the Highway Authority, does not 
have a protected or preferred route for the A29 realignment. The issue of railway re-signalling, as related to delay & 
safety at level crossings in coastal West Sussex, has been the subject of discussion between Network Rail and 
colleagues at WSCC with general conclusions being that, although benefits of reduced road traffic delay may be 
achievable, this was not seen as a comprehensive solution and the scale of cost of doing this would be considerable 
(probably comparable with, or in excess of, those identified for the bypass solutions in this study). This issue would 
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best be pursued with Network Rail (fao: Route Enhancement Manager for Sussex, who could respond fully and in the 
context of relevant railway operations, financial, or other constraints) at: Carolyn House, Floor 14/15, Croydon, 
Surrey, CR9 3RY. The term 'client insight based approach to planning' does not feature in the West Sussex Transport 
Plan 2011-2026 (perhaps this is a term used by ADC in their current Local Plan documents?) but, nevertheless, the 
WSTP was the subject of public consultation with comments received being considered in production of the final 
document in February 2011. 

1670 Transport 3. The plan contains many mixed messages as follows:- 4. The chapter on Transport and Development states "Ensure 
that GROWTH in the district REDUCES congestion and works to tackle climate change". My previous comments in 3b 
refers. How can this possibly be achieved given the significant environmental impact the growth numbers will create? 
a. The chapter on Transport and Development also states "the Council will support development which is designed to 
REDUCE the need to travel by car whilst making PROVISION for car use through improvement to the EXISTING road 
network". A contradictory statement which appears to discourage residents to use their cars, but also make provision 
for them to travel by car on an IMPROVED road network for which there is no funding! 

1749 Transport Did you coverthe pointsplans Iraised in my comments,i.e. (1) A proper cycle track to Chichester (2) O)pening of the 
Pagham harbour car park (3) A pathway from Pagham to Bognor(there are slabs some of the way already) (4) A 
twenty mph throughout the area(you should see the 50 mph people along the causeway (5) Sports facilities (Tennis 
court ?) behind the village hall (6) Proper parking and road lines on the dangerous parking in road ou tside Pubs on 
Pagham Road at entrance to the area...iperhaps a list of all comments could be appended to the report as a record? 
Many thanks-will read the report in the library .. R. amd M. Stobart 

1748 Transport I would like to describe myself as 1. a geographer, very interested in the history and development of route making and 
travel conveniences, the study of Hodology. 2. a cyclist, whose father was a pioneer of the CTC, and who regards this 
mode of transport as a commuter option, exercise, 100% green impact, and short distance travel necessity, especially 
in this flat flood plain area. As I see it we have an unwanted time waster in the local level crossing which, once 
removed, will then increase the desirability of traffic to use the routes North/South to Bognor. It is painfully obvious 
that once a blockage is removed, the next weakest link is exposed. The winding lanes around Shripney and Lindsey 
have no pavements, no cycle lanes and indeed no escape for anyone on foot but into the hedges that butt onto the 
edges of the road. Curbs are not there.There is no room! Imagine an increase in lorry traffic, longer and wider. It is an 
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accident waiting to happen and has already happened to me when a pothole swerve took my bike under a following 
impatient lorry. Have we forgotten how to wait and be patient (at the level crossing) and allow time for it on our 
travels? Any Local plan should put roads before houses. The first thought of Local Councillors should be PUBLIC 
SAFETY. Here is an opportunity to build a new road that is safe and NOT to avoid the dangerous bits just because the 
route across the sewage farms is smelly and expensive. We must SEE THE WHOLE AREA, not just where we can "dump 
houses" for targets and profits (David Cameron's agreeable comments on Housing Developments 9th Jan 2012 Daily 
Mail) But here I would like to introduce a new (and very old !) concept. Reading a recent Cambridge University Alumni 
edition, I was struck by an article on Hodology, a word not found in the Dictionary. It means the study of routes and 
the reasons they were necessary. In feudal times it seems we skirted around the fields and farms of rich landowners 
giving us our characteristic charming and peaceful country lanes, the envy of the USA. Then came the Romans who 
wanted to get from A to B and went the straightest way, like our high speed rail routes, and the quickest way, by 
"forced marches" to Londinium. The point I wish to make is that the A29 should go straight, but where to? Not to 
London, as I am sure we have not done a traffic census of cars leaving Bognor to go North. So where is the commute 
to? Is it Gatwick airport? If so the best route is the A24, built for North/South fast travel. This means that the coast 
route West/East is far more important than the A29 and I am glad that the new Bognor relief road is addressing this. 
More importantly, people want to live close to the sea, not miles inland where there is no industry, no infrastructure 
and no work apart from tossing the hay, an occupation foreign to our modern sedentary natures. Leave the Green belt 
for the quiet farming communities and ramblers and retired older folk. They will soon be a greater percentage of the 
population than ever before and will vote to preserve the silence that is golden. Our Olympics have awakened a new 
National pride and spirit of good news. Our Golden medalled Cyclists have made us aware of a national heritage 
beyond football. Let us not be blinkered into ever considering housing estates in villages. 

1774 Transport I reject this part of the plan as inadiquate because: 1) The A27 should be upgraded to at-least dual carriage way 
standard, ideally M27 from Bedhampton to Brighton. 2) ADC & WSCC must jointly decide if the A29 is strategic or not. 
If it is a strategic road link, then failing to start somewhere or end somewhere is patenlty incompetent. Any new 
strategic A29 must be dual carriageway from the new roundabout at Bognor to the M27. 3) Cycle lanes must be built 
with all new roads. All cycle lanes must have the same prioroity as the main carriageway they are alongside. Cycle 
paths are unusable by cyclists if they are expected to give way at every drive, gate, footpath. Cycle paths should be 
straighter in all 3 dimensions that the road they are along side. Cycle lanes must join up with each other, especially 
those of Hampshire (because those cycle lane in Hants are so much better in design and use than those in West 
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Sussex). 4) Network rail do not want more 'parkway' railway stations nor freight yards. Neither do we the residents. 
To increase rail capacity, help close some unmanned crossings. Bridges would help at the smaller crossings where less 
green fields would be need to be converted to road and bridges. 

1584 Transport Transport 2.70 An initial Transport Report has been produced by Project Centre. This report: • Considers possible 
vehicle access options including an access in approximately the same location onto Sefter Road as the current access 
from the ancillary site and a secondary point of access on to Rose Green Road. These access options are sufficient to 
serve a development of approximately 370 dwellings; • Considers that the site lies within a sustainable location. Rose 
Green Infant and Junior schools are within 500 metres of the site. Furthermore, there is a well established local centre 
around the Grosvenor Road/Rose Green Road signal controlled junction (about 500 metres from the site) that 
includes a wide selection of local shops, two banks and other facilities. There is also Cooperative food store with an 
ATM in Rose Green Road. There are also local bus services that run in the area and that can be accessed from the site; 
• Finds that the site is not close to the 'bottleneck' areas identified in West Sussex County Council's 2011 Local 
Transport Plan (LTP). Summary • These representations consider that the proposed housing requirement is 
insufficient to meet the objectively assessed needs of the District. This is demonstrated by the Technical Note 
enclosed at Appendix 2. As such, the emerging Local Plan is considered to be unsound; • It is considered that 
additional strategic sites need to be allocated in order to meet the objectively assessed needs of the District; • There 
are concerns as to whether strategic development at Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate is the most appropriate 
strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives; • It is not considered an appropriate strategy that Bognor 
Regis and its surrounding built areas are proposed to rely on residential development at urban extensions that already 
have planning consent. The Local Plan should allocate additional strategic development sites in the Bognor Regis area 
responding to its sustainable location and the opportunities available; • The site at Sefter Road is considered to be 
sustainable and this is reflected in the positive assessments of the site in the original 2009 SHLAA and the associated 
2012 update; • The site is very well contained within the landscape and could be developed whilst respecting the 
fundamental integrity of the West Bognor Regis Green Infrastructure Corridor. This is demonstrated by the Initial 
Landscape and Visual Assessment enclosed at Appendix 3; • The site lies within proposed Zone B of Pagham Harbour 
as set out in emerging Policy DM35. However, this could be mitigated by the provision of onsite spaces for recreation, 
off site payment or a combination of the two; • The site could deliver an appropriate mix of housing with affordable 
housing delivered alongside market housing; • The site could secure the long term future of the Aldwick and Pagham 
Scout Group for the ongoing benefit of the local community. 2.71 Given the above, land at Sefter Road, Bognor Regis 
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should be allocated for residential development in the emerging Arun District Council Local Plan. 

1687 Transport Speculative and aspirational wishes are all that this proposes and the feeling of a pre-empted adoption of this plan 
falls off the pages. Clearly the proposed improvement to the A29 will not, I repeat not improve 'access for 
employment land at Bognor Regis'. The building of a bridge will not improve the traffic movement as all traffic will still 
end up at a bottleneck and the addition of up to 4000 extra vehicles will clog up the roads. And all because someone 
thinks that this might drive the economic recovery of Bognor Regis. The proposed re-routing of the A29 and the 
closing of the Woodgate crossing along with the building of the housing development would destroy the green field 
area and 5 village life forever!The new road would quite simply fail to ease any movement of traffic around the area, 
as it would ultimately only move one bottleneck location to another. Then add into the equation the possibility of an 
additional 4000 vehicles brought in by the housing development and you will only end up with a bigger issue than is 
already suffered. One fails to see how this can in any way improve the employment options in Bognor Regis or the 5 
villages area. It has been muted that there is a proposal to move the War Memorial at Eastergate which presently is 
situated in a 'conservation area', purely to make way for a new road layout. This is so offensive that I am lost for 
words as to begin to describe how I feel. The total disregard for what this monument stands for beggars belief. Who 
ever thought this one up clearly has neither compassion nor understanding of what these monument stand for. The 
originators of this idea are an insult to humanity. The proposal for the new A29 bypass, which goes to and from 
nowhere, simply will not help any issues in the area without any development of the existing A27. Without such 
projects as the presently aspirational Arundel bypass no improvements will be made. The fact that by heading north 
you eventually run into the South Downs National Park were you can forget about any road network development, 
makes any A29 bypass totally irrelevant. The argument based around the closing of the Woodgate crossing is simply 
an excuse to bludgeon in a badly thought out housing development which it could be argued is the sole purpose of the 
new A29 bypass, a road that would service the new housing development and nothing else and so what purpose does 
this development really serve? 

1691 Transport All in all this is nothing more than a thinly veiled excuse to re-route the A29 because of a rail crossing and its 
associated issues which then necessitates the building of a new town of over 2000+ houses. If the housing project was 
to go ahead and the houses were built, whom may I ask will be able to afford them? Not the local populace that is for 
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sure take a look at the average wage in the area. So I can only assume they would be for the new work force that are 
to work in Bognor Regis in high paid jobs that presently don't exist and never will. 

1738 Transport Description: l major development in Arun will support the aims of the West Sussex Local Transport Plan 2011-2026 in 
order to achieve an efficient, multi-modal transport network through planning contributions and the Community 
Infrastructure Levy. Potential Effect: While good road links are seen as crucial to the development of the District's 
business and visitor economies, certain crime types, particularly acquisitive crimes, are linked to corridors along major 
road links. Suggested Considerations: It may be advantageous for the police to add to the existing Automatic Number 
Plate Recognition network where significant road links have been added, for example the north Bognor Regis relief 
road. Planning Policy Comments: The Police may be able to use the Draft Local Plan policies to identify future 
locations for automatic number plate recognition technology in the district. ................... Description: Parking policies 
Potential Effect: If badly designed, communal car parking areas in residential developments can become gathering 
places and focal points for anti-social behaviour with incidents of vehicle crime. Suggested Considerations: Residential 
parking provision should conform to the guidance in the Secured by Design 'New Homes 2010'. 20mph 'Home Zone' 
areas within residential developments can be effective in providing safe environments. The use of traffic calming 
measures must be carefully considered. Public car parks should seek to gain the Safer Parking Award. Any provision of 
cycle parking at railway stations should also meet CPTED standards as cycle thefts from railway stations can be 
problematic. Planning Policy Comments: Policy DM22 of the Draft Local Plan addresses safety and requires that 
parking provision is consistent with current national guidance and all Local Plan policies. This wording is sufficiently 
flexible to ensure that the latest guidance referring to secure design is considered by developers. Traffic calming 
measures will be considered by the County Council as the Highway Authority. They will be consulted on all 
applications which alter the existing road layout of development. It is proposed that DM23 of the Draft Local Plan 
should be updated to include reference to security and design with regard to both car and cycle parking. 

1757 Transport Firstly the plan is seriously flawed because it makes no provision for a road link to the A27 , without which the volume 
of traffic occasioned by 2200 new homes spilling out onto minor roads between Eastergate and Barnham would cause 
paralysis and gridlockin the surrounding area. 
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1767 Transport The local road network cannot cope with the present volumes of traffic without further pressure being added. Our 
village has already had 600 houses built on horticultural land to the west of Roundstone Lane causing increased 
pressure on the road system, traffic queues through the village, on the A259 and the long-ignored A27 traffic 
congestion at Arundel. 

1769 Transport I can't believe anyone has looked at the impact on the vilages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergare. The bypass 
plans to the east of the A29 are ludicrous and will force too much traffic onto a small and busy road and will create a 
huge bottleneck. This is a ludicrous idea and we are totally opposed. 

2058 Transport A, The rerouting of the A29. The obvious route is to the east of the existing rd to join with the B2233 at Nyton House 
and thence join the A27 at the Aldingbourne junction. It would need a roundabout there. This would give some scope 
for future fill in between it and the existing A29 at the Old Labour in Vain. B, The proposed development at the Eric 
Wall/Pollards site of Lake Lane where the proposed exit is on to Lake Lane via the existing entrance. Lake Lane can 
hardly cope with its existing loading and frequently has subterranean collapses due to running sand and breaking 
sewage pipes is it intelligent to add the movements of a possible 3/500 vehicles a day to this route and to Barnham 
Lane? 

2003 Transport We would, however regret the closure of Woodgate Crossing. It seems that those who live close to it will have to 
make a big detour to get to Bognor. As a matter of interest is there a simple set of arguments for each of the three 
alternative routings of the A29? 

1942 Transport We cannot possibly make a decision on the route of the new road because we don't know where it is going? Could 
cause ever more problems at the lion monument 

1878 Transport Section 16 Transport The local plan mentions the upgrading of the A29. Again I see no evidence in the local plan that a 
relief road is required, when was the last formal and proper traffic survey carried out at the Woodgate crossing? The 
proposed road itself (Route D as on the current Draft Plan) would terminate on the B2233, this road would not sustain 
the proposed traffic entering and terminating at this point. The proposed A29 would merely shift theexistingproblem 
to this point, it would not solve the problem but onlyexacerbatethe issue by the addition of circa 2000 homes from 
the proposed housing development. I also don'tbelievethe A29 is on the Highways Agency Strategic Road Network; it 
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would be more appropriate to downgrade the current A29 to a B road. 

1804 Transport Transport A29 Turning to the proposal for the A29 Bypass, at the core of this part of the plan is a perceived need to 
replace the A29 Woodgate Crossing as in the District Council's opinion it is the root cause of all economic and social 
ills afflicting Bognor Regis if not the entire Arun district. Options for Growth identified congestion on the A29 and 
B2233 as being obstacles to development in the villages but the plan has turned this on its head by proposing to 
alleviate current congestion by paying for a bpass from the proceeds of a new development. I agree the congestion at 
Woodgate Crossing is a nuisance for those caught in traffic but road improvements are already being made to the 
A259 around Bognor Regis that may take some of the load away from the A29. According to the plan to build a bridge 
to replace the Woodgate Crossing requires a bypass to be built to link Bognor Regis with the A27. However, as shown 
in the plan the proposed route connects to neither the national road network at the A27 nor to the new road network 
around Bognor Regis so we are left to speculate if those parts of the route have even been considered or if this bypass 
is simply a road to nowhere. To refer to the A29 improvement as a district wide priority (4.9) is also overstating the 
case with no proof there is a need for such a road. The A29 is towards the Western end of a district that is 'short and 
wide' . The plan does nothing to link with plans made by adjoining districts; notably Chichester to the West (which is 
closer to the A29 than much of Arun District) or to Adur to the East. To the North is the new National Park where no 
road building or large scale development can be expected to take place so any North South improvements to the A29 
will stop at the A27. The national road network North and South are provided by the A3 to the West and the A24 to 
the East of the District. The A29 north of the A27 crosses the South Downs National Park so is unlikely to be developed 
further. To avoid the single carriageway routes across the National Park, reaching the A3 from Bognor Regis is best 
achieved via Chichester from where the A27 is dual carriageway to the A3 junction and the A3 itself is now dual 
carriageway into South West London. Reaching the A24 from Bognor Regis is an issue thanks to the single carriageway 
A27 at Arundel and outside Arun District in Worthing. The plan does not address either of these problems but the 
major A27 bottleneck at Arundel already puts pressure on the routes across the National Park and specifically through 
Amberley and Storrington. The single carriageway on the A27 through Worthing (outside Arun District) has a similar 
impact of traffic around Findon. To access the A24 from Bognor Regis the improved A259 will provide a route to 
bypass the congestion on the A27 at Arundel thus making the A29 an irrelevance. Any residents from the District to 
the East of Bognor Regis who find work in the town will most likely arrive on public transport or approach by car along 
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the improved A259 and not via the A27/A29. The District Council cannot force employers in Bognor Regis to employ 
only Bognor residents so commuting within and outside the District is a reality that has to be catered for especially as 
jobs and homes have been developed some distance from one another; something this plan continues to propose. 
Note: The route for an Arundel Bypass in the plan is another part of the plan described as aspirational. 'Not going to 
happen'  would be a better description as the route shown was rejected by the government of the day at least 10 
years ago and a road along that route cannot be built to meet the Districts own planning policies around Arundel 
DM28. It is a point of fact from the supporting documents that the Woodgate Crossing Study was commissioned from 
external consultants (who appear to have little more in the way of resources than access to an Ordnance Survey Map 
and a box of coloured crayons). This work is poor in that it does not even correctly identify the locations (referring to 
Church Lane in Eastergate as Church Road). This study identified four options to replace the Woodgate Crossing three 
of which reroute the A29 and all of these start at the same point to the South of Woodgate. There is no reason given 
in the plan for why this starting point should be selected, who chose it or how it was chosen. However, it does seem 
wholly inappropriate as all routes in the study meet the existing A29 slightly North of the path of the former canal so 
traffic from that point to and from Bognor Regis would still have to negotiate a narrow stretch of road that features a 
dangerous S bend between existing properties. The angle that the outline route chosen by the District Council meets 
the current road is one of the worst possible choices with regard to these bends. Given the fact that none of the 
routes in the study, including the one selected by Arun for inclusion in the local plan, join to the national road network 
(A27) and join the existing A29 at an inappropriate location, then frankly none of these options provides an acceptable 
alternative in terms of traffic to what is there already and this ignores the issues already identified with regards to 
housing development in the villages. For no specific reason, Arun District Council have stated a preference for one 
route from the study (Option D in the Woodgate Crossing Study) for inclusion in the plan despite the fact this cannot 
deliver the structural benefits Arun is claiming the plan will achieve. The cynic in me believes its inclusion may be 
tactical on the part of District Council where an unacceptable option is offered that they know will face massive local 
opposition then propose an alternative and claim to have listened to the objectors. I would reiterate that none of the 
proposed option in the Woodgate Study are acceptable. That the proposed route for the A29 bypass in the plan (in 
common with all the options in the Woodgate Crossing Study) fail to join up with the national road network raises a 
level of concern over what the long term proposal actually is. Arun claim not to have finished work on this part of the 
plan, which is evidence that the draft is incomplete. Ignoring the routes that have not been carried over from the 
Woodgate Crossing Study into the draft plan for the moment, the proposal in the plan cannot provide the benefits 
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Arun are promising. All the proposed housing development will do is add to congestion on the A29 and the bypass as 
proposed will simply move the traffic bottleneck from the Woodgate Crossing into the heart of Eastergate Parish. At 
the northern end of the proposed bypass, the traffic flow proposed in the Woodgate Crossing Study will take all A29 
traffic from a new roundabout at the junction of the bypass with the B2233 Barnham Road, along a stretch of the 
B2233 through the village to rejoin the current A29 at southern end of Fontwell Avenue. This latter junction being 
both in a conservation area and the site of the Eastergate War Memorial. The traffic consultants studies recommend 
the Eastergate War Memorial be removed to allow access for HGV's turning onto the Fontwell Avenue from the 
Barnham Road and vice versa. My feelings about anyone making such a proposal are not printable but a polite opinion 
is to describe them as heartless. In purely practical terms putting all the A29 traffic onto this stretch of the B2233 will 
divide the majority of the village from the Doctor's Surgery. The surgery itself has insufficient parking for patients that 
in turn leads to on street parking on the Barnham Road at busy times. It will also impact on school journeys to and 
from Westergate and St Phillip Howard secondary schools. Most likely this will lead to at least some local traffic 
between Eastergate and Westergate cutting through the residential area of Church Lane in Eastergate, past the local 
Primary School, to avoid queues on the Barnham Road. Given this inherent bottleneck, the proposal in the plan for an 
A29 bypass is bound to fail to meet the objective to ease movement through the district (7.5) as it simply moves the 
point of the bottleneck from the Woodgate crossing to Eastergate Village. The housing development associated by the 
District Council would simply make the situation worse by adding to vehicle numbers in a relatively small part of the 
district. North South access to Bognor Regis will not improve and as a result the plan will fail in its primary objective of 
increasing job density in Bognor. Within the Woodgate Crossing Study, I note that Arun have gone as far as to 
commission an outline design for the proposed A29. This estimates the cost of this short stretch of road in the region 
of Â£20m. This outline has a design speed of 60 mph (double that of the existing road and of the Barnham Road it is 
proposed to join to). The design also makes no provision for either pedestrians or cyclists on the bypass, which is 
against Arun's stated policy in the plan (7.5), divides communities and potentially creates a cul-de-sac in Aldingbourne 
by closing the Woodgate Crossing entirely. I understand from the roadshow in Littlehampton that this closure is 
necessary for the bridge to be eligible for financial assistance from Network Rail. The cost of this is that traffic 
between Aldingbourne and Bognor Regis would have to be routed away from the town through the proposed new 
development to a suitable junction with the new bypass (thus restricting the free flow of traffic on the bypass) or take 
a long diversion through Westergate and Eastergate to the proposed junction with the Barnham Road thus adding 
further to the congestion through Eastergate. In short the A29 bypass proposal alone will destroy the quality of the 
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environment in Eastergate Village with an infinite increase in noise, light and air pollution. What is also of concern (all 
be it speculative because the plan is silent on such matters) is the lack of a proposed route to the North and South of 
the proposed A29 bypass. The plan acknowledges that the A29 route to join the A27 in the North and the relief road in 
the South are yet to be considered but allowing for the fact this plan is to address the strategic vision (2.1) until 2028 
leaving any indicative routes out of the draft plan seems incredibly short sighted. It is unreasonable on the one hand 
claim to be planning for the future but then leave major factors blank to decide later after this consultation has long 
gone. It leads me to conclude that under consideration are further housing or industrial development schemes to pay 
for extensions to the A29 which will mean the development of Bognor Regis will extend as far north as the A27 and 
several of the five villages will simply become suburbs of the town in the same way that Aldwick, Felpham and Bersted 
have already done despite nonsensical claims in the plan that they have retained their village identities (4.5). Even if 
this is not the case and the A29 bypass is extended due North it is likely that Eastergate Lane and Wandleys Lane to 
the North of the village will go the same way as Shripney Lane and be severed by the new road. 

1790 Transport Policy SP18 The Bognor Relief Road and improved A259 is hardly mentioned in this policy. It seems unlikely that much 
traffic will need to use the A29 to get in/out of Bognor Regis once these improvements are complete. It is much more 
likely that the A29 will mostly be used to access the six villages area – and re-routing it will make access much harder 
for Aldingbourne and Westergate residents. The development of a significant number of housing units in the area of 
the three villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate is likely to increase the need to travel by car. ADC's reason 
for this development is to encourage employment viability yet the only way to get there would seem to be by car. 
Surely this is the wrong way round; it doesn't make sense for the houses to come first. Any safe and secure layout for 
increased traffic coming along the Barnham Road from the proposed new section of the A29 to rejoin the existing 
section along Fontwell Avenue would have to affect, amongst other things, the Eastergate War Memorial and access 
to the sportsfield. This contradicts ADC's policies regarding recreational facilities and the historic nature of the area. 
This would undoubtedly be a new bottleneck on the road, as would be the point where the new section joined the 
Barnham Road. I cannot see how this section of the Barnham Road could ever again be safe and secure for 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

1815 Transport 2 The A 29 and the Woodgate crossing This over-confidence affects 'thinking' about the Woodgate acrossing and the 
proposed re-routing of the A 29. It is an article of faith for some that the A 29 on its current route through Woodgate 
inhibits the growth of Bognor and will continue to do so unless the crossing goes. ( 'The Woodgate crossing must go!' I 
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read one councillor histrionically declaiming. ) Paragraph 4.9 exhibits this illogical style of thinking clearly. The 
paragraph is tendentious, in absurdly describing the area between Barnham and Eastergate as a 'vastness'; in 
misleadingly characterising the 'improvement' of the A 29 as a 'district-wide priority' – which it certainly isn't for those 
who live in Eastergate and Barnham, as it evidently isn't either for West Sussex, whose Transport Plan 2011 makes no 
mention of the A 29 ; and in rather readily, and pre-emptively, annexing Eastergate to Barnham. All in all this scenario 
makes 'this area a particularly sustainable location for criteria-based additional growth.' I don't know what 
'sustainable' and 'criteria-based' mean here, but it seems very odd that the desired aspirations for Bognor and the 
coast need to be met by 'additional growth' inland. The fact is, an irrational road improvement scheme entails a large 
number of unnecessary houses in the wrong place. Presuming any sort of causal link between the Woodgate crossing 
and Bognor's current under-developedness is clearly irrational. There are no grounds at all for thinking that the 
removal of that relatively minor ( in terms of time wasted ) obstacle will free up even A 29 traffic in any significant 
way, and of course it will have no effect at all beyond that. That the grinding of this particular axe has been audible for 
some time doesn't alter the fact that proposing a ( very partial ) re-routing of the A 29 as a way of contributing to the 
regeneration of Bognor is wholly unpersuasive. In point of fact, too, the delays at the Woodgate crossing are never 
particularly severe, being almost exclusively at school- and rush-hour times. Moreover, they're intrinsically 
determinate, being a reflection of the gates' timings ( which ought to be altered anyway: the closed minutes are 
unnecessarily lengthy ), whereas road-junction and roundabout delays due to other traffic depend on the volumes of 
other traffic. Further, to single out the A 29 as an obstacle for Bognor is illogical, even bizarre. There are no greater 
delays on that road ( at Woodgate and elsewhere ) than on the A 259 in and out of Littlehampton ( west ) at rush-
hours; and on the A 259 in and out of Bognor ( east ) at rush-hours; and at Felpham lights at rush-hours. And of 
course, road travel to Bognor and Littlehampton is far more affected by being at the mercy of the very protracted 
hold-ups that occur on the A 27 at Arundel, from the east or the west, and of the general time-consuming snarl-up 
that's now a regular feature of Chichester and its by-pass traffic. 

1830 Transport The three A29 relief road options shown on the plans are all in the wrong place attempting to solve the wrong 
problem ie the Woodgate railway crossing. They all start and end at places that will just move the congestion to a 
place where it would possibly be an even greater problem. These road proposals appear only to facilitate 'speculative' 
house building as a way of paying for a bridge over the railway to overcome the congestion problem at the Woodgate 
crossing. This has nothing to do with providing a sensible long term solution and a strategic road network. Using 
speculative housing to provide infrastructure in this way rarely results in the correct solution and invariably costs the 
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tax/ratepayer more in the long run. With strategic road planning mind it would be sensible to consider the following. 
Bognor traffic is mainly going to and from Portsmouth and beyond in the west via Chichester, and to the east and 
north via Arundel and Bury Hill. Would it not make sense therefore to utilise the Bognor northern relief road so that 
any new road should be from Flansham/Middleton through Ford airfield to link up with the proposed Arundel bypass? 
This would provide commuters to and from Bognor and its environs the easiest route west, east and north via the 
A259, this new road and the northern Bognor relief road. This new road should be classified as an 'A' road which 
together with the A259 Chichester road would be the 'A' road routes for Bognor. The existing A29 from Fontwell 
through Eastergate, Westergate and Shripney should be down graded to a 'B' road with traffic calming measures at 
appropriate points to improve safety and to make it unattractive as a rat run. In conclusion no further major 
development should take in this area without the Five Villages Parish councils' approval. Therefore the drawing up and 
agreement of a long term local development plan taking to account all of the above should be Arun District Council's 
absolute priority. 

1836 Transport My wife and I write to support an incremental approach to housing development in this area and are concerned that 
plans for new A29 Bypass options have all become entangled in the creation of new houses to a number that would 
swamp and destroy the area. The need for a better road north from Bognor Regis and environs is clear, but that 
should be taken on its own merits and not simply act as a way of bringing in developers with plans for high density, 
low-cost housing. Besides which, the area is infamous for sewerage and drainage problems and such expansion would 
be bound to create more problems. 

1842 Transport We have lived in Woodgate since 1978, a nicefriendly place to live, The only blot on day to day village life is the 
Woodgate railway crossing, a daily nightmare trying to exit Hook lane onto the A29 in the morning mainly but holdups 
are frequent at anytime of day. If coming from Barnham to get home to the Woodgate end ofHook Lane, we resort to 
driving along Nyton Road turn into Oving road in order to access Hook lane andavoid a twenty minute wait at the 
gates. The thought of option 2is very worrying as the A29 just cannot sustain that amount of new build, but to close 
the crossing is crazy. How can that many houses be built without the infrastructure to support them, where will all the 
additional children go to school? find a GP, etc,can you answer that? 
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1848 Transport I wish to register a very strong objection to the proposed road from the old L.E.C. site to the A 259 Felpham Way. 
Apart from the obvious impact of roads on the environment and the physical presence of another road impacting on 
the ability to travel in the countryside.The road from Shripney Road to Felpham having already obstructed my ability 
to run/walk from my property in Felpham to Barnham this proposed road will obstruct travel via footpath from 
Felpham to South Bersted.(A route not only used by dog walkers,runners and ramblers alike but by children to go to 
school). The proposed road runs too close to two Felpham Schools, Felpham Leisure centre,Felpham Golf Course and 
the Lidsey Rife. The very fact that the Lidsey Rife is a designated biodiversity opportunity area should raise alarm bells 
to the ruinous effect of the introduction of a road from a developing industrial area into one of our few areas of 
countryside. Surely the introduction of the road from Shripney Road to A259 at Felpham the so called "by pass" makes 
the proposed road from the old L.E.C. site completely unnecessary? 

1882 Transport Whilst I accept that the disused airfield on the old Lec site should be redeveloped, I can see no justification to 
extending the road south to link up to the roundabout at the Arun Leisure Centre. It would be most unlikely that 
traffic from the redevelopement would require this route, as they can access the main roads via the new bypass so I 
can only assume that this proposed extension is really only to assist visitors to Butlins. At peak times, the traffic is 
backed up from the roundabout outside Butlins. All this proposed road would do, is have the traffic queuing further 
up the road by the Arun Leisure Centre. There would therefore be a line of traffic running alongside a wildlife 
conservancy area, a school playing field and the Arun Leisure centre, with all the associated noise and pollution from 
said traffic. The proposed road passes alongside, and through an area where many local residents enjoy dogwalking, 
birdwatching and the general tranquility of the area. Felpham residents have already accepted the large house 
building project to the north of Felpham, with all the associated noise and disrupted access to the open countryside 
further north. In my opinion, this proposed road extension is totally unjustifiable. A road built to save a few minutes 
journey time for visitors to Butlins, to the detriment of local residents, is a step too far. It would appear that the only 
people to benefit from this proposed road extension are the owners of Bourne Leisure Ltd. 

1885 Transport I am writing to object to the road planned to run from the Bognor bypass to the roundabout at Felpham College 
(sp29). My objections are listed below 1 The danger of making a major junction at the Felpham end, which is always 
busy with young students and people using the leisure centre. 2 The lack of need for the road to be built at all, as the 
bypass will make it much easier to reach most parts of Bognor and Felpham 3 The length of the road. the map shows 
the road going from the top of the loop of the bypass right through green land down to the roundabout, surely a 



Page | 850  
 

shorter route following the proposed bike path across to Downview Road would be more sensible. This may cause 
more traffic along what is wide straight road but must be much cheaper than building a complete new road. 4 The 
obvious drain on the environment. with all the other pressures on the countryside with new housing etc. building this 
road in this particular place will put a lot more pressure for further building between Felpham and Bognor. 

1911 Transport I am writing to object to the key proposals of this plan. The building of 2230 homes on greenfield sites in the Six 
Villages area is clearly unsustainable on traffic considerations alone. There would be several thousand additional 
traffic movements generated by this development, mainly through commuting to Bognor, Chichester and Worthing, 
the nearest sources of local employment. I have studied your map with the three suggested A29 bypass routes and 
none of these addresses the problem of congestion. The Western option crossing Hook Lane and joining the B2233 
Nyton Road gives northbound traffic two choices: Head east to rejoin the existing A29 at an awkward junction, then 
negotiate a narrow roundabout at Eastergate War Memorial Head northwest to join high-speed traffic on the A27, 
then head west to the busy Tangmere roundabout to effect a U-turn to rejoin the northbound A29 at Fontwell The 
middle option drives a busy major road past Eastergate Primary School and through the playing fields of Westergate 
Community School to rejoin the existing A29 just west of Eastergate War Memorial. Again traffic is forced to join 
existing residential roads which lack the capacity to cope with the additional traffic. The Eastern option, as with the 
other options considered, crosses prime agricultural land, eventually joining the B2233 Barnham Road. Once again 
additional traffic is forced to join an already busy residential road. Clearly any solution to the traffic problems 
generated by a major housing development would involve additional highly expensive road improvements, for 
example an upgrade of the B2233-A27 junction at Crockerhill. If the principal driver of the A29 bypass proposal is the 
major housing development, may I suggest that a more acceptable solution would be to build additional housing on a 
more sustainable scale, thus removing the need for an A29 bypass. Existing congestion at Woodgate level crossing 
could be addressed by improved signalling so that the crossing gates do not have to be down for so long. In any case 
waiting time at the crossing is only a major problem at the morning and evening rush-hours so that the building of a 
bypass would reduce average journey times by a few minutes. The A29 bypass is not a price worth paying for this. In 
summary, I wish to object most strongly to the plan in its current form. On a more positive note, we all recognise that 
housing developments are a necessary part of progress so I would like to suggest that the council reconsiders its plans 
to develop local brown field sites. 
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2107 Transport Encouraging Bognors traffic to flow north plus the traffic generated by 2,300 new houses ( say 4000 extra cars ) would 
cause traffic gridlock in the Five villages area and not solve anything. The Fontwell and Crockerhill junctions are 
already at capacity. The so called A29, was downgraded years ago by WSCC Highways board because it is Not Fit For 
Purpose. The by pass would only begin after the dangerous bends and where it floods and it also does not fit in the 
the strategic traffic flow assessment throughout The county. Linking the building of a road with the building of houses 
is a flawed strategy. The so called Bognor Relief road will not be completed for another 4 years because the houses at 
site 6 have not sold and so the builders have stopped building. I wish to Propose a moratorium on this proposal until a 
traffic flow assessment has been done sometime after the road is completed and the cost of a proper road is taken 
into consideration ie- with getting rid of the dangerous bends and where the road regularly floods at Lidsey, as well as 
links to the A27, including the necessary A27 upgrades. If Arun District Council wishes to encourage business to invest 
in this area then it must lobby for wholesale road improvements. The failed idea of piecemeal road building relying on 
the whim of developers at the cost of housing development, not always in the best place, ends up with a confused 
and is-jointed infrastructure. Fontwell roundabout is already at capacity and if no roundabout is built at Crockerhill, 
traffic will only be able to turn left there, so anyone wanting to go north will be turning at the Tangmere roundabout 
and passing through the historic village of Boxgrove. I understand that Boxgrove Parish Council are concerned about 
this proposal. Also if a lot more traffic is encouraged onto the A29 to go north, places like Pulborough will require a 
bypass and what will happen to the 12 th century bridge at Houghton and the impact on Storrington? I think a better 
solution involves bridging the A259 over the railway at the Drayton Crossing ( Near Shopwhyke ) I have heard that this 
road is due for dual carriageway improvements right up to the Drayton roundabout. The road would then cross a few 
open fields until it joined the A27 at the already existing high level interchange near to Tangmere. This interchange for 
some mysterious reason already has an uncompleted exit pointing directly towards the Drayton Crossing. Please refer 
to the attached map. It is the perfect solution because it would provide a Northerly escape route for traffic from 
Bognor on an already much straighter and wider A259 ( far safer and faster than the A29 ) Traffic could then travel 
East or West on the A27 or directly North. It would be very much cheaper and those costs could be shared with 
Chichester District Council. It would undoubtedly help relieve some of the traffic congestion which occurs on the A27, 
Chichester Bypass. For this to happen it requires some joined up thinking and some co-operation between Arun 
District Council and Chichester District Council. The new National Planning Policy Framework ( NPPF ) defines a 'Duty 
to Co-operate'  between neighbouring Councils in order to help solve planning issues ( and save money ). This 
solution has the added advantage that nothing much is in the way, with virtually the whole route being over open 
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agricultural land. The beauty of the Drayton solution would be that it could solve several problems simultaneously and 
would involve minimal damage to the countryside. It would also fully utilise an existing A27 Interchange which must 
have cost millions of pounds to build and seems presently almost redundant. An alternative to bridging the A29 at or 
near Woodgate is to improve the signalling . I have just spoken to a Network Rail engineer who has discussed the 
problem with their consultants team, who state that it is possible to upgrade the Woodgate Crossing and this is due 
for renewal work anyway, in the next 5 years. This would offset some of the costs which they reckoned would be 
around £750,000 which is a whole lot cheaper than building 2300 houses and a road ( 60-85 million! ) PROPOSALS 
THREATEN LOCAL BUSINESSES – Closing of the Woodgate level crossing will threaten local businesses, including my 
own. So for all of the above reasons, please do not decimate the villages. This plan is UNSUSTAINABLE. 

2155 Transport Section 13.1.11 says: 'in order to provide the means by which critical infrastructure could be delivered in the district, 
broad strategic areas of growth should be encouraged ¡n addition to allocations ¡n town and parish council areas. The 
figure of 1363 is considered too low to adequately provide for both broad strategic allocations and town and parish 
allocations and taking forward the figure of 400 units per annum, only town and parish allocations will be proposed. . 
The use of the word should'  in the first sentence suggests to me that you have no doubt about this. As a whole it 
suggests that the purpose of the development is to deliver 'critical infrastructure' . Angmering residents have 
experience in the past that promises of development led infrastructure can be illusory. The most pressing highway 
infrastructure need in Arun's area is the dualling of the A259 between the south end of the Angmering 'by-pass'  and 
Station Road. You presumably had the opportunity to seek contributions to this work when you considered the 
planning applications on the A259 to significantly increase the parking capacity of the site where the new Asda store is 
being built and for the further enlargement of the Sainsburys store which includes, I believe, increased parking 
capacity. Both of these will obviously further increase traffic movements on the A259 and I would ask why you did not 
seek such contributions towards the cost of dualling the A259. I have been told that you are receiving a significant 
sum from the proposed enlargement of the Sainsburys store to fund a regeneration initiative associated with 
Littlehampton. Surely any gains from local development planning permission should be applied to benefit the 
immediate locality and not to do something mites away. 

2023 Transport Policy - SP18 Supports 



Page | 853  
 

2007 Transport With regard to the above published plan and in particular to the plan to by-pass the A29 and accommodate more than 
2000 new houses within the 'triangle area'  within Westergate and Aldingbourne; Eastergate and Barnham and 
Woodgate. I am writing to object on several grounds and in an effort to safe guard the area's natural qualities and 
preserve those for my children's generation. My starting point is on the original approval of 'Option 1'  in terms of the 
new housing required within the area. As you and your departed carried out public consultation on this matter last 
year and found this to be the preferred option. Having resided in this area for a number of years I have seen how the 
villages all along the A27 route have coped and adapted with small pockets of such development. Furthermore it is 
these types of development that are built in better keeping with the area's existing housing type and also come with 
the investment to provide additional facilities needed for the additional populace such as larger/new doctor's 
surgeries; additional school buildings; updates to the sewage system and have less environmental impact that causes 
the now regular flooding we seem to experience within the Chichester and Arun district areas. So to go against public 
opinion and allow 'Option 22 of the plan to go ahead seems for the most parts ignorant on the councils part given 
they have consulted the public on this issue already. With regards to the transport issues such a development would 
bring up – I would hope you would agree that 2000 new homes would put somewhere in the region of 4000 additional 
cars on the road. Now regardless of if they are travelling into Bognor as is hoped by this development the current 
roads that would have to take this extra capacity are just not fit for purpose. Although the houses may provide the 
funds for this audacious new road they would not generate enough income to upgrade both the Crocker Hill junction 
and the A27 Fontwell roundabouts – both of which are full to grid lock now during peak times. As you cannot 
guarantee that all new traffic would be going into Bognor to stimulate the economy as is hoped where will the funds 
come from to raise the capacity of these two junctions? If access to Bognor is the problem to the town's regeneration 
then surely the funds from the current Berstead through to Felpham developments should have provided funding for 
widening of the A259 all the way in and out of Bognor. This is and will remain the traditional south coast link between 
Chichester/Bognor and Littlehampton – by improving this further I believe the regeneration of the towns along the 
route will be easier to achieve and at the same time take people away from the A29 bottle neck at Woodgate. And 
with regard to that development I am aware by driving through the complex and through talking with locals the 
development remains unsold to private residences and for the most part is being taken up by councils elsewhere in 
the country for their unwanted and sometimes more 'difficult'  tenants. Would the Option 2 proposal also provide 
such a 'dumping ground'  given that for the most part the housing market appears to remain stagnant with properties 
selling slowly if at all. One of the issues of the area and possibly why housing to demand is so poor is the now almost 
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bi-annual flooding of areas such as Shripney, Lidsey and up to Westergate. Areas that traditional coped with bad 
weather but now suffer just as much as the A27 around Chichester. All the proposed housing is being placed on 
Greenfield sites; areas that currently soak up the water and help to prevent the flooding we have experienced in the 
area worsen. The small 'Garden City'  proposed at the moment is contrary to Government policy which advises that 
such large scale developments should look to use Brownfield sites rather than Greenfield. I and other locals have 
often wondered why the old LEC site north of Bognor was not used for any of the required housing quota. Given the 
size of the proposed development I cannot agree that the immediate local and primarily rural economy will cope with 
such an influx. Jobs are difficult to get at the moment and the timing of putting extra competition in to the jobs 
market form those outside the area seems a little short sighted. Other options can be explored surely as to how to 
stimulate the jobs market. By changing the villages into a small town the local community spirit will be somewhat 
broken by those moving into the area who are not guaranteed to contribute that much to the local area. What 
guarantees can the council give that any new house provided or built for private ownership will house someone who 
is working and contributing to local economic growth? The fact the current A29 would effectively close at the 
Woodgate crossing puts the business within the village areas at risk. Despite the congestion locals do use the shops 
and services along the route and by stopping their options this would actually be detrimental to those traders and 
contradict Arun's propriety of creating more jobs. The area traditional attracts people who are retiring to a quieter 
area, and therefore tend to remain 'local'  for the period they are here; or families that have always lived in the area 
and cherish the smaller and safer communities and environments that they and what they want for their children to 
grow up in. Allowing such a development would change the appeal and character of the area for those traditional 
residents and turn the villages to what equates to a small urban sprawl without proper public transport links and with 
the additional traffic a congested local road network. This would make it less safe for families and the aged making 
any new homes even harder to fill. Finally I would object to so many houses in such a concentrated area is that 
despite the new road the local infrastructure will not cope with the additional volume of people. Local 'rat runs'  
would turn in to additional parking areas. Doctor's surgeries that are already pushed to the limit (it takes me over 3 
weeks to get an 'normal appointment'  at the Barnham Surgery) and schools are full. Although the proposal states 
that these considerations will be accounted for I have seen similar developments providing the housing for the money 
to come back to the developers then problems or lack of cash stop these vital services being provider for. The 
continued growth on Tangmere with only a village store and no additional infant and primary schooling just along the 
A27 for us is a good example of how the good intentions of developers seem to be allowed to slip once the primary 
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directive of making a return on the housing is achieved either form private or public market. I hope you take mine and 
all those who have contacted throughout the consultation period on this matter and look at other more practical 
measures to achieve the regeneration goals for the local economy rather than just 'bulldozing'  over the better parts 
of the area. 

1961 Transport 1. TRAFFIC and RAILWAY CROSSING There are plans to complete the road into Bognor from the A27 (The Screwfix 
Roundabout). This is sensible and will take traffic, as it does now if you wish to avoid the Woodgate railway crossing, 
away from the villages. Why spend money on the A29 when all it will do is make the traffic passed Fontwell Race track 
even worse? This idea is ill conceived and a catch 22 scenario - justify building the homes in order to pay for a change 
in the road system and at the same time, through so many new homes with cars acerbate the problem. Madness. ( 
Have you seen the new Hollies estate outside Littlehampton since people have moved in? Every space is jam-packed 
with parked cars. A concrete nightmare.) A FREIGHT DEPOT WILL ADD TO THE TRAFFIC CONGESTION ON THE A29 
ALONG THE RACETRACK ROAD AND BRIDGE OR NO THERE WILL BE BOTTLE NECKS, HUGE CONTAINER LORRIES AND A 
TOTAL DECIMATION OF A PRETTY, RURAL PART OF WEST SUSSEX. THE VILLAGES OF WESTERGATE AND EASTERGATE 
WILL BE DIVIDED AND THIS IDEA MUST BE DISCOURAGED. 

1985 Transport PROPOSED HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS - LYMINSTER BY-PASS I write in relation to the above, which is identified in the 
draft Local Plan to be delivered alongside two 'strategic growth areas' in the north Littlehampton area. Comments 
that need to be received at the Councils Office by 5pm on Monday 10th September 2012. I would like to personally 
raise an objection against such developments in and around my local area and raise the following points of 
contention. Firstly, the Local Plan highlights the importance of providing good north to south linkages to improve the 
districts connectivity to the A27. However, I would contend that the main area of focus should in fact be on delivering 
better east to west linkages along the A27, especially around the Arundel area which continues to suffer from long 
tailbacks. Therefore, until the A27 through Arundel can be improved nothing should be done to encourage additional 
traffic routing onto the A27 via the A284. To this point would consider road improvements to the A259, particularly 
around the Angmering area, should be of a higher priority in order to support increased use as a result of future 
growth. On the basis that the works to the A284 will go ahead then points of practical nature I would like made are: 
Firstly, I believe this should be a long-term focus of the Council, as I do not personally believe as a local resident that 
the current route suffers from significant delays at the present time. A speed limit should also be imposed on the 
existing section of the A284 from the A27 until south of the proposed turn off from the new road because there are a 



Page | 856  
 

number of properties along this northern stretch of the A284 who have to exit their property without the adequate 
visibility splays. Furthermore, from previous experience I have noted persons who lack on-site turning space and 
consequently have to reverse on the main road either when entering or exiting their properties. I have also in the past 
had to suddenly stop my car, as a result of tractors pulling out onto this road. Therefore, the design of any new road 
up to where it links with the existing road should, by way of curves and width, be such as to discourage excessive 
driving speed and to make it conducive for driver to respect the limit as they transition from the new road onto the 
existing north section of the A284 which in any event needs to be speed restricted, However, of primary importance in 
my opinion is the fact that the by-pass should not be constructed ahead of major improvements being made to the 
junction of the A284 with the A27, which continuously suffers from long tailbacks. In any case, please let me know of 
any future progress or developments made in relation to this development. 

1996 Transport Chapter 16 Policy SP30 [SP20?] Whenever a bypass is proposed the idea is to take the traffic away from housing. The 
options under consideration do NOT do this and actually takes traffic on to unsuitable roads through the villages.. 

2011 Transport I would like to add my comments regarding the Lyminster Bypass Feasibility Study to those others others which you 
will no doubt have received, and am sending these by email as I understand that the consultation process ends on 10 
September. As I live in the part of Lyminster Road which will ostensibly be relieved of the burden of the heavy traffic 
which currently blights this section of the A284, I am in favour of a bypass in principle. However, I am dismayed at the 
proposed route and would like the following comments and questions to be considered : 1. Has any attention been 
given to the likelihood that the laying down of more concrete and tarmac across the water meadows between Poling 
and Lyminster would exacerbate the existing flooding risk in the Lyminster area ? The back gardens of my house and 
those of my immediate neighbours were flooded for several days during this June and the houses themselves were 
close to being flooded during the period of heavy rain that month. Any sort of development on the fields opposite 
would surely have a negative impact on the water table of the area. 2. Having the bypass sited such that a feeder road 
needs to be created onto the existing A284 at some point before the Crossbush interchange with the A27 would seem 
to be counter-productive. It would only lead to increased traffic congestion at Crossbush, an area which is currently 
problematical, as the volume of traffic going to and from Arundel often leads to long tailbacks along the A284 back 
past both of the sites proposed for the feeder road. Would it not be more sensible to have a feed onto the A27 itself 
to the east of the dwellings at Calceto ? 3. The proposed 'Southern' feeder road involves the destruction of a section 
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of ancient public bridleway and the associated wildlife which the hedgerows, trees and fields along its way support, 
and also blights several properties in the area. An access road at that point would also leave the surrounding area 
open to development. 

2073 Transport The Character of the Village Angmering, despite considerable new growth, has managed to keep its character in spite 
of the development. However, an overload of housing of the magnitude in the draft Local Plan would completely 
destroy the integrity and character of this village. As for traffic issues, currently there in nothing in place, nor 
timescales or money allocated to improving the roads around the village. The A259 is a total bottleneck around the 
village and if cars avoid it and use then A27 Arundel they hit a bottleneck in either direction , i.e. Arundel and 
Worthing. Roads,Traffic and Transport Your Sustainability Report 4.9 point 8 says: "Sustainable travel - the district 
currently lacks good overall public transport and suffers from congestion. An increased level of services and 
improvements to the road system will therefore be vital to its sustainable development into the future." No details of 
how, where, when or what improvements are going to be made, let alone funding seem to be planned. There should 
be a definite plan and funding to do something about the A259 before any development can take place before any 
development is considered let alone 590 new houses in Angmering. Additional to this general point maybe Arun 
should work in conjunction with WSCC to put pressure on the State to build the Arundel bypass and alieviate some of 
the bottleneck problems surrounding the district. The pressure of Asda on the A259 near Roundstone opening soon 
and Morrisons at Wick not far behind means there is going to be even more pressure on these already overcrowded 
roads full of bottlenecks. On top of this there are to be new developments at Lyminster and Courtwick Green. When 
they are built and the residents are using these new supermarkets, let alone going to Sainsburys and Tescos to shop 
where is the traffic going to go, it is likely to increase the congestion. Also, the plan mentions improvements to the 
A280 Angmering bypass, but doesn't say what is planned for this road funding, or schedule/timescale for same? 
However, even with improvements to the A259 there is nothing in the plan to improve traffic movement in and out 
and through the village, which can be a nightmare particularly during school hours, rush hours and weekends. Imagine 
the chaos in the village if these new houses are built and more children are going to school, more people going to 
work or the station, let alone the problems that will arise when it floods! Also there is nothing in specific to allow for 
heavy lorries and more traffic generated by a new industrial estate. Angmering can't possibly cope with an increase in 
lorries coming through the village. If the proposed new developments were built there would be more traffic on the 
A259 as people will be using cars to go outside of Angmering, because there aren't enough parking at the shops in the 
village to service a larger community and the new proposed developments are not close enough to walk to the village 
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shops anyway. Point 3.15 & 4.1 say : "Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and Angmering will develop their roles as 
well-connected large villages serving inland Arun;." There don't appear to be definitive plans in the Plan for more 
shops or an improved shopping facility to service more houses. Equally no mention has been made to improve and 
enhance community facilities and local services. The only identified improved transport link is the A259, and 
improvements to this road have been pushed back into the medium to long term range, with no funding identified. 
Again the plan says one thing and means another because it says it wants these things but there is no guarantee that 
anything will happen because of lack of funding and no definite timescale to get the job done. 

2071 Transport I cannot understand what rerouting the A29 will achieve as the options do not go directly to the A27 so the congestion 
already there will only increase. At present the roads in Barnham both main side are filled with cars. Mainly belonging 
to commuters so local people cannot park and many are going elsewhere to shop which doesn't benefit the local 
trade! 

2315 Transport 16. Transport Draft Policy SP 20: Safeguarding the Main Road Network states that: 'To ensure that improvements 
necessary to enhance the strategic and supporting road network within the district can be carried out, the lines of the 
major road schemes, as shown on the Proposals Map, will be protected from development '¦'  Bourne Leisure then 
notes the reference at part (iv) of the policy, to protecting the line of the Bognor Regis Relief Road and the Butlins Link 
(for delivery in the 'medium to long term' ), as shown on the Proposals Map. Our client supports the proposal in 
principle, subject to there being scope to comment further once more details of the scheme and its possible timing 
are known. 

2367 Transport NEW A29 BYPASS I have looked at all 3 proposals for the new route of the new A29 and not one makes sense. I again 
asked your official where the roads went after they reached the B2233 he said he did not know, I can only imagine 
they all go back to the A29 at Eastergate to cause another bottle neck. 

2374 Transport 7. A29 ROAD This would be a major cost (> £ 50 million) and money would be better spent on completing the A27 
Arundel by-pass. 
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2254 Transport Two [of the pouter] words about road options A-D heard frequently from those attending local meetings and road 
shows were 'bonkers' and 'barmy'. They are! Other more reasoned comments included that the options destroyed 
either existing housing and/or infra-structure or very good agricultural land [and taking major areas of Grade 112 
agricultural land out of production at a time of climate change and increasing population seems, to say the least, 
unwise.]. Apart from the fact that I do not think a genuine case for a Westergate/Woodgate by-pass has been made, 
all the proposals would seem to create as many problems as already exist or would be solved. Local roads are narrow: 
so, for instance, pushing traffic from the A29 to the B2233 is impractical, So also is accessing/leaving the A29 at the 
shown point in Lidsey '” the road there is not only narrow and but also has dangerous bends. Access to the A27 at 
either Crockerhill or Fontwell is not feasible : both points are already said to be 'at capacity' '” adding diverted traffic, 
not to mention the extra created by the number of vehicles generated by Option 2 proposaIs, can only lead to 
unacceptable congestion and increased hazards. Pushing traffic congestion further north would not help villages north 
of the A27 either. Predicating housing needs and the accompanying infrastructure on the development of thousands 
of new work prospects in the Bognor area suggests that very majÃ³r changes to communities are based on wishful 
thinking '” someone's pipe dreams!• In any case, a need for a Westergate by-pass is not proven '” a further 
assessment needs to be made AFTER the completion of the road improvements to the A259 east and west of north 
Bognor, the closure of the Lidsey Tip '” and the extra development planned for both Bognor and Littlehampton. Delays 
at the Woodgate crossing are only really a problem during morning and evening 'rush hours' '” the crossing may be 
closed for 34minslhour '” but during the day this normally causes no more than minor annoyance and have been 
¡nformed that closure time could be reduced with the use of available modern technology at relatively moderate cost. 
Closing the crossing to vehicular traffic would cause much more of a local problem. In addition, predicating a new 
roadÃ improvements/ diversions/crossings/bridges over the railway, [as well as contributing to improving local GP 
and school facilities, drainage and flood relief works], on the ability '” or willingness - of developers to pay for these 
from their profits seems inherently problematic '” particularly if their properties do&t sell [vide new housing at North 
Bersted], can they be relied on put up the necessary [and considerable] funds '” and also 'contribute' to necessary 
additional local resources : GP surgeries, schools, flood defences, sewage, leisure amenities??? 

2139 Transport Whilst a range of transport options are to b welcomed they are presented as a wish of ideas with no concrete 
proposal beyond the realignment of the A29 to avoid the Woodgate crossing. No clear strategic business case has 
been put forward to justify the proposed by-pass and closure of the Woodgate crossing other than a broad and 
unsupported assumption that it will improve economic development in Bognor. There is no strategic transport study 
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or figures to back up this proposal in the Draft Development Plan, either to provide a context for this proposal to 
indicate that this specific proposal is the right or only solution to transport issues within the district. Other road 
improvements and other transport solutions may deliver greater public and business benefits. The Plan does refer to 
the West Sussex Transport Plan 2011-2026. Para 16.0.1: The West Sussex Transport Plan 2011-2026 identifies key 
transport issues in the district including'¦ Level crossings on the A29 and the A284 cause delays between the A27 and 
the main towns of Bognor Regis and Littlehampton. However the West Sussex Transport Plan indicates that the A29 I 
not part of the strategic Road network within the county. It is also worth making the wider strategic point that the 
A29 is a narrow and often twisting, single carriageway road for the whole of its length with only one town by-pass at 
Billinghurst. In that context the Woodgate crossing is only one of a plethora of pinch points consisting of small 
roundabout and junctions. Trying to focus on a single point within the A29 which is outside the strategic network 
displays a lack of strategic thinking. Improvements in the A29 in on location outside of the strategic road network risk 
exacerbating problems elsewhere including further north on the A29. The West Sussex Transport Plan also mentions 
in other bullet points including: _ Rail services to and from the District, particularly between both Littlehampton and 
Bognor Regis, and London, are perceived as slow and there is a limited supply of modern rail stock available to provide 
extra capacity along the West Coastway. _ Bognor Regis Station, in particular, is in need of improvement to make it a 
more attractive transport interchange for visitors and local commuters. _ Liaising with the rail industry to investigate 
ways to reduce the delays caused by level crossings. Yet these alternative and potentially more sustainable options 
are not mentioned in the Draft Local Plan. It would be more sustainable to explore improvements in the rail network 
including signalling options (a point mentioned in the West Sussex Transport Study on several occasions) within the 
context of this plan both to improve transport and economic development. In terms of the Woodgate crossing no 
attempt has been made to explore other solutions, a point raised in Councillor Derek Whittington's response to the 
study: 'In addition the Bognor Regis Northern Relief Road is under construction and will provide an east-west link 
A259. This is not only a Bognor northern bypass, but also a southern bypass to the B2233 for all the communities 
along it from Yapton through Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and Aldingbourne to Crockerhill. Traffic flows along 
this new A259 are not known. What is also not known is the degree to which future movements along the A29 will be 
affected. It would be unwise to draw conclusions and make plans before these are known and calculations can be 
made in conjunction with signalling and gatedown times improvements by Network rail and others which would also 
benefit other rail level crossings along the coast. This point also applies to the reduction in vehicle movements when 
the Lidsey Landfill site closes.'  There are already road schemes in place that will benefit traffic flows around Bognor 
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and to the A27. Indeed the strategic transport principles for the area put forward by WSCC were put forward to take 
the traffic flow along the road network around the villages, principally the a27, THE a259 Bognor Relief Road and 
Lyminster by pass improvements. There is no indication or evidence within the Development Plan of how strategic 
transport issues are being dealt with in partnership with the surrounding Councils, which is required by the National 
planning Policy Framework, or alternatives to A29 realignment explored. This raises the question of whether other 
more effective transport solutions have been considered. The specific A29 proposal put forward in the Draft Local 
plan based on the Parsons Brinkerhoff (PB) study as commissioned by Arun is completely ineffective. The traffic flow 
figures are based on the 2011 traffic flow figures of 13,129 annual average daily rate (two way) with a growth figure of 
1.1 bring the 2020 figure to 14,489. These figures do not account for the proposed housing allocation of 2,000 homes 
as set out in the Local Plan nor do they account for the potential for traffic diverting to use this route. The assertion on 
paragraph 4.3.3 that the highways agency note that traffic flows are unlikely to be a significant problem is erroneous 
as it deals with the existing flow rather than the increased flow resulting from the development. (Ref comment below) 
In terms of the specific proposals: Setting aside the lack of a strategic rationale the proposed by pass routes do not 
seem to provide an overall solution but move the problem of congestion to a series of northern junctions with the 
B' ' ££, where there are narrow roads. These wider problems are not addressed in the study and there is a significant 
risk that the proposals will exacerbate existing traffic flows, damage a number of local businesses, causing job losses 
and loss of services, and require significant additional expenditure of public money to resolve the problem created by 
the proposal. The traffic being used are based on projections of current traffic movements and do not take account of 
the additional traffic generated by the strategic housing allocation or the parish allocations. Based on the proposed 
strategic and parish allocations the Crockerhill Junction will be unable to cope with the additional traffic flows. 
Adjustment s to the layout could include banning the right turn from the A27 but the Highways Agency say this 'would 
allow some increased capacity at this junction but would lead to an increase in congestion and delay at upstream and 
downstream junctions'  (ie principally Tangmere and Fontwell). These would require further development to manage 
traffic movements. Comments by the Highways Agency, 9 th March 2011, indicate that this is at capacity and that 
2,500 houses in the Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate area could not be supported in transport terms. The 
environmental considerations of the preferred options put forward by PB covering options A and D are rather 
superficial and would not support any argument that one route is more or less environmentally damaging than any 
other. The PB study does not cover the full costs of implementing the plan. The costs of the Route A link to the A27 at 
Crockerhill are not covered (thi s junction is already reaching capacity). This route will in any case not deal with east 
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bound traffic movements, which will require a further northern route to link to the Fontwell Avenue / Fontwell 
Roundabout at an additional cost of £10 Million in order to avoid putting north and westbound traffic onto the very 
narrow stretch of the B2233 at Nyton, which is used by pedestrians and cyclists but has no pavement. The effect and 
costs of the knock on effect of dealing with traffic flow from the other routes, including route D, and their connection 
to the A27 at Fontwell is not covered. The Villages Action Group reject all of the A29 by pass routes/proposals. The 
fontwell roundabout is also at capacity and would require additional expenditure to resolve traffic flow onto the A27 
and from the A27 South if the right hand turning to the B2233 from the West is closed. The roundabouts at the War 
Memorial and Basmati Restaurant (previously the Labour in vain) are historic local points surrounded by a number of 
listed buildings and would require substantial re-engineering, which is likely to cause considerable local opposition. PB 
themselves acknowledge in Paragraph 4.3.2 the need for a broader scale economic modelling assessment ata later 
stage. There is no overall clarity about how the proposal will be funded. Indeed the PB study itself acknowledges 
(appendix 6) that until a preliminary Business case ids developed, a single recommended or preferred model for 
funding and repayment cannot be made. As a consequence of the uncertainty of the overall scale of additional road 
improvements required, which might arise to £30 - $40 million, it is unclear how the wider infrastructure will be 
funded to support the is development of 2,000 house. E.g. Doctors surgery, school, water demand, drainage, flooding 
relief and sewerage capacity issues. The Drat Local Plan indicates that an Infrastructure Delivery plan will be produced 
at the next stage of the Local Plan. The publication of tite Infrastructure Delivery Plan is critical, it is unlikely that the 
proposed housing developments will not meet the costs of providing the additional infrastructure and that additional 
infrastructure will not be provided, creating additional problems, or the infrastructure will have to be provided at 
public expense. We feel that given the potential scale of risk it would therefore be appropriate to seek assurances 
from the Councils 151 Officer that these risks and potential additional costs have been fully assessed and that no 
additional infrastructure costs will fall on Aruns taxpayers. It will also not be acceptable for the District Council to 
simply leave water provision and sewerage provision to the Water Companies who will simply pass on the 
development costs to the customers. Costs must fall on any developers. Proposals by the District and County as the 
Highway Authority should encourage north, east and west bound through traffic from Bognor to use the strategic 
road network and discourage traffic from the A29. For example: . Change the road designation from A29 to B2924 . 
Remove all through route destinations from the road signs on those roads and replace with local destinations. Add the 
through route destinations of London, Dorking, Horsham, Crawley & Gatwick Airport to east bound A259, A27 & A280 
signage. . Add London & Heathrow Airport destinations to west bound A259 and A27 signage. . Place a 3-ton limit 
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(except for access) on the B2924 (formerly A29) and B2233. Leave level crossings in place to discourage through 
usage. . Place a 30 mph speed limit on both roads south of their junctions with the A27. . Revised Satnav instructions, 
particularly for ITGVs. The Local Plan identifies the construction of a container rail link at Barnham. Itis not clear why 
this policy is being proposed, and why in this location. It was understood locally that this proposal had been 
abandoned by Network Rail and we question whether ABC has checked that it is still part of Network Rail's plans. This 
area is impossible to access for large vehicles via the existing road network without substantial improvements: A 
sheltered housing complex for the elderly now abuts the railway access and there is a low bridge on the road to 
Yapton. If the rational for this was to improved rail link I freight movements from Bognor why not build it at Bognor? 

2106 Transport Lyminster By pass. Option 2. Access. I am writing to state my views regarding the above, which I am very much in 
favour of and the sooner the better. However, I object STRONGLY, to the option 2 Access road since it will blight my 
house, Pindars. Also Vicarage cottage ( both of these were or are on the market ) Bridleway & The Old Vicarage. It also 
leaves the last of these properties on an island, along with Wolstanton and Fairfields. It also crosses an ancient drove 
road and entails felling of several large trees and shrubs of which this area has very few. And last but by no means 
least, it leaves a tract of farmland unviable for farming and wide open to development – I believe the owner has done 
this elsewhere. I have known about the proposed by pass for 45 years, ever since we bought our land. The proposed 
access was always going to be to the north of Wolstanton. Why change it now? And in my view, in such a shabby 
fashion.. It seems to me, that option 2 has been shipped in without local consultation and under cover of the 
Littlehampton ? Plan. It has thrown lives and plans in disarray, when a little communication at the start would have 
averted or mitigated huge stress. We are not statistics – we are people and I take huge exception to the following 
quote ' it should be noted that at this stage No Consultations has been undertaken with the directly affected 
residents'¦. ( My ? ) This seems to sum it up. * Page 14, para 3,7.5 Lyminster Feasibility Study – The slim version with 
the pretty photograph on the cover. 

2128 Transport 16.2.2 &16.2.5 Describe funding road improvements through contributions from developers of strategic locations. As 
the housing figures imply that locations are no longer needed this needs to be rewritten. The objectives should be 
about improvements in access to business sites and reducing congestion through targeted road improvement 
schemes and reducing the need for commuting. These objectives are inherently inter dependent and should be 
presented in that way 



Page | 864  
 

2211 Transport Transport issues: The A27 and major development As with every option for major development in the District the road 
network, constrained by deficiencies on the A27, is critical to development at Ford. However, the radical proposal for 
a new settlement at Ford offers the best opportunity to reconfigure road and rail transport at the centre of the 
District astride a strategic railway. Uniquely arid directly it serves the Government's objective to achieve economic 
growth in Coastal West Sussex. In 2012 it is time, therefore, to accept that sustainable growth west of the River Arun 
and construction of a by pass on the A27 around Arundel are essential to the well-being of present and future 
generations and that these two elements are inextricably linked. OBJECTION; The Draft Plan should show Arun DC 
vigorous in taking this particular opportunity to develop a new settlement to central government to justify investment 
in an Arundel by-pass on A27. We object to the absence of any clear intent to achieve this or signs of enlisting the 
support of partner authorities in West Sussex, in the Coast to Capital LEP and Coastal West Sussex Partnership as 
contrÃ¬buting to a strategy for growth in the sub-region. The A29 and major development In the absence of an 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan to show how this road will reach the A27 it is diffÃ¬cultto see proposals for a new route 
for A29 on alignment east of the present route as anything other than a road to link new development on a greenfield 
site with greater Bognor Regis. Far from improving access from Bognor Regis to the SRN re-routing traffic into a T-
junction on B2233 at Barnham would add greatly to present difficulties en route and within the villages. B2233 is a 
busy east-west road constrained by physical barriers to large vehicles and serves 4 schools, a neighbourhood shopping 
centre and a busy railway station. The new road alone would drastically transform the character of the villages; taken 
together with the major development necessary to fund the road this scheme is an ad hoc approach to the creation of 
a new settlement centred upon the villages of Barnham, Eastergate and AldirÃ¬gbourne on greenfield land and is in 
stark contrast to the planned approach for a new settlement on brownfield land provided in proposals for the re-use 
of Ford AIrfield. Significantly, A29 does not appear as part of the SRN ¡n the West Sussex Transport Plan 2011 nor does 
it featu re as a road with 'issues'  within the county! This indicates that in its most recent evaluation the Highway 
Authority does not see the A29 between A27 and Bognor Regis as of strategic importance. The approach by Arun DC 
in this Draft Local Plan would appear to ignore this assessment casting grave doubt on the viability of proposals for 
major development in Barnham/Eastergate. OBJECTION: The case for major development at Barnham/Eastergate 
cannot be supported as improvement to connectivity in transport between Bognor Regis and the A27. We object to 
the absence of traffic modelling or any attempt to demonstrate how A29 re-aligned would connect with the A27, in 
particular to the absence of an Infrastructure Delivery Plan showing how this is to be delivered. 
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2237 Transport The desire to avoid the Woodgate level crossing is well appreciated by anyone who has 'parked' on the A29 whilst the 
trains pass. However, only one possible route is shown in the Draft Plan yet other options are believed to exist. The 
impact of any possible change to the A29 and its associated minor and trunk roads needs to be very carefully 
evaluated and studied. The inclusion of just one route would suggest that this is the agreed and preferred option, is 
this really true? Similarly, the Plan suggests that the additional 200 houses would be built before the A29 would be 
improved, the developers only having to 'provide for or make a contribution towards its provision'. This would suggest 
that we can be sure that the overloading of our existing overstretched highways will occur whilst there is no similar 
certainty of any guaranteed future improvement to the system. 

2464 Transport I wish my comments on the draft Local Plan to be noted. as follows: Overview: 1. 1 Reject all four 'options for a re-
route of the A29 as ill-conceived, utterly unneccessary and not viable A29 road routes 1. Options A- D '” these are not 
fit for purpose as they don't connect to the A27; they are simply 'not viable' . 2. Options C & D (ADC preferred route) 
'” would result in unsupportable traffic congestion in the villages, negating the supposed purpose of improving road 
access. 3. Unfunded - by central and local government (WSCC). 4. Other more logical routes (more westerly) not 
considered '” ADC should work with other councils such as Chichester DC and WSCC to plan a logical route that 
actually meets the objective of improving road finks between Bognor Regis and the A27, and integrates with the 
Bognor Relief Road. 

2533 Transport Having seen the draft proposals, I am very concerned at the idea of putting the A29 through a built up area, a recipe 
for increasing rather than reducing traffic congestion and pollution. 

2515 Transport A29 PROPOSALS. The road does require some attention. But the suggestion that it should bisect the B2233 west of 
Barnham whilst ignoring its northern connection to the A27 makes no sense by creating a new batHe neck and ignores 
a much needed connection to the new Bognor Relief Road. There are better routes furtherwest under the old Option 
1 . But, maybe discussions with Chichester City Council on a combined approach may prove to be beneficial to both 
authorities. Woodgates Level Crossing. May we suggest as this does cause problems a study of East Sussex Highways 
approach to a similar problem on the A27 east of Lewes, west of Glyndebourne at Beddingham village be studied? Six 
to seven years ago, they very successfully maintained traffic flow at all times on the busy A27 whilst a bridge was built 
over the railway in order that the crossing be closed. Rail Freight Depot at Barnham. I note on your maps that an area 
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at Barnham Station is reserved for a future depot. When I asked Network Rail about this proposal, they told me that 
the proposal had only been a suggestion that it was dropped from their plans some time ago. Why does it still feature 
in your plans? Road, Rail and Bus services have to be improved to cater for this increased population but a vehicle 
parking policy also has yet to be specified. Consider the current problems in Barriham.... Roads and side streets being 
clogged from Sam most weekday mornings by commuters catching the train to 'out-commute' '” not to mention 
vehicles parked for weeks at a time when their owners depart the country presumably via Gatwick airport and the rail 
links. Should existing local residents continue tolerate this nuisance outside their properties? 

2276 Transport Policy SP18and SP18 Subsection iii This states that developments must "protect the lines of major road schemes from 
development", this is awkwardly worded and we are not clear whether this means that new development must follow 
the lines of new developments or the developments will be prevented that "get in the way of" new road schemes. In 
respect of transport generally, the construction of the Bognor North Relief Road (BNRR) which is currently being 
undertaken and pre-scheduled to be open during 2014, will radically change the dynamics of traffic across the coastal 
settlements and will have an impact far beyond. Accordingly we suggest that policy drafting or promoting new road 
links should be reassessed following a study of the eventual traffic flow outcomes in 2014 and carry out proper 
feasibility testing to see if the change in dynamic means that alternative or different roads as proposed in the plan 
would be more effective. We do not see how this policy can be carried out effectively until these major changes are 
fully understood. We would very much support a policy that encourages the development of more effective north-
south connections between the coastal settlements and the A27. This would be especially effective in assisting the 
Enterprise or Employment Zone. Consideration should be given to a protected route connecting with the western end 
of the draft route shown on Map 2, area SP20(viii) with the BNRR, west of the A29. This would provide an efficient use 
of land, including over the Lidsey landfill, and connect to the central nodal point of the BNRR possibly at Salt Box or 
west, onto the BNRR west section. 

2484 Transport 16.0.2 There is no evidence of the far reaching impacts, specifically of the A29 crossing. This is supposition not 
measured fact. The District has links to the A27 from the south. The concept of and conditions necessary for their 
'strength' are not defined here. There is no calculation of a supposed problem, therefore no calculable solution. There 
is no evidence of 'need' for improved access to employment sites in Bognor. There is no assessment of the ability of 
the current rail links to sustain such links, nor is there any provision for non-mechanised links such as cycle routes, nor 
facilities to reduce the single car occupancy that is a key factor (other than signal phasing) in the crossing capacity 
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issue. SP18 Growth in the area will not reduce congestion, it will increase it. It would maybe reduce it initially at the 
Woodgate crossing but the effects of 2230 extra houses with an average 2 cars per household making multiple 
journeys will lead to local congestion across the 6 Villages area, on the A27 and points east and west because the 
strategic roads network cannot cope with current traffic and certainly cannot handle growth. Climate change will not 
be slowed by increasing vehicular traffic, extending journey distance along bypasses and putting traffic onto road that 
cannot cope with it. iv) There is no current evidence of a transport assessment that covers the Woodgate crossing or 
its possible successors in terms of a bypass route. Until there is, all is supposition. Also the effects on the A27 and 
Relief Road junctions require addressing. 16.2.2 There is no evidence of need for 'good' north south linkages to the 
A27. What is good versus strong? How is it defined? 16.2.4 The indicative route of the bypass is a farce because it 
indicates nothing. Any route option through the 6 Villages is unnecessary and I reject that there is a need for it. The 
Council has already promised to commission further work to investigate linkage from the A259/Bognor relief road and 
the A27 under the rather mysterious title of Broad Locations for Growth Visioning. Whilst detail is awaited on this 
work, which strangely predates Arun resident's possible consultation rejection of the Bypass concept, I will take this 
opportunity to opine on the Route D option that seems to be a current favourite. I will only concern my comments 
with the northern end and its issues. I will leave the Shripney residents to expand upon how the road will need to no 
longer flood every year and Lidsey residents to voice any road safety concerns around the bends. The D route is 
defined as a 60 mph carriageway that will deliver traffic at more than double the current rate of A29 flow onto the 
Barnham Road, having either lain waste to a thriving horticultural business to a roundabout in front of PMC or via an 
area of polluted ground in Brooks Nursery (currently subject to an opportunistic developer who is trying to build 57 
houses in this local gap) to a new roundabout at the junction of Downview Road, a private road. Vehicles will arrive 
and leave either of these junctions from/to the west or east. It is possible that the Council will unwisely consider 
incurring further cost (just to stretch budgets that bit further) and take the PMC route toward Eastergate Lane and 
points north, effectively wiping out the local gap that residents have long fought to protect, before depositing traffic 
in a queue on the A27 (which is why we call this folly the road to nowhere). The Barnham Road along this stretch is 
variously: 1. Flooded for periods every year when heavy rain cannot be handled by the surface drains. The last major 
event of this type was 4.6.2012 for a few days and further minor flooding has occurred in this area since. The floods 
gather on the northern side of the road making pedestrian passage difficult if not impossible without a soaking and 
making driving itself hazardous. 2. Only served by a pavement on the northern side. The pavement is cambered 
towards the road along its length here, narrow in places and overgrown in parts, further reducing safe pedestrian 
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passage, especially for school children accessing local schools. If A-road traffic is going to be diverted along this route 
it will be at a risk to pedestrians. There has been one pedestrian fatality along this stretch in the past. It may be 
necessary to address this by rebuilding the northern pavement and introducing a southern pavement. If the 
Downveiw Road roundabout is used as the approach to another roundabout at PMC or to funnel traffic towards 
Eastergate, the disruption, noise, pollution and impact on we local residents will be unacceptable. If the link is to the 
PMC roundabout and northwards, this disruption will be dramatically increased due to the incremental noises of 
acceleration and braking involved. Additionally, the Barnham Road has a number of drives that lead on to it and 
residents will be less able to leave their homes safely with greater traffic flows. If the traffic is funnelled to the 
Eastergate War memorial and right, up to the A27 at Fontwell, it is unlikely that this can be done without major works 
along the Barnham Road and eradication of a historic monument that is at the heart of life in our villages. All it 
achieves is swapping the traffic from one side of the community who have grown with it to another that hasn't and 
did not expect to suffer it. Taking the A29 closer to Barnham village faster would, in all probability, significantly 
increase through traffic in the village centre. There is no pavement on the southern side, which is often currently used 
by schoolchildren from St Philip Howards School. Provision of a pavement which would be necessary to ensure 
pedestrian safety would reduce the road width accordingly and worsen the traffic congestion possibilities. The road in 
the centre is pinched to one lane to accommodate parking on either side. Two way traffic flow of cars is just possible. 
Lorries halt the flow to one way at a time and if someone parks on the yellow lines (which are not subject to regular 
enforcement) the complete flow is upset and traffic backs up. There is very little potential for increased parking in the 
area. Stopping parking on the street will speed up traffic flow but decimate the local shops The roads to the east of 
Barnham station are limited by height and width and unsuitable for many goods vehicles to head eastwards. 
Encouraging traffic in this direction will lead to hold ups, congestion and the use of inadequate roads by vehicles not 
intended to be on them, particularly heading toward The Street in Walberton or to become wedges under the 
Barnham rail bridge. If a rail freight terminal is sited in Barnham the problems would further abound in the whole 
area. Barnham wasn't designed for this. 16.2.5 Further work is being carried out before the feedback from this 
iteration of the plan has been received from the people who live in the area. Conceit. SP20 How can it be possible to 
protect the lines of an A29 bypass route that has not been defend yet? The A29 Woodgate Study (Parsons Brinkerhoff, 
2012) recommended an alternative solution to option D. Their preference remains an unacceptable option but why 
quote evidence gained from expensive consultants when you ignore it? DM22 Is having lit parking sustainable? I think 
not. 16.4 You cannot be serious. Let it lie. This is ill informed hogwash of the worst kind. It is uneconomic, 
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unsupported by roads etc etc. The place for a rail freight terminal might be Bognor if, and if it's a big if, there were 
suitable businesses there '¦ but the rail freight depot at Lec in Bognor was scrapped as uneconomic.   

2331 Transport A Lyminster by-pass is vital for the safety of the residents by reducing the volume of traffic through the village and 
also the nature of the traffic, ie huge lorries thundering dangerously round the corners. Anyone elderly, with a 
disability or with children is at severe risk anytime they try to cross the road. The proposals do NOT by-pass Lyminster 
they simply add to the congestion at cross bush. The only effective way of making this proposal work is to downgrade 
the road to a more appropriate 'A' status and reduce the speed limit tp 30-40mph. 

2282 Transport Arun Local Plan Consultation Document'”A29 realignment Currently all A27 / A29 road traffic approaching Fontwell 
from the East, West and North and needing to go South are channelled to Bogrior Regis and surrounding areas over 
the A29, Fontwell to Bognor Regis link. The A27 is a primary A class road and the responsibility of the Highways 
Agency while the A29 is a secondary A class road and the responsibility of the County Council. There is no doubt that 
the A29 from Fontwell to Bognor Regis has been over-trafficked for many years, and plans to mitigate many of the 
consequent problems have been considered but priorÃ¬ties for available funds have always gone elsewhere. Today 
the principal problems of the A29 from Fontwell to Bognor Regis include: Serious traffic congestion at peak times. 
Serious traffic problems at Eastergate War Memorial because of inadequate visibility splays for traffic from arriving 
from North or East. High density of housing particularly between Woodgate Level Crossing and the Basmati Indian 
Restaurant. Single carriageway throughout until Shripney Bypass Traffic queues when Woodgate Level Crossing gates 
are closed The District Council are attempting to address some of the A29 problems by proposing a partial 
realignment over current nursery and farmland. This would be funded by enabling adjacent land to be used for 
housing development and requiring the housing developers to finance the realignment as a condition of the housing 
approval. Apparently one of the main motivations for change is the desire to remove the Woodgate Level Crossing 
from the equation. The District Council's preferred route is one that continues along the A29 at Fontwell, turns left at 
the War Memorial toward Barnham, then turns right on to a new road opposite the small light industrial estate and 
thence across part of a Nursery, farmland, and then rejoins the existing A29 at Lidsey. It is understand that the Level 
Crossing Gates at Woodgate will be permanently closed, although foot traffic will be permitted. What are the 
probable consequences for local people? People living South of the Woodgate Level Crossing gates will have to travel 
to Lidsey before they can drive to the Five Villages or to the East, West or North to neighbouring towns such as 
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Chichester. All heavy traffic to/from the Lidsey Landfill Site will have to use the new route '” thus significantly 
increasing the heavy traffic along the Barnham J Eastergate Road. All people living in Westergate will have to drive 
through Eastergate and Barnham when travelling South. The problems with the War Memorial roundabout will be 
exacerbated All people in Barnham and Eastergates will be seriously affected. They will suffer their existing traffic plus 
that currently driving through Westergate plus the additional traffic from the?2000? new houses that will 'pay for' the 
realignment. Thus they will be in a far worse situation than that currently experienced by properties in Westergate. If 
this scheme is approved it will be the worst possible example of inept strategic planning. It seems impossible to 
believe that the County Council '” as relevant highway authority '” has approved the realignment of one of their major 
highways in such a way that it does not meet requisite engineering criteria. Why should this be so? Because it does 
not solve the problems around Eastergate or Barnham and, indeed, will increase them. Neither does it indicate that 
detailed plans have been produced to identify the routes required to extend the Northern end to the A27 East of 
Fontwell and to the Shripney By pass at the Southern end. (And if such plans have not been produced the owners of 
the required land will have their land blighted without the ability to demand the County Council to purchase itl And 
then what happens when they apply for planning approval to do x, y, or z?) Regretfully the County Council has not 
included plans to upgrade any part of the A29 in its strategy document: Transport Plan 2011 '”2026. Politicians might 
well say the proposed realignment will solve a major problem, traffic delays at Woodgate Crossing, but politicians will 
be able to wipe their hands of the consequences. It is the local residents who will have to live with such disastrous 
nonsense. There is an alternative. The A29 realignment is important. But ¡t should be done properly, not based solely 
on how much money can be extracted from developers. The current proposed start and finish points are both flawed. 
The scheme in its entirety has clearly not been produced by professional highway planning engineers. The northerLy 
point should connect to the current A27 to the East of Fontwell while the southerly point should not be at Lidsey 
'bends'! This regretfully has the hallmarks of a political solution to tackle part of a highway problem '” how much 
money can be extracted and how much road will that build I The people of the Five Villages deserve much better 
service! We have waited far too long already; waiting a few more years for the 'right' solution should be the preferred 
option. The District Council have the option of being known as the Council that was blackmailed into a second rate 
road for an excessive number of houses in an wholly inappropriate location. Will they take the politically easy 
expedient'” and fail almost everyone. Or will they be known as the Authority that refused to take the easy option? 
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2301 Transport Arun Local Plan Consultation Document'”A29 realignment In my letter to you dated 17th August I wrote, inter alia, 'If 
this scheme s approved it will be the worst possible example of inept strategic planning Transport Plan 2011 - 2026.'  I 
have shown my letter to a number of people who believe that this paragraph is capable of being interpreted in such a 
way that the County Council had actually approved the realignment. To avoid any misunderstanding and, as I am sure 
you will know, the County Council has not approved any realignment of any part of the A29 now under consideration. 
Indeed the County Council has not included plans to upgrade any part of the A29 in its strategy document: Transport 
Plan 2011 '”2026'. Accordingly I should be grateful if you would replace the above paragraph with the following: 'If 
this scheme is approved it will be the worst possible example of inept strategic planning. The County Council '” as 
relevant highway authority '” has not approved the realignment of any part of the A29. Had they done so they would 
have engineered it over the entire length of the realignment '” not just that part which, for all the wrong reasons, 
could be used as a feeder road for extra housing. Why should this be so? Because, as currently proposed, the link does 
not solve the problems around Eastergate or Barnham and, indeed, will increase them. Neither does it indicate that 
detailed plans should be produced to identify the routes required to extend the Northern end to the A27 and the 
southern end to the Shripney By pass. (And how does the District Council respond to the owners of land blighted by 
their plans? Had the County Council, as highway authority, produced the plans they could be required to acquire the 
land. And what happens when such owners apply for planning approval to do x, y, or z?)' . 

2287 Transport SP20 I moved to Nyton House a year ago owing to ill health. It is in a lovely, rural setting which is nice and quiet. 
However like a lot of older people and other residents here I don't sleep well and I have noticed in the last few 
months a lot more traffic on the road outside, especially lorries which create noise (B2233) I object strongly to the 
idea of a bypass which comes to the B2233 as it would increase noise here and stop us sleeping. I object to a bypass 
up to fontwell as fast traffic would create a 'swish swish' back ground noise. I like to have my doors and windows open 
for fresh air and hear the birds. This will affect me and their businesses. This is a peaceful, rural area and Aldingbourne 
has a nice village feel to it with a good community. Why spoil it with lots of extra houses and roads? 

2334 Transport A Local Plan is necessary; but not the one on which we have been invited to consult. I am not in favour of any of the 
proposed road routes. None connect with a major trunk road such as the A27. I feel that the diversion of the A29 
either through or to the east or west of Westergate is not necessary. The amount of traffic using this road is not a 
major problem. The hold up of traffic by the level crossing could easily to  accommodate with a simple road bridge 
there. This would not only stop the hold up of traffic but stop the local residents being inflicted with the fumes from 



Page | 872  
 

vehicles awaiting the gates to open. The only reason for a new and more direct road would be if Bognor was an 
industrial town rather than a seaside tourist resort. The only reason for a large number of houses in the area would 
also be to service such a nonexistent town. There is no need for such a vast quantity of new housing. The developers 
will only finance the new road if they build and sell the houses. Developers who are constructing the north loop 
bypass for Bognor were to finance it by building a large quantity of new housing to the south of the bypass. They have 
not been able to sell enough of these properties to enable them to continue with the project - which has therefore 
come to a halt. Bognor is a major seaside tourist resort and does not need to be turned into an industrial complex. 
Therefore why spoil the unique group of Sussex villages such as the 'Six Villages'. The destruction of more 'Greenfield', 
'Productive' countryside to achieve an unnecessary road and un-required vast quantity of housing is appalling. Houses 
need to be built where they are required, not to service a need that may or may not exist in the future. A new town 
size development such as proposed would create a vast amount of infrastructure requirements such as schools and 
medical needs which do not exist at present. 

2356 Transport I object to some parts of the Draft Local Plan: 1. Housing Option 2, which would facilitate development of more than 
2,000 unnecessary new homes in Eastergate, Barnham and Westergate,. 2. Recommendations for re-routing the A29. 
3. The Local Plan needs to provide better protection for green fields, agriculture and horticulture. Transport The Draft 
Local Plan seems to be in favour of new routes for the A27 to the east of Westergate which even Arun's own study by 
consultants does not recommend. None of the four proposed routes would improve vehicle access to Bognor Regis, as 
they don't link to the A27. The suggested routes to the east of Westergate would cause massive congestion on the 
B2233, which is already carrying far too much traffic. Arun should confer with neighbouring local authorities e.g. 
Chichester DC to design another mutually acceptable route for the A29 which connects Bognor via its Relief Road 
directly to the A27. In summary, I urge Arun councillors to adopt Housing Option 1; to discard Housing Option 2; and 
to reject all four proposals for re-routing the A29 in favour of a new, more logical alternative. 

2359 Transport 2. Re-routing the A29 None of the four 'options'  suggested in the Draft Local Plan for re-routing the A29 is 
acceptable. Each would cause devastation in a rural area without actually achieving the supposed objective of 
improving vehicular access to Bognor Regis, because they don't link up directly to the A27. The two suggested routes 
to the east of Westergate village would give rise to massive traffic congestion on already crowded local main roads 
such as the B2233. Arun should go back to the drawing board and confer with neighbouring local authorities such as 
Chichester DC and with WSCC, the highway authority, to devise a viable new alternative route for the A29 that 
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incorporates the Bognor Relief Road and connects directly to the A27. A route to the west of Bognor, perhaps partially 
using Tangmere Airfield, would provide a much better solution. Another suggestion is to de-classif the present A29 
and redefme the existing Bognor-Chichester road as the A29 '” a very inexpensive and easily implemented possibility. 
The most cost-effective approach would by-pass the Woodgate railway crossing, leaving the present road over the 
crossing as a minor local route, and obviating any need to dispense with the crossing at all. I understand that the 
inhabitants of Aldingbourne and Westergate would prefer to keep the raÃ¬lway crossing open. Conclusion I urge 
members of Arun District Council to choose Housing Option 1, and fimily refuse Housing Option 2.of the Draft Local 
Plan, and to reject all of the current proposals for re-routing the A29 in favour of a new approach to be devised by 
District Council officers. Please embrace the spirit of 'localism'  and, as democracy demands, respect the results of 
previous public consultations on housing numbers and locations. Housing Option 1 is the only acceptable choice for 
incorporation in Arun's emergent Local Plan. 

2398 Transport 2. A29 Woodgate Bypass I use this route to access Shripney and Bognor each week, and disagree that the minor 
inconvenience of a short delay whilst the crossing is closed is a justifiable reason for the huge spend involved in 
removing the crossing and bypassing the route. I certainly see no evidence that suggests these changes would make 
any difference to the economic growth of Bognor Regis. Outcommuting will not be addressed at all and congestion 
from the A29 will simply be moved elsewhere. Diverting traffic up to the Nyton Road entry onto the A27 will add 
congestion just before the Tangmere/Boxgrove roundabout, an area which is already backed up at peak times, and 
which is subject to similar development proposals from Chichester County Council, further adding to the traffic 
problem. There are more obvious roads where improvements are greatly needed and where employment 
opportunities actually exist, notably at Arundel and Worthing. 

2403 Transport But my first main concern is the traffic. I travel on the A29 Shripney Road/Lidsey Road every day and like nearly all the 
traffic on this road, im almost guaranteed to be caught in a queue every day, and this is not only down to the 
wretched outdated Woodgate crossing which, has needed solving for years now. The queues aren't exclusive to 
Woodgate as they form along the Shipney Road and there is always queueing from the memorial back to Bartnham 
and in the Yapton area. This is down to the sheer volume of traffic that use this main road every dy never mind what 
could soon be added to the road. Building over 2000 more homes will mean at least another 2000 to 3000 vehicles on 
the road. The plans to finally address the Woodgate crossing are merely a red hening as this will simply move the 
congestion further down the road such is the case with the new 'relief road' which will soon divert even more traffic 
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on to the A29 and Rowan way. 

2406 Transport I am writing to oppose all the options submitted by Arun District Council re-routing the A29 through the villages of 
Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate, Aldingbourne and Nyton, and the building of 2000 houses ¡n the green gap 
between the villages. The re routing of the A29 (Ch 16, Policy SP3O) to avoid the Woodgate Crossing does not make 
sense. Each of the options takes the traffic onto roads that are unable to take the volume of traffic It makes more 
sense to upgrade roads east and west of Bognor to the industrial areas of Portsmouth and Brighton and perhaps 
integrate with Chichester to develop the Bognor Relief Road. The maths do not add up. Building 2000 houses to pay 
for it does not take into account other infrastructure required like upgrading the current inadequate sewage system, a 
school, doctors surgery. (Ch13, section 13.1.8 and Ch 20) 

2413 Transport Any of the proposed re-routing options of the A29 will bring traffic into the villages and would therefore negate the 
purpose of improving road access. More logical routes would be to improve the westerly road links from Bognor to 
the A27 with the Bognor Relief Road. This will mean working in partnership with Chichester Council. 

2660 Transport [Anonymous response - no details attached to letter] Transport The National Government have made it very clear that 
improvements to the road system in the Arun area are not considered. However living in the area illustrates that 
improvements are necessary if further housing development is to be contemplated and new employers encouraged to 
come to the area to provide employment. As is well known, existing traffic bottlenecks which require alleviation 
already exist at Worthing, Arundel and Chichester on the A27, our main East West arterial route. Crossing the A27 to 
access the area North of the Coastal Strip already causes serious traffic delays and I am not aware of any 
improvements which will change this situation. The Coastwise railway line from Brighton to Southampton, which also 
provides rail links to the rest of the country, was built between 1840 and 1850 and was the last main line to be 
granted planning consent with a large requirement for level crossings. In the 1880's the world of transportation was 
very different to the situation which exists today. In the intervening 170 or so years there have been very few 
improvements made to crossing the railway. Changes have been made to the Railway Crossings, but given the 
increases in car and lorry use has led to long delays at the crossings and risks being taken when crossing the railway 
line. These have led to expensive safety changes to the crossings. None of these changes have altered the basic 
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problem. The provision of Public transport, with the exception of that in the Selsey, Witterings area has not shown 
any real improvements. The improvements in Public Transport is restricted by its lack of use by the general public. The 
less Public Transport is used, the less transport is provide which causes more people to resort to using cars, 
exasperating the existing overcrowded road usage. ....... In the Westergate area, future housing development does 
require a By Pass to relieve the congestion caused by the Level Crossing, this causes economic loss to the area and 
restricts \QÃ‡) new larger employers being encouraged to the area. As men_oned above, without considering the 
connection to the A27 and the ability to access areas to its north, does not give credence to this road proposal. Also in 
the Westergate area, despite being less than 2 miles from a major railway station, giving access as mentioned above, 
we only have an hourly bus service to Barnham from Bognor or Littlehampton and an hourly bus service to Barnham 
from Chichester to Littlehampton. The last bus departs from Barnham at 18:20 hrs. From personal experience it takes 
35 minutes to walk from Westergate to Barnham railway station at a brisk pace, . whether across the fields or on the 
existing road system. ........ Finally, any new housing in the Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham areas, will require 
access to the existing road network. Given that the proposals concern 'In Filling'  of the triangle formed by the road 
system and the railway line, it is not clear how access to this are will be obtained. 

2664 Transport I support Policy DM21 but would like to see less "aspirational" and more obvious commitment towards development 
of safe cycle routes to work, as well as for leisure. Eg along the A29. My son had a job at Tesco's before he could drive, 
but the buses did not run when he needed to be there and it was very worrying when he had to cycle along the A29 I 
object strongly to the proposed "realignment" of the A29 and replacement of the Woodgate level crossing with a 
bridge. I object to the indicative route D and all the other options in the Parsons Brinkerhoff report. The report is only 
a desk stud, not properly researched and therfore seriously flawed. Option A is unachievable, because the B2233 at 
Nyton is far too narrow to take the traffic which would come off an A29 by pass to travel north or east (either to 
Barnham/Littlehampton or on the A27 East to Worthihng). At its narrowest point, past a bend, two lorries can only 
just pass each other, it has no pavement and is bounded closely on one side by a listed building and on the other by 
the Aldinghoume Rife (potentially important for wildlife and protected by other LP policies). At this stretch there is a 
junction of two driveways, one serving a residential home (with staff, visitor and hedith service traffic), farm and four 
houses, the other serving two houses and a field. The demolition of Basmati and creation of a gyratory system is 
irrelevant, that would not be the 'pinch point' . It is highly unlikely that 1 lighways engineers and the Environment 
Agency would find Option A acceptable. An extension of Option A to Fontwell is mooted by the PB study, but not to 
Option D, which makes the report unbalanced. Given that Option D is also unacceptable, becausc it would similarly 
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discharge A29 traffic onto a stretch of road with schools and require the demolition of the war memorial, an extension 
to Fontwell would also be required yet this is not costed in. Extending a by pass to Fontwell would have a similar 
effect, moving congestion further north up the A29 to an already over-loaded junction with the A27. The A29 is not on 
the Strategic Road Network and should not be, it is narrow and winding throughout its length. A lady was recently 
killed by an articulated lorry in Pulborough. Cllr Derek Whittington makes the sound observations that re-signalling 
could do much to address the delays at all the level crossings including that at Woodgate and that the improvements 
scheduled to the Strategic Road Network at Lyminster and the A259 could in a few years time take traffic off the A29. 
reduce flow at Woodgate and render any by pass superfluous. 

2549 Transport 2. By Pass I do not feel that my village needs a by pass. You show four options in your plan, that would increase 
congestion rather than improve it Three of the optIons will take vehicles easily through my village to run into minor 
roads close by (minor road from Nyton in the West to Yapton in the East) causing many more problems. I feel that the 
answer lays in the hands of Southern Rail who should be urged to look into the way they run the Woodgate Level 
Crossing, which is grossly inefficient, causing terrible delays at peak times.. I have Iravelled extensively in five 
continents and have yet to find s.c'i bidijÃ½ r' r crcsstgs md ±s 2c1 des I wf& A,DC should be spenditg ne doing traffic 
flow surveys in consultation with Southern Rail. The money saved not building an expensive and pointless by-pass 
could be put towards improving our infrastructure. 

2421 Transport 3. Proposed Local Plan. Your proposed local plan does not appearto make sense for the following reasons: 3.1 ROADS 
The proposed A29 does not lead anywhere? The biggest reason companies will not invest in Arun is the A27 
bottleneck between Worthing and Chichester- until that is resolved you will not attract new jobs. Why build a road 
through the heart of 2 village communities, where already the roads are dangerous, and too busy. The proposed roads 
cutting so closely through the heart of the villages will lead to far more accidents and deaths. Have you ever walked 
along the pavements? They are narrow, camber towards the road, and are often filled with children, old people in 
their mobility vehicles, so you are required to pass by walking in the road. The villages, have 2 large secondary schools 
at each end. At school closing time the roads are already extremely dangerous, and you propose to make them more 
dangerous. Shouldn't you as a council be encouraging the children in your district to cycle and walk? Not destroying it. 
Villages encourage a sense of community. Evidence has shown that once you break communities up crime rises, 
accidents rise, the health of the community deteriorates. Pollution will increase child asthma etc. AH leading to a 
further strain on yourre Sources. 
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2430 Transport RE LYMINSTER BYPASS AND A 284 1 The Wick roundabout at the junction of the A2591A284 is not capable of dealing 
with the increased traffic from both Morrisons and the proposed development along the Littlehampton Bypass. When 
the train crossing is closed the queue already stretches both back to and around the roundabout. As it is the whole 
area is already grid locked if there is an accident anywhere in the district. 2 The number of lorries using the A284 is 
enormous and will be added to when Morrisons needs to be serviced. Lorries DO NOT use the Angmering bypass, 
there are too many roundabouts and traffic lights on the A259 and you will be unable to stop them using the A284. 3 
The proposed Lyminster bypass does not deal with the increased traffic from the above and the N Littlehampton 
development. We are told that the regeneration of Littlehampton depends on attracting industry. Industry is not 
going to be content with a South/North route coming to a grinding halt where the A284 joins the pinch point of 
Crossbush. What ever work is done on it. 4 The solution would appear to be to put the Lyminster bypass further East 
so that it is a truly quick N/S route and to build a proper junction at Crossbush. 'There is no money'  will be the 
answer to number 4 but this is short term thinking of the worst kind and will only require more money to be spent in 
the future. 

2432 Transport Proposed A29 Bypass and Housing development We are writing to register our deep concern over the proposals being 
made for an A29 bypass and the resultant infill of housing. Whilst recognising the need for an alternative to the 
current bottleneck created by the level crossing, much consideration needs to be paid to the volume of traffic that is 
involved. We feel the option to route the A29 just east of Woodgate and Westergate is the only feasible option as it 
will join on to the existing A29 at the northern end. The other options join onto B class roads which could not sustain 
the traffic particularly Nyton Road which does not have pedestrian footway or sufficient road width. If the road were 
to cross Hook Lane this would result in all Westergate local traffic needing to use Hook Lane to access the new road to 
Bognor and again there are no footways and insufficient road width. Therefore my wife and I would like to register our 
objection to proposals for an A29 by-pass and housing development to the west of the present A29. 

2437 Transport The main reason for this unnecessary development appears to be to provide funding for a road with a bridge crossing 
the railway line, replacing the Woodgate crossing on the A29. I can understand the rail authority's aspiration to reduce 
their risk profile by reducing the number of these crossings, but on its own this does not justify the wanton 
destruction of high-grade farmland. The A29 is defined as a non-strategic road, therefore not in need of urgent 
upgrade, and a road that intercepts the already overloaded B2233 will do nothing to ease traffic congestion. 
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2452 Transport I wish to object against all options in respect of the by pass routes for the A29 from a new roundabout at Lidsey, to 
alleviate the congestion at Woodgate crossing, this will not solve the problem, but only move it further north into one 
of the villages, which will cause chaos as not one of the options actually reaches the A27. Surely some factual research 
needs to take place with evidence provided to support a route, working in conjunction with Chichester District Council 
and WSCC in order to utilise the new Bognor relief roads and provide a satisfactory solution for everyone. 

2455 Transport I am writing to you in connection with the above Draft Plan , to which I would like to object against all the proposed 
routes to re-route part of the A29 from Lidsey to what would appear to be to no main A road in particular the A27, 
thereby just moving the congestion of traffic further up the road into other villages, rather than having an overall plan 
to resolve the situation with adjoining Chichester District Council and WSCC and utilising the new Bognor Regis link 
roads. 

2458 Transport Upon being made aware of the proposed plans to the 5 villages from Arun district Council local draft plan 2012 I have 
a number of concerns which are listed below.. The 4 bypass options planned are not viable. None of the proposed 
route link directly with the A27. They actually achieve an increase to the volume of traffic through the villages, moving 
the problem at Shnpney to further down the road. Also with 2 schools in the area, increased traffic would risk children 
who walk to school and need tr rnidc The Woodgate bypass is not viable as it would create a bottleneck in the village, 
The B2233 is a busy road and the Fontwell roundabout is difficult now without the increase of more vehicles. An 
extensive upgrade would be required. Traffic lights are not the answer. Have the railways authority been asked to 
manage Woodgate crossing by not closing the gates and keeping them down when 2 trains could be up to 5 minutes 
apart. 

2493 Transport The rerouting of the A29 would seem to just put congestion in different places. Added to which one proposed route 
seems to severely impinge on two schools. Is there any firm proposal for Woodgate crossing? A rail freight depot for 
Barnham would seem like a good plan until one considers the already congested road links to it. Also it is my 
understanthng that firms are unwilling to ship by rail because of cost. Or has this changed? 

2503 Transport 2] None of the proposed routes would cure the problem of congestion but would simply create new problem areas. 
With all the new houses in the area we could expect 2000+ more cars and they would all be needing to use the 
junction in Westergate leading to the Nyton road at the Basmati restaurant or the Lion roundabout leading up to 
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Fontwell roundabout which all the locals know is already too busy at peak times. Also at the moment we have a bus 
service from Bognor to Walberton, are we to lose this altogether at a time when we are being encouraged to use 
public transport, or is it going to use Hook Lane or Nyton road? [Chapter 16, Policy SP3O] If the intention is to divert a 
bus route along Hook Lane then what plans are there in place to upgrade this road to provide enough physical space 
for even a small bus to travel along it safely? 

2561 Transport I write concerning the proposed road structure at Lyminster to Littlehampton, firstly I haveattached a map of our 
property and land location for ease of reference. I am writing as I have several concerns that you may be able to 
answer, or that you could give some consideration to and advise me accordingly. 1 The proposed road runs across our 
land to the east of our properties, which will divide our fields and stop our access to Todd ington lane that we enjoy 
and use at present mainly on horseback, and also divide our field into a possibly unusable triangle to the east side of 
the road, please can you show me how this will be remedied. Could you also send me a copy of the plan of the road as 
it crosses our land with these details shown on them. 2 The road will be close to our properties so will cause a noise 
nuisance, can you inform me of what the road is proposed to be made of and what noise barriers are to be used?. 3 
On the copy that I was given by a neighbour a new leg of road joins the A284 (highlighted on enclosed plan) this road 
is shown joining the new proposed road, I had not seen this on previous plans, this road will run in front of our house 
to the north of the property and will seriously devalue our property, as we will lose our views and instead have 
increased noise and vehicles to look at. Is this piece of road necessary? Would it not be better for there to be a 
junction further up to filter to the A284 instead of another main road junction on a already dangerous bend. As I have 
already said the road will be visible from our house spoiling our present view across fields, if this piece of road is 
essential to this plan, are trees and hedging proposed along this road? To hide the road and reduce noise levels. 4 
From the look of the plan we have been given, it looks like the road is raised in places can you confirm if this is the 
case, if it is can you also advise what drainage systems are to be installed, as the possible run of off oil or fuel would 
be very harmful to our grazing fields.5 On the diagram that we have been given it does not show how on horseback 
we will be able to safely cross the existing A284 to gain access to the existing bridle path so we can access the new 
proposed crossing, can you clarify that we will be able to cross on the new footway along with pedestrians, and that it 
is not above ground in the form of a bridge. 6 We would like to be informed of consultations regarding this road, as I 
had been informed by planning when I last visited that the road would not be going ahead, and instead ending at our 
fields, due to the congestion that would be caused at the Crossbush junction. I was also shown plans that showed that 
the new road to the toddington development was to be accessed via mill lane. Can you clarify how the new road will 
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elevate the problem at Crossbush and not further add to existing congestion? Due to the increase in vehicular 
movements on the A284 from the previous housing developments in the area. I have been forced to close my riding 
stables as the road had become hazardous for clients to ride on, as the A284 provides our only access to the one 
bridle path in the area. We have been unfortunate to not have sold our property, and with this planned development 
may not be able to. The loss of this business has already hit us hard and we feel that if this new development should 
encroach even more on the enjoyment of our property and land, we will have no option but to seek compensation 
through the courts. We would also like to inform you that we may wish to oppose this road development and remind 
you of our right to do so, we require that we have the opportunity to look at proposed plans and our views and 
concerns be included in consultation. This brings me around to the question of when this plan will be going to public 
consultation. I would be very grateful if you could contact me at the above address or on 01903 719950. 

2602 Transport Sustainable Transport I was pleased to see reference to accessibility in rural areas and sustainable transport feature in 
the spatial portrait, both are key issues to sustainability. The transport section 16 of the draft local plan refers to the 
West Sussex Transport Plan, which in turn identifies key transport issues, including issues I am very familiar with, a 
lack of safe crossing points along main routes through the district and the disjointed nature of the pedestrian and 
cycling facilities. The economic strategy also refers to 'out-commuting' as a weakness in the economy. however, while 
out-commuting can result in a sort of 'brain-drain' effect, the mere fact that some towns have close commuting 
connections does not necessarily prove detrimental to the local economy. Some of the district boundaries seem very 
arbitrary and cross border commuting between districts has in some instances benefited Arun. I see this sort of 
commuting between Bognor Regis and Chichester, where I see the close ties between the two centres as a benefit to 
the district economy and not a detriment 

2854 Transport ARUN DRAFT PLAN 2 main points - 1. Life at Poling depends on building Arundel By-Pass. Congestion both ways from 
West and East increasingly lead to delays of 30 minutes - with poor results (a) shops in Arundel; (b)(i) Professional 
Services and Arundel Railway; (b)(ii) Traffic diverted to Storrington/Littlehampton; (c) Waste of time for thousands of 
people; (d) Climate Change problems etc. It is ludicrous to contemplate anything in this area without resolving this 
problem. 2. Lyminster By-Pass making Crossbush roundabout even worse - more traffic to Blakehurst Rat Run. 3. 
Railways - plans do not show proposed Arundel/Angmering link at Arundel Junction. This would reduce 
Horsham/Dorking traffic to Worthing and Shoreham and help stimulate Worthing shops. 4. Now that we have no 
trains to Portsmouth and London Trains are slower than 1938, it is amazing that a Plan for this area does not mention 



Page | 881  
 

this. 

2881 Transport A27 Arundel bypass 
A new settlement at Ford is seen as capable of much more than meeting housing need alone but  
crucial to the delivery of local, regional and national policies which seek the realisation of economic  
potential in the Sussex Coastal Sub-Region and turning around areas of deprivation in Bognor Regis  
and Littlehampton. 
Attracting inward investment in better paid jobs calls for major improvements on the SRN and in  
access to it from those towns and also for business in a new settlement. 
Key objectives of an Arundel bypass are: Removal of the cause of severance to the town of Arundel. Removal of the 
source of noise and air pollution for those living close to the present line of  the road. Improvement in safety and 
traffic flow on the trunk road. Completion of the strategic road network to create conditions in which the economic  
potential of the District can be fully realised and major investment can be attracted Freedom for the local authorities 
to plan for sustainable transport and sustainable growth in Arun. A district-wide carbon saving achieved through a 
significant reduction in journey times. Deter rat-running through the South Downs National Park to the north and 
through villages to the south to avoid congestion on the A27. Freedom for the local authorities to make improvements 
to the local network through:  a) A ban on HGVs in Ford Road, Arundel and control over HGV movements on Church  
Lane, Climping and on B2132 and B2233 b) Greater safety and easier traffic flow on A259 and A284 c) Safe provision 
for pedestrians and cyclists on the present line of the A27 between Crossbush, the station, Town, Hospital and 
Havenwood ParkOver the last decade Arun District Council has declined to link its housing requirements with  
improvements to the A27 at Arundel. This policy is now in conflict with the objectives of the new  
NPPF. 
Paragraph 162 of the new NPPF states that: Local planning authorities should work with other  
authorities and providers to: assess the quality and capacity of infrastructure for transport, water supply, wastewater  
and its treatment, energy (including heat), telecommunications, utilities, waste, health,  
social care, education, flood risk and coastal change management, and its ability to meet  
forecast demands; and take account of the need for strategic infrastructure including nationally significant  
infrastructure within their areas. 
In the strict environmental context of the Eco Town process a contribution towards a bypass would  
not have been appropriate. However, bypasses are acceptable in other types new of settlement. 
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OBJECTION: The council has not properly explored the possibility that a new settlement at Ford  
Airfield could generate substantial planning obligation (or Community Infrastructure Levy) towards  
an Arundel bypass. 

2882 Transport Transport hub 
Development at Ford will provide the catalyst for improvements to the transport infrastructure and  
will create a new public transport hub for the district – facilitating a modal shift towards public  
transport. 
Ford is ideally situated. Ford Railway Station sits astride the South Coast Main Line and is at the foot  
of the Arun Valley line. The South Coast Main Line gives access to Worthing, Brighton and beyond to  
the east, and Portsmouth, Southampton, Bournemouth and beyond to the west. The Arun Valley  
Line gives access to Gatwick, Horsham, East Croydon and London. 
In spite of its quite unique strategic location Ford Railway Station has only 11 public parking spaces  
(with a further 2 for staff) and may well be the most underutilised London main line station in the  
country! Ford Station is an asset which could contribute significantly towards transport sustainability  
in the district. 
With the combination of a link road from the A27 to A259, bridging the railway at Ford and removing  
the level crossing, and adopting the Parkway approach with ample parking to serve not just a new  
development but the whole district, a new Ford railway station relocated approximately 400 yards to  
the west would become the focal point of a multi modal transport hub serving the whole district and  
acting as the main point of access for rail services to the north, east and west. 
Ford Railway Station is geographically equidistant between Bognor, Littlehampton, the Five Villages  
and Arundel and is ideally placed to relieve pressure on all existing Arun District stations – which  
suffer from inadequate parking and, in the case of Bognor and Littlehampton, the service limitations  
associated with being “end of line” stations. 
In the case of Barnham, commuters take up most of the on-street parking and there is little parking  
left for customers using the local facilities. This has a detrimental effect on local traders. There is no  
room for expansion at Barnham. 
Currently many bus services are poor or non-existent because they are considered unviable. Regular  
and enhanced bus services between Bognor and Littlehampton, via Ford Parkway and the  
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industrial/commercial or residential area at Ford will then become viable, making travel easy and  
convenient for local journeys to/from work and also for longer distance commuting in/out of the  
district, contributing even further towards transport sustainability. 
New residents at Ford would be ideally located to use the Coastal Expressway service. 
OBJECTION: The draft Local Plan is car based and has failed to properly explore opportunities for  
alternative, more sustainable, modes of transport like rail and bus. 

3 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Thre should also be a requirement that any new building does not put additional pressure on existing roads - for 
example, rural roads such as Ford Lane, North End Road, Lake Lane etc. The criteria should also take into account the 
impact of new buildings on the amount of traffic affecting local homes - including safety, pollution and noise. Many of 
these roads do not have pavements (or not complete pavements) and therefore traffic should not increase on these 
roads due to the danger to cyclists and pedestrians. 

131 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Cycle Routes 3) The best way for Arun/West Sussex to meet targets for the environment is to encourage more cycling 
and less private driving. Support should be given to Sustrans Route 2 across Arun, and traffic calming should 
encourage the bike over the car. Southern Vectis on the Isle of Wight give a buspass to anyone who surrenders their 
car; perhaps Arun should do the same. 

87 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

The South Coast Cycle Route clearly needs rerouting because of the decision to allow ASDA to move in.  As its name 
implies this route should stick as closely as possible to the South Coast all the way along, including through Kingston 
Gorse or the greensward between Kingston Gorse and the sea.  It would be totally unacceptable if cyclists were to be 
made to ride on busy roads with reduced safety just to protect the privacy of an expensive gated suburb. 

175 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

I would like to suggest a footpath/cycle path along the B2233 Yapton Road, between The Oystercatcher pub and 
Rollaston Park. I see many people walking along the roadside, and cyclists on the bendswhere cars can't see them 
until the last minute. It would mean that local people could walk safely to Littlehampton (be it a long walk!) but also 
to The Oystercatcher and Climping, therefore bringing more business to these places. It would connect all the villages 
up and it seems like this part along Yapton Road is the "missing link"! From a personal point of view, I live in 
Littlehampton and love walking. Iwould love to be able to walk my little girl in her pushchair to Yapton to visit her 
grandparents, but from The Oystercatcherthere is no path so it is just too dangerous to walk that part. 
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183 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

An idea to help local tourism A way to boast travel and tourism in the area would be to change the foot path running 
alongside the Arun from Littlehampton to Arundel into a cycle path suitable for families. Many families look for safe 
cycle paths where their children can ride traffic free before planning holidays or days out. Tourists would be 
encourage to visit both Arundel & Littlehampton. The footpath is already there and is often cycled by mountain bikers, 
why not turn it into a wider tarmacked path so it is suitable and legal for everyone to ride? There are organisations 
that help with funding for cycle paths so the council probably wouldn't have to fund the full cost. There would need to 
be a cycle path in River Road against the flow of one way traffic , so people could cycle from the sea front / town to 
Red Bridge to cross the Arun and then go through the Marina. Also a clearly marked path into Arundel town centre 
where the foot path currently disappears. Perhaps you could include this in your local plan. 

612 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

16.1.5  I fully support the development of off road cycling facilities.  More needs to be done to repair bridleways from 
damage caused by horses churning up surfaces after wet weather, making them unusable for long periods for cyclists 
or walkers 16.1.6  Cycle paths are a good idea in principle, however they need to be kept clear of debris by regular 
sweeping, otherwise cyclists will revert to using the adjacent road to reduce the chance of punctures. 

615 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

In favour of Policy SP 19 

618 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

I strongly support the idea of a cycle path linking the southern ends of Kingston and Ferring across the rife.  This would 
open up a safe and enjoyable cycling route between Littlehampton and Worthing, south of the busy A259.  A cycle 
path between Climping and Elmer could extend this route through to Bognor Regis.  

348 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

16.1.6  The cycle route development is very welcome and a very useful contribution to local facilities. 

433 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Biofuels "The United Nations has identified the UK as the third largest land grabber after China and Saudi Arabia with 
over a million hectares acquired, primarily in Africa. The aim of these UK projects is stated to be for biofules. This area 
represents about 10% of UK agricultural land." http://www.biofuelwatch.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Biofuelwatch-
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response-to-DfT-consultation-Developing-a-Sustainable-Framework-for-UK-Aviation-18-Oct-2011.pdf 
http://www.biofuelwatch.org.uk/ 

874 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Policy DM21 Sustainable Travel and Public Rights of Way - Support The Vision document submitted alongside these 
representations shows how new east-west and north-south pedestrian and cycle connections could be made as part 
of a comprehensively planned new community south of the Three Villages. We support the general approach to 
embedding such routes within new developments and look forward to taking this element of the development 
forward with the Council and community over the coming months as we begin to develop our ideas.     

956 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

The South Downs National Park Authority welcomes the reference to the provision of development contributions 
towards a joined-up cycle network forming links to the South Downs National Park.  The Authority also welcomes the 
emphasis placed on the new strategic green link between Littlehampton and Arundel (and the National Park), along 
the River Arun, with careful balance between increased recreational access to the water and banks of the river with 
the protection, enhancement and creation of habitats including the creation of wetland habitats north of 
Littlehampton. 

902 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

1131 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

The British Horse Society (BHS) is the UK's largest equine charity and equestrian membership organisation, and the 
governing body for recreational riding. Its charitable objects include the promotion of equestrian safety, particularly 
on roads, and equestrian access to bridleways and other off-road riding, for the public benefit. Equestrianism is an 
extremely popular and healthy activity for people of all ages. It is a diverse and family-friendly sport which also 
benefits tourism. Riders contribute to the local economy with average annual expenditure approximately £2500. The 
BETA National Equestrian Survey indicated that seven per cent of the population ride, 25% of riders are aged under 16 
years, 48% aged under 24, and riders are predominately female. The urban/rural split amongst frequent riders is 
50:50. The National Equine Database (NED) of horses with passports by postcode (to the first 4 digits) indicates there 
are over 1,000 horses within the Arun DC area, and these figures will if anything underrecord the number of horses as 
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many still do not have passports. Horseriders (and cyclists) only have access to certain types of public rights of way 
(PRoW), bridleways, restricted byways (RB), and byways open to all traffic (BOAT). Many of these PRoW are now 
disconnected from each other because the roads that should connect them are no longer safe for equestrians to use 
due to the speed and volume of motorised traffic on them. In 2011, Richard Benyon MP, Minister for Natural 
Environment and Fisheries, urged all local authorities to allow horse riders to use cycle trails, routes and any other 
ways where it is in their power to do so, and to encourage that permission or dedication to happen where it is not in 
their power. In the Government's view, " Unless there are good and specific reasons not to expressly allow horse 
riders to use such routes, local authorities should take steps to accommodate them. Local authorities should be 
making the most of their off-road networks through integration of use. Multi user routes have been shown to be 
readily adopted and well appreciated by local people. Where they are done well they bolster community cohesion and 
create a better understanding between users." 

1127 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Policy SP19 - (Littlehampton to Arundel Green Link) - looks like and interesting project with much to commend it. I 
would welcome the chance to see the detailed proposals as they emerge. 

1458 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

DM21 Support 

1459 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

SP19 Support 

1391 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Parish Councillor, Ferring Parish Council I thought it might be a useful start to look at the extension of Wort romenade 
which is ten metres wide and fully tarmaced up to the Blue Bird CafÃ© (Ferring). 1. From the end of the Promenade, 
Worthing has installed three metres of concrete (solid) paths up to the Sea Lane CafÃ©. There are seven 'no cycling at 
any time'  notices and the path Is about 100 metres from houses with an unobstructed view of the signs. As far as I 
could see it all worked well. 2. From the Sea Lane CafÃ© up to Sea Lane in Ferring, the path is mainly gravel and trees 
obstruct the line of sight. Many seats are close to the path and there are a further four 'no cycling'  signs (ground 
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posts with signs). All the signs are to the east of Ferring. 3. Sea Lane in Ferring has an Arun District Council notice 'No 
Cycling Max Penalty £100'  clearly marked and, as it is an Arun sign on the Ferring/Goring border, it can only apply to 
Patterson's Walk, although the position of the sign is ambiguous. 4. From Sea Lane along to the Blue Bird CafÃ© car 
park the path is tarmac and is approximately 1.5 metres wide with not a very good line of sight. Seats are installed 
along the path which is adjacent to domestic properties and rear gardens. Two minor paths from Ferring Marine and 
South Drive have distressed 'No Cycling'  notices on poles on their approach to Patterson's Walk. These could be 
easily renovated. 5. As Patterson's Walk enters the Blue Bird car park, the main signs and notices relate to The Rife, 
the East side of the footpath and the designated footpath to Kingston Gorse. Despite the East side Rife footpath sign 
there does not seem to be a West side Bridleway sign. The Kingston Gorse sign is WSCC and says 'Public Footpath No 
Cycling WSCC' . Conclusions 1. There is no consistency of strategy along the coastal strip in West Sussex and Arun 
appears to have passed its responsibility for Kingston to WSCC. 2. The obvious course of action is to reinforce no 
cycling with a few more low level signs, as in Worthing, and attempt to enforce the policy. Clearly the concept of a 
cycle route along the coast is now dead. 3. Ferring residents, children and dogs have a right to be safe. Cyclists on a 
poor quality 1.5 metre wide path with obscured lines of sight are very dangerous and this applies to all footpaths in 
this area, The Rife and twittens. 4. How would small motor cycles be stopped? 5. In the event of a serious accident 
would Arun District Council accept responsibility? 

1414 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

SP21 Supports '” particularly the enhancement of sense of place 

1159 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

The West Sussex Local Access Forum (WSLAF) welcomes being consulted on Arun's Draft Local Plan. Following 
publishing of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in March 2011, which replaced previous planning policy 
documents, the role of Local Plans has become more important as they provide the framework for future 
development within the District. This letter constitutes formal advice from the West Sussex Local Access Forum. Arun 
District Council is required, in accordance with section 94(5) of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, to have 
regard to relevant advice from this Local Access Forum in carrying out its functions. About WSLAF The West Sussex 
Local Access Forum (WSLAF), previously known as the Countryside Access Forum for West Sussex (CAFWS), is an 
independent advisory body established under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 to give access advice to 
local authorities, statutory organisations and non-government organisations. In giving that advice, the Forum's main 
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objective is to ensure the existing network of public rights of way (prows), as well as the wider access network, is 
protected and where possible enhanced. The Forum has a balanced membership of knowledgeable and experienced 
users (walkers, cyclists, horse riders and carriage drivers), landowners and other interests (including conservation, 
disabled access, landscape). WhilstWSLAF believes there are many good policies in this very lengthy document, 
members do have concerns regarding the amount of protection given to prows as informal leisure and recreational 
routes. Prows have an important part to play in enabling sustainable travel, but that is only one of their roles. In the 
past new housing estates have sometimes resulted in the urbanisation of prows, and the loss of their rural 
characteristics which can diminish their value to residents. The new National Planning Policy Framework in paragraph 
75 states that " Planning policies should protect and enhance public rights of way and access. Local authorities should 
seek opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks 
including National Trails." Members have also commented on the lack of reference to equestrian use throughout the 
document. There are a large number of horseriders (including carriage drivers) in Arun District and they are vulnerable 
road users along with walkers and cyclists and should be included wherever opportunities for improved off-road 
facilities arise. Detailed comments on the document are set out below: (1159-1167) 

1165 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

16.1 Sustainable Travel and Public Rights of Way Policy DM21 To protect Public Rights of Way and other recreational 
routes adequately, they should have a policy of their own. Such a policy should acknowledge their important 
contribution not just to sustainable travel, but also to informal leisure and recreation, health and wellbeing (quality of 
life), the safety of users (walkers, cyclists, equestrians), tourism, the local economy, wildlife and bio-diversity. The 
policy should: * ensure development does not result in the loss of, or adversely affect a right of way or other 
recreational route unless a new resource is provided which is of at least an equivalent value; * ensure that where 
possible development provides links to rights of way and other recreational routes; * identify opportunities for 
planning routes within and between settlements; * encourage making new or existing rights of way multi-use to allow 
for benefits for a range of users (walkers, cyclists, equestrians). 

1340 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Policy DM21 Sustainable Travel and Public Rights of Way 3.2 SDNPA welcomes the reference to the provision of 
development contributions towards a joined-up cycle network forming links to the South Downs National Park. 
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1341 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Policy SP19 Littlehampton to Arundel Green Link 1.1 SDNPA welcomes the emphasis placed on a new strategic green 
link between Littlehampton and Arundel (and the National Park), along the River Arun, with careful balance between 
increased recreational access to the water and banks of the river with the protection, enhancement and creation of 
habitats including the creation of wetland habitats north of Littlehampton. 

1188 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Response by West Sussex Cycle Forum to consultation on ADC draft Local Plan Good to see so many mentions of 
cycling and that it is policy to encourage cycling as an alternative to car use (p29) and to improve cycle networks (p35) 
so that once encouraged there are safe and pleasant places to cycle. It is good to see that retail development will not 
be permitted without access by cycle (p81). Of course that access will need to be on 'built for purpose' cycle paths and 
be part of the improved cycle network. Therefore the wording in DM 6 iii) should be reworded "easily accessible by 
cycle and on foot" instead of "provision for access by cycle and on foot". Good to see a policy for building design that 
creates opportunities for ease of movement for cyclists (p137) Facilities for people to securely leave their bike is 
important for the encouragement of cycling (p142 and p211) Good to see that outdoor sport and recreation facilities 
must be accessible by cycle and will need to be on 'built for purpose' cycle paths and be part of the improved cycle 
network. (p182) As on p 181 (retail) it would be helpful to have the word "easily accessible" instead of merely 
"accessible. Throughout the document, use of the word "accessible" (on its own) simply means "not inaccessible" and 
is surely not what you intended to say. The positive impact of cycling on health and well being is well understood and 
so policy should be strengthened and re-worded to reflect this. (p186) Good to support development that gives 
priority to pedestrian and cycle movements (p197). However a positive discrimination in favour of cycling will help 
bring about a shift in behaviour from car dependency to using a cycle as a reasonable alternative. p200 - the draft 
local plan identifies the problems quite well - but policy needs to increase the importance of cycling in the effort to 
improve air quality (p315) and increase the health of the population (p186). A connection needs to be made between 
an increase in cycling and / decrease in car use - and improved public health. The Littlehampton to Arundel link is very 
welcome. (p203) ************ The WSCF works with relevant organisations - Sustrans being one. The WSCF notes 
the following comments in their response to this draft Plan, and is incorporating them into the WSCF response. · The 
Local Plan 2013 – 2028 is an opportunity to make a strategic commitment to realise the benefits associated with a 
modal shift towards cycle journeys. Critically this requires a long-term, year-on-year investment in cycling 
infrastructure, supported by a Cycling Strategy for Arun. · The Local Plan is an opportunity to commit to work 
withcycling groups and communities to developa Cycling Strategy for Arun. · The Local Plan is an opportunity to 
commit to developing cycling infrastructure that seeks to exceed the minimum standards for the design of cycling 
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infrastructure as set out in the current UK national guidelines (LTN 2/08). This should be part of the Cycling Strategy 
for Arun. · The Local Plan is an opportunity to commit to completing the National Cycle Network in Arun to a standard 
that would encourage a significant increase in utility and leisure cycling. The West Sussex Cycle Forum wishes to have 
it noted that the following are important, and should run through all ADC policies and their implementation. 1. Should 
harmonize with LTP3. 2. No scheme stands alone. Embed a sense of joined up thinking in schemes and work with 
neighbouring authorities, and agencies such as CTC, Sustrans. 3. Do not expect the S106 process and C.I.L. to be the 
sole source of capital. 4. Introduce a process to involve cycling groups and other relevant organisations in early 
discussions on schemes. 5. Consistent implementation of LTN 2/08. Overall, there is so much included in the draft Plan 
that will make it easier to drive, and consequently less easy to walk or cycle. "It is accepted that journeys will continue 
to be made by motor vehicle in Arun" is an abdication of responsibility for any attempt to achieve the modal transfer 
away from motor traffic that is stated so many times. In fact increasing fuel costs and decreasing incomes mean that 
more and more people are desperate for an alternative to car use. Building bypasses and relief roads do nothing for 
local traffic (and most of the traffic on our local roads is known to be local trips) and sever non-motor routes badly - 
while increasing pollution, congestion, and danger on all roads. ************************** Geoff Farrell, Chair, 
On behalf of The West Sussex Cycle Forum West Sussex Cycle Forum (WSCF) - Statement of Purpose and Aims. To 
work towards the creation of conditions in West Sussex so that cycling is perceived as a valid and reasonable choice of 
transport for both utility and leisure purposes. How this will be achieved. The WSCF as - 1. a coordinator of cycle 
groups in WestSussex. 2. a mechanism for cyclists/cycle groups to worktogether with WSCC (i.e. Officers and 
Councillors) and each other on WSCCrelated activities for the betterment of outcomes in West Sussex for cycling. 3. a 
mechanism for WSCC to work withcyclists/cycle groups for the betterment of outcomes in West Sussex for cycling. 4. 
a mechanism for sharing experiences,best practice, and campaigning techniques between the constituent member 
groupsand any relevant group or organisation whether in West Sussex or outside. 5. a mechanism for becoming 
involved on any 'pan-WSCC' initiatives or in areas that have no active district/borough forum. 

1190 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Response to consultation on Arun District Council draft Local Plan 2013 - 2028 A Strategic Approach to Funding Cycling 
Infrastructure The plan recognises that: '... parts of Arun's existing Public Rights of Way (PROW) and cycle network is 
disjointed(2).(p200) A fundamental cause is that the approach to developing cycling infrastructure has been 
piecemeal. In particular it has relied on opportunistic funding from S106 money and occasional bids to central 
government funds. As a result, bits of cycling infrastructure have been developed in isolation as and when money 
becomes available. This approach can mean that money invested in cycling is not been spent where it would have 
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most benefit. If the approach to funding remains piecemeal, then so too will the cycling infrastructure. The Local Plan 
2013 – 2028 is an opportunity to make a strategic commitment to realise the benefits associated with a modal shift 
towards cycle journeys. Critically this requires a long-term, year-on-year investment in cycling infrastructure, 
supported by a Cycling Strategy for Arun. A Cycling Strategy for Arun In parts of West Sussex, the County Council has 
been working with local Cycle Forums to identify priorities for cycling infrastructure. This work has focussed on the 
large towns: Crawley, Chichester, Horsham & Worthing. A similar engagement with local cycling groups and 
communities is needed across Arun to identify priorities for strategic routes and town networks. The Local Plan is an 
opportunity to commit to work with cycling groups and communities to develop a Cycling Strategy for Arun. Quality of 
Cycle Provision The quality of cycle routes is vital if people are to be encouraged to make journeys by bike. The plan 
recognises that: 'The current provision of pedestrian and cycling facilities is disjointed and suffers from inadequate 
signage, crossing points and poor surfacing'  (p196) The Local Plan is an opportunity to commit to developing cycling 
infrastructure that seeks to exceed the minimum standards for the design of cycling infrastructure as set out in the 
current UK national guidelines (LTN 2/08). This should be part of the Cycling Strategy for Arun. Strategic Cycle Routes 
– National Cycle Network The National Cycle Network is 17 years old and consists of over 13,000 miles of good quality 
cycle routes. National Route 2 between Kent and Cornwall has a significant gap between Littlehampton and Worthing, 
where no route has been identified that would be consistent with the standards of the National Cycle Network. Some 
of the Route2 that is signed in Arun is not of a quality that would encourage new and novice cyclists. The draft plan 
recognises the importance of transport links to Worthing: 'Large numbers of Arun residents travel to larger centres 
outside the district for employment, shopping and entertainment, particularly to Chichester and Worthing.'  (p76) '... 
more than 22,500 people commute out of Arun (mostly to Chichester and Worthing)'  (p43) Experience elsewhere on 
the Sussex coast suggests that a high quality route between Littlehampton and Worthing would attract large numbers 
of new cyclists. The Local Plan is an opportunity to commit to completing the National Cycle Network in Arun to a 
standard that would encourage a significant increase in utility and leisure cycling. Specifically it should commit to 
investing in a route between Littlehampton and Worthing. 

1520 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

h. Chapter 16, Transport. paras 16.0.1 and 16.0.2 Whilst the content of these two paras is fully supported, the Plan 
needs to be improved by the inclusion a reference to the transport infrastructure deficit from which the District 
suffers, and which impacts adversely on the life of residents and the viability of businesses. It is one of the reasons 
why businesses are not attracted to the District, and this needs to be highlighted in the Plan. It should also be included 
in Chapter 24, Infrastructure Provision & Implementation, para 20.0.2 and Policy SP 26. Additionally, the Plan is 
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deficient because of its failure to highlight the need for railway improvements, particularly the 'Arundel Chord' , 
which has been a long-standing aspiration within the District. 

1549 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 26. Policy SP19 '” supported but should encourage the NDP to define the Link and its policies within the 
NDP area 

1637 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

CPRE welcomes the proposals for sustainable travel and rights of way and hopes that these general proposals will be 
pursued, for example through development of further safe cycle routes. 

1516 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

DM19 SUPPORTS 

1729 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

DM21 page 201 chapter 16 Transport. I/We object to the cyclingpolicy in respect of future network on two grounds: 1. 
I/we assume that the seafront route is to be a shared use, if so,I/weconsider this a dangerous concept, this is in the 
light of two recent near hits on the Worthing Promenade. I/we also notice that in a recent copy of the Ferring Parish 
Council " The Parish Flyer - 27" that there have been two near accidents on Patterson's Walkinvolving cycles and 
pedestrians and this is on afootpath where cycling is not allowed! What willbe the consequences if cycling isallowed? 
2. Cycling immediately outside our frequently used gate onto Paterson's Walk would be dangerous bearing in mind 
the speed of some cyclists. 3. Our strongest objection is that to achieve this cycle-route the Proposals Map 
clearlyshows several feet of ourrear garden removed. This is aftermany years of us growing a hedge for privacy which 
would be removed thereby exposing usto public gaze and our garden plants to more severe weather. I/we consider 
that it is gross rudeness and arrogance on your part to include this isin the Proposal Map without individual 
consultation. It was only by chance that we saw a copy of the Local Plan whilst visiting our local library, hence this late 
set of comments. 
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1740 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

I am writing to comment on the proposals for Barnham, Westergate and Eastergate. 1. At present there is no 
pedestrian path/ cycleway from these villages to Shripney and Bognor, and the Techonology used at the Woodgate 
Crossing is archaic slowing down flow of traffic! These solutions should be investigated first to improve local links with 
Bognor and the villages. We should be looking at low cost and sustainable solutions to improving local transport. Local 
residents use cars because buses are so expensive for those not on concessions. The council have done little before to 
improve transport in the area so why now? 

2024 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

DM21 - Supports 

2076 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Buses Currently there is a limited bus service through the village but the very useful 700 bus service which goes along 
the coast does not go through the village. The nearest pick up point is near the station which isn't easily walkable from 
the village. There doesn't appear to be a plan in place to enhance the current bus service in the village to enable 
villagers to catch the 700 or other buses. 

2148 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

From what I have learnt over the past 8 weeks, I am under the impression that the whole argument with regards 
waiting times and congestion at Woodgate crossing, could be created purely with changes made to the signalling 
times and procedures between Barnham and Chichester. This could be implemented at a fraction of the cost of 
building the bypass. Why is ADC not waiting to evaluate the benefits of the East- West coastal link road before 
preparing such a menu mentally preposterous plan? Yes Woodgate crossing is a mild irritant at certain times of the 
day but locals avoid using the crossing at those times or take alternative routes. Yes the Lidsey bends slow traffic 
down as the road is windy BUT ADC's plan shows the bypass starting NORTH of the bends rather than SOUTH! Yes 
there must be increased air pollution with traffic queuing at the crossing BUT Would tha pollution level really 
DECREASE with additional 4000+ cars bottle necking at other areas- Nyton rd, Barnham rd? Surely those residents 
who live immediately on either side of the crossing will be forced to travel hugely circuitous routes to reach local 
amenities eg village stores, community centre, schools etc. 
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2194 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

SP20 Transport The problems encountered at the Woodgate level crossing could easily be solved by shortening the 
time that the gates are closed-a wait of 10-15 minutes is not unknown! If hundreds more houses are built there would 
be several thousand more cars/vans etc using the roads By-Pass options Any one of these would totally ruin the 
unique character of this semi rural area. Until the Bognor bypass is completed, there will be no firm evidence that a 
bridge or road in this area is necessary or justifiable as more traffic travelling E/W and W/E will probably uses it 

2604 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

I see the connections between Bognor Regis and Chichester as a significant asset to the district and in my time 
commuting between the two, I have seen a dramatic increase in cycle usage. However, I have experienced a number 
of difficulties with the cycle network, where in many instances, due to junction design not favouring cycle routes, I like 
many other cyclists have resorted to using the road. The lack of visibility at junctions and unclear road markings, 
together with a favouring for vehicles at many junctions with cycle routes has significantly increased the danger to 
cyclists. Cyclists, riding on shared footpaths, crossing these junctions, can be led into a false sense of security and 
possibly not be as aware of the dangers of the road as a result. I have had the sad experience of attending several 
accidents where cyclists using the shared footpaths have been hit by vehicles turning down and out of side roads. Of 
equal concern is the increase in danger to cyclists on the road, as with the increase of cyclists using commuter routes, 
and the poor quality of some junctions, the presence of a shared footpath / cycle facility can have a negative effect on 
cycle safety. Some drivers, feel that cyclists should be cycling on the shared footpath and take ¡t upon themselves to 
'teach the cyclist a lesson' While I realise that a number of these concerns, fall within the highways responsibility of 
the county council, to which I have also made representations, I feel that district planners should also be aware of 
these issues and the importance of safe junction design to the success of a cycle route in considering the aspirational 
cycle network. The council may also wish to consider 'upgrading' well used routes to resolve existing concerns, 
possibly forming 'cycle motorways' as seen recently near Brighton. I have seen with the construction of the Bognor 
Regis relief road, a precipitation of unsuitable junctions on cycle paths and note the desire in paragraph 16.1,8 of the 
draft local plan, aims to improve existing links on the cycle network. I am concerned that if cycle safety issues and 
cycle route design is not fully understood, the provision of additional cycle routes may have a negative effect on cycle 
safety. Many of the cycle network improvements have in the past been funded by development and formed part of 
planning applications judged under the local plan. It would therefore be logical for the district council to be aware of 
cycle safety issues when determining applications in line with draft policy DM21 and the detail design of cycle 
junctions subject to open debate and review. 
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1087 Sustainable 
Travel and Public 
Rights of Way 

Cycle Paths - more concrete proposals required. 

9 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The A29 Woodgate Study states a cost of £30k improvements to the war memorial roundabout at Eastergate to 
enable increased traffic flow following realignment of the A29.  Please clarify what measures the Council will take to 
update the war memorial roundabout.  

56 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

A29 Replacement of Woodgate crossing with bridge would be extremely costly, depending on the hypothetical sale of 
houses many years ahead.Also elevated traffic noise would replicate the disastrous A27 roar west of Chichester. As 
the A29 is narrow and dangerous in places owing to residents' parked cars in Westergate, additional flowing traffic 
generated by the extra housing would still cause congestion and deteriorating air quality along the Westergate Street 
corridor. Ironically the traffic standstill caused by the crossing actually allows pedestrians to cross. Having regularly 
spent up to 5 minutes waiting to cross the A29 at different times (not just peak) increased traffic flow can only make 
the plight of pedestrians worse. 

86 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The proposals for an A29 bypass will all be unworkable with another 2,300 houses connected to it. Proposals A and D 
both have the bypass ending on an already crowded B road and routes B and C have the northern end at Fontwell 
Avenue leading to the already over capacity Fontwell roundabout (Highways agency data)    

129 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 - Westergate Crossing 1) Of the four routes offered to get the A29 Fontwell-Bognor road over the railway, and 
eliminate the infamous level crossing at Westergate, I would have least objections to D - the easternmost route. All 
will inconvenience householders, and a bridge replacing the level crossing would further demolish some homes,while 
the otherthree would swallow up yet more farmland. Ideally, I would prefer a bit of lateral thinking (once/if the 
Bognor bypass is opened)by way of rebranding the A29 altogether, signing the Horsham-Fontwell section as the road 
to Chichester and points west, and signing all Bognor traffic from Horsham and points north to use the A24 and A280 
to Rustington, thence to Bognor. This would be cheaper than any of the options, though it would need traffic calming 
in Westergate (perhaps by allowing only buses and cycles to use the level crossing). 
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155 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The A259 is already carrying horrendous amounts of traffic, especially at rush hours and school hours, and even 
dualling the current single carriageways will do little or nothing to help - it will only cause bottlenecking elsewhere. 
Getting out from Station Road and Roundstone Lane is already extremely difficult at rush hours and will get even 
worse within the next year with the development/re-development of ASDA, Morrisons, and Sainsburys.   Any 
significant building off Roundstone Lane will also increase traffic in the High Street, the village centre, and on Weavers 
Hill, the last being a winding and narrow road, and a difficult to navigate bus route. 

259 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The Bersted/Felpham local gap proposals (Site 4) are the biggest threat to the environment in the Arun Draft Plan 
Consultation 2013 to 2028 proposal because they seriously damage a "biodiversity opportunity area". 1a) The Lidsey 
Rife including "Site 4" and the proposed route of the north/south road has been designated as a "biodiversity 
opportunity area" by the Biodiversity Partnership run by Sussex Wildlife Trust. This is also marked on the draft plan 
maps. This highlights the significance of this area and its environmental sensitivity. 1b) I asked Ian Brewster of Arun 
District Council's planning Department to examine the local gap between the golf course and former LEC Airfield 
which would be affected by Site 4 and north south road , as it currently has no protection and could be cleared 
tomorrow. He commented in an email of 28 Aug 2012: The site has importance ecologically which needs to be 
investigated and explored further to be successfully retained, possibly as a link/green corridor adjacent to the rife. My 
concern is future proximity of potential development near to the rife and scrubland which could adversely 
affect/diminish its existing wildlife and future potential. 1c) The Proposed route of the north south road linking the 
relief road at Site 4 The road's proposed route runs far too close to Lidsey Rife and will bisect an important area of 
scrub between the southern end of the former LEC airfield and the Rife. The grass airfield runway was in place by 
1946. It is therefore highly likely the area between the run-way and rife has remained undisturbed for nearly 70 years, 
and the native flora and fauna close to the rife will have been undisturbed for centuries, as even grazing would not 
necessarily have affected it close to the rife. The road plan runs too close to the sports ground at Felpham Community 
College and the all weather pitch at the Leisure Centre, damaging the amenities and making a potential health hazard 
given the prevailing westerly wind and sporting use. It then runs so close to the Bognor Golf Course that it will affect 
the amenity value of the course, already damaged by the relief road to the north and Site 6 housing to the east. We 
understand developers have already made applications to the golf course to buy some of the golf course. There is 
potential that a sufficiently environmentally damaged golf course might ultimately be sold off for development. If the 
road is to go ahead it should spur off to the south of the former LEC airfield, follow the runway and spur off at the 
north of the airfield, to run west of the large natural hedge line. This would provide some shield to the worst effects of 
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the road on the golf course and minimise wildlife habitat disturbance on the rife. Development should not take place 
east of the road because of the effect on habitat adjoining the rife. 1d) North-South road seriously compromised by 
any spurring off to avoid viaduct link at relief road. We understand the use of a viaduct at the rife and railway crossing 
for the relief road, north of the golf course means any north-south road will have to spur off to the east at the north of 
the golf course due to the potential cost of joining the viaduct. This would further impact environmentally and make 
the Bersted/ Felpham relief road and north south road unattractive to those wanting to go west to Chichester. The 
relief road already has a lengthy and complicated route which reduces its effect as a bypass . The north-south road 
will already have a marginal benefit for anyone leaving Bognor or Felpham and travelling to Chichester because of the 
northerly and indirect route. If it spurs off to the east at the viaduct, it will be then have little or no attractions to 
those from Felpham wanting to go to Chichester We ask you to take a very close look at this via your traffic modelling. 
1e) Only initial access road to the site from south at first. Because of the initial cost of joining the relief road we gather 
Sime Darby are proposing that initially there will be an access road to the new development from the Community 
College junction, and only at a later date join the relief road. This should be resisted and any development should only 
take place after any through road is in place. 1f) The public already use the area allocated as public open space to the 
south , and so will not benefit by open space allocations, as they already make use of them. However, what little 
space is made available will be seriously damaged by the north-south road. 1g) Coast to Capital We gather Coast to 
Capital have offered several millions to 'unlock'  the former Lec Airfield by helping to fund a north - south road. Sime 
Darby now feel the development is a fait accompli, but the economics only work if the road runs close to the golf 
course and school/ Leisure Centre and there is large scale exploitation of the site for light industrial/ warehouse use, 
combined with a cheap dog leg spur to the relief road. Ruining one of the few biodiversity areas around Arun on the 
grounds of penny pinching should be resisted.   [PROBABLY NOT THAT RELEVANT - BUT HAVE INCLUDED FOR 
REFERNCE - (CB)] 1h) Protected Species Sime Darby who own much of Site 4 have commissioned WYG Consultants to 
carry out a protected species study of the area. We are concerned this is not being carried out very thoroughly. Before 
PPS9 ensured protected species were part of the planning process, the badger group associated with West Sussex 
Wildlife Protection (Badger Trust West Sussex) carried out many development surveys for badgers. So we know the 
pressure that is placed on consultants to provide the sort of report and mitigation the contractor expects. Therefore, 
we have looked closely at the ecological survey at the Lidsey Rife and Airfield. Many of the dormouse boxes were 
damaged or vandalised as were the invertebrate felt as they were placed in surrounding public view with dog walkers 
and close to a school. Due to the flooding, dormouse boxes only went into the most important wild area west of the 
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rife at the end of June, which is too late for this year. We watched WYG's in house bird surveyors and noted they did 
not even use a scope, only binoculars. A scope is vital in ornithological recording as is the skills of a keen 
hobbyist/recorder, who can hear birds as much as see them. We tried to get permission from Sime Darby and WYG 
Consultants to allow a specialist ornithologist recorder to examine birds on the former LEC Airfield site in July. 
However, while WYG were willing in principle, they had to consult Sime Darby and they refused permission. I have 
nevertheless obtained a bird survey from Trevor Gibson Poole (a recorder at Pagham Harbour) who has had to use the 
right of way to the north and cover the site as best as possible without encroaching on the former LEC Airfield. He did 
point out that a complete survey requires several visits during the year. 1i) Bird Report compiled by Trevor Gibson-
Poole 17, 07, 2012 The following birds were seen or heard on and around this site:- Blackbird 3 singing males, 1 
female carrying food. Song thrush, 2 heard singing. Starling present. Yellowhammer, 1male seen singing. Blackcap, 2 
singing males.Robin present .Wren present.House Sparrow present. Dunnock present. Greenfinch present. Goldfinch 
present. Chiffchaff 1 seen/heard. Wood Pigeon present. Collared Dove 3 seen. Chaffinch present. Linnet group of 6 
seen. Green Woodpecker, 1 adult, 2 juveniles seen. Carrion Crow present. Rook present. Jackdaw present. In the rife 
adjacent to the site Reed Warbler, several heard and seen. Mallard present. Coot present. Moorhen present. Little 
Grebe 1 heard/seen. Common Whitethroat 1 seen. Reed Bunting, 1 male seen. A very good selection of wild plants 
were also seen, also several different species of common butterflies and moths. Slow worms and Common Lizards 
were also noted. Very good evidence of the presence of Water voles was also found in the form of fresh droppings 
and good feeding evidence in the rife and associated ditches. 1j) Mr Gibson Poole,s collegue, Andrew Smithen has 
forwarded me an email he had sent to a fellow ornithologist regarding the LEC Airfield in June this year: This year I've 
seen Sedge,reed and Cetti's warbler on the site. A pair of Grey partridge have been in the area. The hedgerow is 
important for residents and migrants. Reed Bunting, Song thrush and Blackbirds use it. The scrub is good habitat for 
Whitethroat and Blackcap. I've seen Spotted Flycatcher and Redstart there this spring and Wheatear have also been 
seen there. The hedgerows to the north would be affected by any access road. These are important for 
Yellowhammer, Long-tailed titsand Linnet amongst others. Separately, we at WSWP have seen Tawny owl hunting 
during the afternoon in spring between the airfield and Lidsey Rife. Egrets have also been spotted. On 28 th August we 
rescued a Kestrel close to the Lidsey Rife at Southern end of the gold course following a call to our animal rescue line. 
In the past we have carried out rescues of grass snake and adder in the area. We also arranged for the electricity 
company to put markers up on their overhead power line following a swan accident with the line over the Lidsey Rife. 
During the early Site 6 proposals some 10 years ago, we did arrange for an ornithologist to examine the Bersted/ 
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Felpham local gap and Lidsey Rife. He considered there was a bird migratory route associated with Pagham Harbour 
using this area, and this should be considered. Badgers: while we do not know of any setts on the site, we have 
recorded a dead badger on the railway line to the west of the former airfield in 2005. A single badger has been just to 
the east of Lidsey Rife in 2010, and we did report a sett close to the relief road during the consultation stage of Site 6 

316 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

It isvital, however,that the development provides the improvements to the A29 that are proposed, especially the 
railway bridge, and that the route chosen is direct: the tortuous road through the villages and via the Woodgate 
crossing is the most significant single impediment to the regeneration of Bognor. A route which is perceived as sub-
standard or inconvenient will not achieve much, as isshown by the lack of impact of the half-finished A259 to 
Chichester. 

299 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The four proposed routes for the re-routing of the A29 are, as far as I can see, totally unsustainable. Taking the A29 up 
the Nyton Road and then south is crazy because Nyton Road cannot cope with heavy traffic and floods anyway. Taking 
the A29 down towards Eastergate Primary School is also crazy for the same reason as the Nyton Road. Taking the A29 
towards Barnham and then south is again crazy for the same reason as the Nyton Road. Putting a bridge over the 
railway at Woodgate would involve a massive amount of land being lost to concrete and tarmac - there just isn't 
enough room. All 4 proposals bring the road back to its original path just north of "the Lidsey bends".  How stupid is 
that.  The bends already cause problems and accidents. I don't believe any of the proposals would work and it looks as 
if somebody has just drawn lines across the villages with very little consideration of the consequences.  Very ill-
conceived. 

309 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

4.10. ' Proposed improvement to A259 and possible school places'. This should all be resolved before the building 
begins, not after. School places should not mean bigger classes or portakabin classrooms which will impair the 
educational needs of our children. Health facilities need to be addressed in advance too. There is a two week wait for 
non-urgent appointments at the local surgery. 4.49. ' Alternatives to car use'. There will be substantially more traffic. 
Potentially an approximate 800 cars from the proposed Angmering houses on the A259 plus increased incoming traffic 
to Haskins, the bigger Sainsbury and Asda which will draw in countless driving customers from all over Arun and 
beyond. Incidentally the ingress into Asda has broken the cycle path that ran along the A259 (not ' promoting 
alternatives 'at all.) Angmering (other than on Bramley Green) has few cycle routes and those are not in good 
condition. 
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240 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

16.2.4 Why has work to determine the line of the route and how it would connect to the A27 to the north and the 
Bognor Regis Relief Road to the south not been presented as part of the plan? As a resident and business owner 
potentially effected by this "further work" I STRONGLY OBJECT to this fundamental ommision from the plan . I can find 
no OBJECTIVE evidence to support the rational for the road . The costings are not precise and clearly do not include 
the significant extra costs involved in the "further technical work" 

327 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Unfortunately we only seem to have Town Planners, who seem at every opportunity to be prepared to fill up any 
strategic gaps between villages to make them into a town of housing with no consideration given to infrastructure. 
Although when they give it a cursory thought again destruction again comes to the fore. For example the proposals for 
the A29. The problem of the A29 can be easily and simply resolved by declassifying the current A29 from Fontwell to 
Bognor Regis, making it a B road, and re-routing the A29 along the A27 west and then down the A259 from the Bridge 
roundabout to Bognor. Not only simpler, but also far less costly. 

619 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Fully support bridges over the East-West rail line at Lyminster and Woodgate.  Failing these, the waiting times at these 
crossings need to be significantly reduced in line with waiting times at half-barrier crossings such as Toddington 
Lane.  I've never understood why the full barrier gates are down for so long - a case of health and safety gone mad? 

220 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

I have read the A29 Woodgate Study (Parsons Brinkerhoff, 2012) and note that the council has chosen to disregard its 
findings. The proposed route for a Woodgate Crossing by-pass is crazy, bringing all traffic to a right-angle junction with 
B2233. No new road is needed if through traffic is directed to Bognor via the A259 by signage at Fontwell, leaving the 
crossing to be used mainly by locals who, by avoiding the predicatble long delays and/or allowing a few extra minutes 
for the journey, can cope with the crossing as it is.  I have been a resident here for 26 years and can honestly say that 
the number of times I have been annoyingly delayed can be counted on one hand.  I understand that the A29 is not 
part of the strategic road network and so should perhaps be downgraded to a B classification which would deter some 
HGVs from using it.   If the council is really concerned about road traffic delays at the crossing it should 
consider  negotiating with Network Rail to install a system whereby in the event of extremely long tailbacks 
(automatically detected) train movements are delayed for a couple of minutes to allow the road traffic to clear.  Both 
these approaches are far cheaper than building of 2000+ houses to pay for a new road, neither of which are needed or 
wanted.   
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520 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

According to the West Sussex Transport Plan 2011-2026, the A29 is not a strategic road. Unfortunately, the impact of 
the Bognor Regis Relief Road has not been assessed prior to devising this plan. This should give access to the main 
routes north by successfully linking the west and east parts of Bognor. This will enable the A29 to remain the minor 
road that it is, with no adequate linkage to the A27 whether it is re-routed or not! The only thing that is likely to cause 
traffic chaos on the A29 is the building of an additional 2000 homes in the villages area, with everyone needing to 
commute out of the area to work. There is a complete lack of information about the real  route of the proposed A29. 
It is however straightforward to comment that NONE of the proposed 4 options for the A29 are needed. Re-routing of 
the A29 would divide communities and cause problems with access to schools, healthcare, sports facilities and shops. 
Arun should work with regional partners to improve Bognor's links, particularly between industrial areas. Trying to use 
the A29 as a link road does not make sense as it does not lead to any strategically important locations. 

288 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

It would seem strange that a road realignment effecting so many homes is being considered when there are obvious 
routes to the east and west that would effect far fewer homes and impact less on an already busy stretch of road from 
the Fontwell roundabout to the Eastergate roundabout. Have any othe routes been considered that do not pass 
through residential areas where there are lots of children who would be put at risk, many of whom walk this stretch of 
road and that of the Barnham road to school. 

304 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

No plan should be agreed until it has been figured out exactly how and where the A29 bypass wuld link to the A27. To 
do so would be irresponsible and short sighted. 

334 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Chap 16 Policy SP30 [SP20 - CB]. This road will consist of high volume traffic of cars and freight. This cannot work 
coming out on such a small road in Eastergate - ALREADY at rush hour this road is very slow - adding this road with 
extra 3000-4000 cars from building 2000 houses, plus the extra traffic you are wishing to have through generated 
business will just create a huge bottleneck. You say Woodgate crossing is the reason for underinvestment in Bognor - 
how is this road going to make any difference? It will not make an easy drive to Bognor Regis. 

596 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 We note SP20 and the commitment to safeguard a potential route for an Arundel bypass. The Society is aware 
that there seems no immediate prospect of such a road being funded but would stress at this point that any future 
work that might be undertaken on option development must, under the statutory duty on both the District Council 
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and West Sussex County Council imposed by Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995, have due regard to national 
park purposes – whether or not any route passes through the park itself. 

349 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

16.2.1 and 16.2.3 West Sussex has not identified the A29 as a roadscheme improvement.  Comparison of costs with 
the Bognor relief road suggests that the optimistic costs quoted for the A29 realignement are rather less than half 
what it is likely to cost in practice.  As the road improvements are dependent upon further work and are long term 
aims it is not clear how the current infrastructure will cope with the massive proposed housing development in the 
short and medium term 

689 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

WOODGATE .. DELAYS ARE MINOR AND IMPACT A VERY SMALL MINORITY. REROUTING A29 WILL BRING MISERY TO 
THOUSANDS, WRECK THE CHARACTER OF THE SIX VILLAGES AND SERVE LITTLE BENEFIT TO ANYONE. THE ROUTES 
PROPOSED ARE ALL UNACCEPTABLE AND UTTERLY POINTLESS.  

370 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

2. A29 Woodgate Bypass I use this route to access Shripney and Bognor each week, and disagree that the minor 
inconvenience of a short delay whilst the crossing is closed is a justifiable reason for the huge spend involved in 
removing the crossing and bypassing the route. I certainly see no evidence that suggests these changes would make 
any difference to the economic growth of Bognor Regis. Outcommuting will not be addressed at all and congestion 
from the A29 will simply be moved elsewhere. Diverting traffic up to the Nyton Road entry onto the A27 will add 
congestion just before the Tangmere/Boxgrove roundabout, an area which is already backed up at peak times, and 
which is subject to similar development proposals from Chichester County Council, further adding to the traffic 
problem. There are more obvious roads where improvements are greatly needed and where employment 
opportunities actually exist, notably at Arundel and Worthing. 

423 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The policy includes protection of the route of the proposed A29 realignment and replacement of the level crossing at 
Woodgate with a bridge (indicative line) which is shown as an indicative route on the Proposals Map. However, the 
supporting text states that further technical work is required to determine the line of the route and how it would 
connect to the A27 to the north and the Bognor Regis Relief Road to the south. It also notes that these highway 
improvement schemes are medium to long term aims, to be delivered alongside the strategic development proposed 
in this Plan.   Chichester DC is concerned that there appears to be considerable uncertainty over this proposed new 
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A29 route in terms of its likely delivery and timing, and also the precise location of the route and how it would link to 
the existing road network including the A27. Potentially this route and the associated housing and employment 
development in the Five Villages area and to the north of Bognor Regis could significantly increase traffic flows on the 
A27 westbound towards Chichester City. As previously noted, we consider that it may prove necessary for the 
development to contribute towards road or junction improvements within Chichester District. We consider there is a 
need for the two Councils to work jointly to assess the traffic impacts of proposed developments across the district 
boundary and identify coordinated transport mitigation packages for the A27 and any other affected routes. 

458 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

I strongly OBJECT to the plans for the re-routing of the A29 to bridge the railway. ALL the routes put forward by the 
study completed by Parsons Brinckerhoff are unsustainable and flawed. All they will succeed indoing is moving 
congestions from one area to another. Speeding up the traffic by avoiding Woodgate will simply increase the tailbacks 
at Fontwell. Chucking out the A29 traffic onto the B2233 Nyton road ( route A)is ludicrous - the road is very narrow 
and has bends. It would be sending traffic which has been travelling at 60mph into a 30mph zone - as many motorists 
seem disinclined to curb their speeds this will increase speeding through the villages. It will equally problematic if 
traffic joins the Barnham Road (routeD). I repeat that all 4 routes in the study are unsustainable and I object to them 
all. There is no proven need for this road. Your plan talks about promoting jobs in Bognor and increasing inward 
investment yet there are no concrete proposals as to how this will happen.Where is the proof that businesses are 
avoiding Bognor simply because of the occasional hold-ups at Woodgate? It is possible to decrease the hold-ups at 
Woodgate by improving the signalling? How much effort has ADC put in to getting Network Rail to solve the signalling 
problem? Why is so much emphasis being put on the A29 as a route into Bognor when previously WSCC have stated 
that the road is not part of the strategic network and that it is the A259 which is the designated route in and out of 
Bognor? We have yet to see the results of the Bognor Relief Road which could change the volumes of traffic using the 
A29. ADC is pushing for this A29 by-pass knowing that the only way to pay for it is to get a developer to pay and the 
current 'price' is 2230 houses to be foisted upon the villages of Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham. Given the delays 
at Bersted getting the relief road done and the recent moves by the developer to get out of its committment to 
provide a healthn centre, how can we believ that the road would materialise anyway? 

461 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The division of the road schemes into short, medium and long term introduces an entirely erroneous order of priority 
which is probably dictated by perceived likelihood and cost, rather than by any study of the costs and benefits of 
these projects. My opinion, for what it is worth, is that the "long term" scheme for the blue/pink Route A27 Arundel 
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By-Pass would have a hugely beneficial impact and some work could be done to quantify this benefit and accelerate 
the scheme.  Anyway, if the prioritisation is done on basis of cost, the plan should say so.  

475 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

16.2 and SP20.  Road Network.  There have been and several diagrams porporting to show possible alignments for a 
new road with a bridge over the railway.  For example Routes A, B, C and D.  I oppose all these suggestions because 1 
Rerouting will not improve traffic flow if the north end of any new road terminates at Nyton Road or Fontwell Avenue; 
any futher extension beyond that shown of the map will add a colossal amount to the cost 2 Car traffic from the 2230 
houses needed to 'pay' for the new road and bridge will add to any congestion in the mornings and evenings 3 The 
houses will have to be built before the road improvement - what happens if the contractor goes into liquidation? and 
4 The publication of any document or map purporting to show alternative routes and locations for the housing will 
immediately and unfairly cause planning blight in a large area covered by the Six Villages.     

488 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The proposed A29 realignments through Woodgate are entirely inappropriate. The easternmost option (D) involves 
taking traffic down a 'B' class road through Eastergate.  This is not suitable for the intended traffic levels. The next 
route (C) runs approximately along the route of a rife known for flooding.  The A29 already has enough flooding 
problems as it is. A bridge at Woodgate (B) is not feasible due to properties and businesses neighbouring the route 
and level crossing. Closure of the Woodgate crossing would require significant detours for residents, increasing 
pollution.  It would reduce access to businesses along the existing A29, compromising jobs. The westernmost route (A) 
also runs through an area well-known for flooding. All routes seem to converge on a proposed roundabout just north 
of the Lidsey double bends.  Any queue at the roundabout would soon back up into the bends increasing the risk of 
rear-end shunt accidents.  Overpasses of the railway would be visually intrusive at any of the proposed sites. 
Alternatives to crossing management should include consideration of improved railway signalling to reduce the time 
for which gates are closed, or a cut and cover technique to sink the railway line into a deep cutting, with appropriate 
pumping for water clearance. 

875 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Safeguarding the Main Road Network - Support In line with our proposals for the delivery of the strategic growth 
south of the Three Villages, we support the line of the proposed A29 re-alignment and replacement of the Woodgate 
level crossing with bridge, as shown on the Proposals Map. As set out in the Vision document submitted with these 
representations, we have undertaken some initial analysis of the potential routes for an alignment east of 
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Westergate, taking account of the work undertaken by Parsons Brinckerhoff for the Council (the A29 Woodgate Study 
2012). 

491 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Rerouting the A29 should not be included in the Final Plan. Whilst it is clear that easier access to Bognor Regis from 
the north east would probably be a good thing, this should not be a high priority if it will result in significant financial 
outlay that could be better spent elsewhere. Again, this bit of the plan has clearly not been thoroughly thought 
through. Bridging the railway line will have a hugely significant impact on traffic flow using the A29. It will increase 
greatly the volume and weight of the traffic and nothing in the draft plan addresses this issue. The knock on effects of 
this proposal cannot be ignored and a more robust solution needs to be developed. 

799 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The proposed A29 realignment to come into west Barnham should be dropped from the proposals and Policy SP20 
amended accordingly.  If it is deemed essential to construct a flyover instead of Woodgate crossing, then a more 
direct route should be developed and this should not be subsidised by mass housing development.  Other more logical 
(westerly) routes should be considered and integrated with the Bognor relief road.  

785 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The proposed A29 realingment to come into West Barnham should be dropeed from the proposals and Policy SP20 
amended accordingly.  If it is deemed essentail the construct a flyover for the Woodagate crossing, then a more direct 
route should be used, and this shouold not be subsidised by mass housing development. 

817 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The options in respect of the re-routing of the A29 does not allow for the additional vehicles caused by the 2000+ 
homes in the villages development. Under each of the options the traffic would be forced on to B roads which were 
not built for the additional volume of traffic and would cause huge problems for pedestrians and cyclists. There is 
already congestion at peak times of the day. Part of the problem would be relieved by altering the phasing of the level 
crossing gates at Woodgate. It is quite common to wait 10minutes to get through which causes huge queues both 
sides of the crossing. Shorten the time the gates are down - shorten the queues and improve traffic flow. 

532 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Policy SP20 (p207) Buried on this page is the statement "(viii) A29 realignment and replacement of Woodgate level 
crossing with bridge (indicative line)." Nowhere in the Draft Local Plan is there explanation of what exactly this will 
mean for existing residents of the area. It is not until reading the A29 Woodgate Study by Parsons Brinkerhoff, 2012 
that the implications become clear. How many local residents will have the time or the inclination to read every last 
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study that has preceded the Draft Local Plan? Do you think that such an important fact regarding the Woodgate 
Crossing should have been left out of the wording that went into the Draft Local Plan so that residents were fully 
appraised of the facts?   Regardless of which route of the proposed bypass takes, closing the Woodgate crossing 
completely makes no sense to the communities who live either side of it. Perhaps there are a few who would benefit 
from being in a cul-de-sac environment at the end of a major road, but there are many more individuals, shops and 
businesses who would be inconvenienced by having to drive either north or south to pick up the start of a proposed 
Westergate bypass. As an example, driving from Point A (Shripney) via Point C (Eastergate) to get to Point B 
(Westergate) is hardly a sustainable option to transport solutions!   I reject the proposal in the Draft Local Plan for a 
bypass for the A29 (Route D) and all other proposals (Routes A, B & C) in the Parsons Brinkerhoff A29 Woodgate 
Study.   

510 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Although the Woodgate crossing does slow the traffic, compared to the jams caused in Chichester by the level 
crossing gates they are minor. Even in the height of summer the delays are minimal so I would suggest that the costs 
far outway any benefits that might be achieved. I would suggest taht any money to be spent on the road network 
should be applied to the Fontwell and Tangmere roundabouts 

553 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

What is the justiication for a bypass on the A29 to avoid Woodgate crossing?  No evidence is provided.  The routes 
suggested mean that congestion would just be shunted futher North to the A27.  Council needs to formulate its 
transport policy in collaboration with Chichester and other surrounding districts.  This cannot be looked at in 
isolation.  The proposed development of 2000 houses in the Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate area will mean 
complete traffic gridlock onto a road network which is already overloaded on the A27.  I think it is highly improbable 
that sufficient employment opportunities will be created in the district so these new home dwellers will almost 
certainly be commuting "out of the district" to work on a daily basis. I am opposed to new homes being built to fund 
improved road infrastructure. The infrastructure and employment opportunities should be provided first.  Also, 
council needs to take into consideration the impact of the A259 relief road on traffic flow, if and when it is ever 
completed.  Getting developers to fund roads simply doesn't work - the relief road being a case in point.  It is already 
years behind schedule dependent on sufficient houses being sold.  If council is adamant that the road has to be built, 
then has it considered other sources of funding?  I personally remain unconvinced that  a by-pass is required. Has 
council considered contacting network rail to improve the signalling at the Woodgate crossing.  I would have thought 
that improvements could be made relatively cheaply.  Also, has anyone ever considered moving the railway slightly to 
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the south.  I would have thought that the environmental impacts would be less.   

566 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

  In reply to 16.2.3 Lyminster and Crossbush Parish Council feel that improved links with Littlehampton and the A27 
need to be preceded by improvements to the A27 at Crossbush/ Arundel and work on the A259  or the severe 
congestion already experienced will be compounded. 

577 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

POLICY SP 20 (vii) A284 Lyminster Bypass Northern section. Lyminster and Crossbush Parish Council have to report 
that parishioners are divided as to their views on the proposed line of the Bypass and if it is even required!.However 
their is very strong feeling that where the A284 meets the A27 junction at Crossbush improvements need to made 
before anywhere else.  Off the two Options shown for the access to Lyminster from the proposed Lyminster Bypass 
there are strong feelings against Options 2 as it blights several properties .Option 1 was decided to be the lesser of 
two evils but the introduction of a roundabout has been suggested to make the junction safer.  Those parishioners 
in  central and southern Lyminster were in favour of the Bypass route as long as the A284 didnt become a rat run , 
signs at either end of the stretch stated "local traffic only - unsuitable for HGV" and speed humps were introduced at 
either end.   Some of the parishioners living between where the Lyminster Bypass is proposed to join the A284 at the 
northern end of Lyminster and where the A284 joins the A27 junction at Crossbush feel that their lives and properties 
could be blighted because the road infrastructure is not in place at the A27 junction and even more of a bottleneck 
will occur .Some residents at present have to reverse out on to the road to leave their properties so this will become 
even more dangerous with the increase in flow of traffic. Parishioners at the northern end of Lyminster are also very 
concerned at being divided from the centre of their community and feeling cut off. 

927 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Para 16.2.4 regarding the indicative route of the A29 realignment shown on the proposals map. The report 
recomended Route A yet this evidence was rejected in favour or Route D without any reason or evidence to support 
the decision. The plan seems to be build a bit of road from A29 south of Woodgate to the B2233 between the villages 
of Barnham and Eastergate. Without considering how it will connect to the A27 - this does seem a rather piecemeal, 
illogical approach. A more sensible logical plan would connect the A29 from the new roundabout at Shripney straight 
to the A27.   The second and major point about the new proposed route is that is unaffordable. The idea is that the 
contribtions for 2000 houses in the Barnham/Eastergate/Westergate would pay for them is not supported by any 
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evidence. 

608 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The Arundel By Pass improvement should be short or medium term, not long term, as some of the projected shorter 
term works feed into the A27, which is already so congested as possibly to discourage businesses setting up in the 
area. 

631 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Bypass options The Plan fails to demonstrate how any of the by pass options for the A29 will work. The vital question 
of how the new road, wherever it is placed, would interface with existing roads has been fudged. Any of the options 
would simply transfer the Woodgate bottleneck to some point or other in our villages. This is not acceptable. 

957 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The current Arun Local Plan, covering the whole of the district, includes a safeguarding of a route for a potential 
future Arundel by-pass. As there is considerable uncertainty over funding from Department for Transport there are 
questions over whether a by-pass is likely to come forward during the plan period.  The SDNPA recognises the 
importance to the local economy of coastal West Sussex of retaining a safeguarded route for the Arundel by-
pass.  The SDNPA wishes to have it recognised that any potential future route of a by-pass of Arundel must fully 
recognise and take into account the National Park's first purpose on conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, 
wildlife and cultural heritage of the area.  Such a by-pass would need to be an exemplar in terms of minimising and 
mitigating landscape impact on the National Park and its setting and on ensuring that the impacts on local wildlife 
were also minimised and mitigated.  The SDNPA would wish to ensure that all potential routes for the by-pass which 
minimise the environmental impact on the National Park should be explored fully before a final route is selected. 

1014 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Policy SP20: Safeguarding the Main Road Network The policy includes protection of the route of the proposed A29 
realignment and replacement of the level crossing at Woodgate with a bridge (indicative line) which is shown as an 
indicative route on the Proposals Map. However, the supporting text states that further technical work is required to 
determine the line of the route and how it would connect to the A27 to the north and the Bognor Regis Relief Road to 
the south. It also notes that these highway improvement schemes are medium to long term aims, to be delivered 
alongside the strategic development proposed in this Plan. Chichester DC is concerned that there appears to be 
considerable uncertainty over this proposed new A29 route in terms of its likely delivery and timing, and also the 
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precise location of the route and how it would link to the existing road network including the A27. Potentially this 
route and the associated housing and employment development in the Five Villages area and to the north of Bognor 
Regis could significantly increase traffic flows on the A27 westbound towards Chichester City. As previously noted, we 
consider that it may prove necessary for the development to contribute towards road or junction improvements 
within Chichester District. We consider there is a need for the two Councils to work jointly to assess the traffic impacts 
of proposed developments across the district boundary and identify coordinated transport mitigation packages for the 
A27 and any other affected routes. 

725 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

None of the proposed routes to create a by pass of the Woodgate level crossing connects directly to the A27 but 
merely pushes traffic onto the local roads which just causes congestion elsewhere and doesn't solve the problem 
especially with the extra traffic that will be caused by 2000+ households having to commute to work.  The Highways 
Agency have indicated that both the Crockerhill junction and the Fontwell roundabout are at capacity and would 
require expensive upgrades.  Where would this funding come from?  Certainly not from the proposed development. 

831 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Object to policy SP 20 (viii) (A29 re-alignment and replacement of the Woodgate level crossing with a 
bridge).  The indicative line/route of this road does not take into account planning constraints of the area.  It is not 
based on the sound findings of the Inspector's Report on the last WSCC structure plan which proposed a new link 
road going west of Westergate to meet the A27 at Nyton, thereby by-passing the heavily congested area around 
Eastergate/Westergate.  It would result in more congestion at the junction with the B2233 Barnham Road, 
Eastergate.  It would not address the fundamental problem of too much traffic on the A29 and with the additional 
housing proposed would exacerbate the problem. Recommend option 1 to link with the A27 west of Fontwell 
at Crockerhill.   

806 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Having tried to understand the 4 A29 re=alignment options, the detail is so poor that it is impossible to see how any of 
them would work. I hope you didn't pay the consultants too much for their road plans, as I would have drawn them 
for free - they would make as much sense! For this reason and that any road costing millions is a complete waste of 
money, as it will only move traffic from one hold-up to another more serious one further up-stream. Sort out the 
phasing of the Woodgate crossing gates and the current road is more than adequate. Please sort out the A27 
bottlenecks before even considring more roads feeding into it. I spend time every day wasted at Arundel and 
Worthing stuck in jams. The A29 is pleasant in comparison. 
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826 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

no case for a by pass is made as traffic on the A 29 will remain high. More houses will cause more problems - you give 
no answer to this obvious probel with the Crockerhill junction and Fontwell rounabout both at full capacity- Highways 
agency view-  so would rquire a substantial  upgrde - even before any further development 

812 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

All four road options are unacceptable as they damage green areas and will ruin the environment of the area. Also 
there is nothing wrong with the existing road. The problem is with the A27, not the A29. Sort the railway crossing out 
at Woodgate and the problems are solved. 

916 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

My comments relate in particular to the proposed re routing of the A29 and the congestion at the Woodgate 
Crossing.  I am a regular user of this road and although I have been delayed at Woodgate I do not see this as a huge 
problem and it does not deter me from travelling to Bognor.  If fact I feel that re routing this road would cause further 
congestion to the Six Villages.  I have read the report prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff and it states that the proposed 
routes B & C were considered not suitable for the following reasons: However, as the project progressed it was clear 
from both our baseline analysis and the feedback received from stakeholders that Options B and C had a number of 
limitations. Following consultation with WSCC and ADC it was agreed that Options B and C are not viable deliverable 
options. Option B would require significant loss of properties and land within Woodgate. It would also have significant 
visual impacts for existing residential properties. Option C had considerable environmental/heritage issues as well as a 
number of highway constraints around Church Lane. The report goes on to list a number of other limitations for these 
proposed routes which I will not repeat here as you will obviously already be aware of these. There is now an option D 
which brings the A29 right into the heart of Eastergate and Barnham onto the narrow B2233.  This would force traffic 
to move through either of these two residential villages.  This road is already congested at peak times without taking 
into account the additional traffic from the proposed 2000+ new houses.  I cannot see the logic in rerouting a bypass 
from one village to another. I note that there is a short term requirement to improve the junction at Comet Corner.  If 
these improvements were carried out I, and many other people in the Six Villages area, would be able to use that 
route to Bognor as an alternative to the A29.  

919 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY A. This representation has been prepared by David Tucker Associates on behalf of Mr Neville 
Andrew of Brookfield, North of Lyminster. It sets out reasons why the currently envisaged proposal to implement the 
Lyminster Bypass are flawed, and should be re-evaluated. The following matters are considered in turn: i) The concept 
of implementing a Lyminster Bypass; ii) The appraisal of the highway proposals prepared on behalf of the authorities; 
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iii) The detail of the highway design proposals; iv) Flood compensation.   B. This review considers that: Until the A27 
Crossbush Junction is enhanced, implementation of a Lyminster Bypass would create additional congestion problems 
on the A284 (existing or Bypass) and on the A27. There is no evidence base to demonstrate this effect. There is no 
justification in terms of an evidence base to implement a Lyminster Bypass until the A27 Arundel Bypass is 
constructed. Given the above items, the authorities should evaluate alternative transportation measures prior to the 
A27 improvements being secured. In particular this should include the widening of the single carriageway section of 
the A259 between the A280 Angmering Bypass and the Station Road roundabout which would allow matters to be 
dealt with in a phased sense. No such comparison has already been undertaken is a fundamental flaw in the process. 
Local planning authorities are required to undertake a NATA style appraisal which has not been done. As and when 
the A27 measures come forward, and the merit of the Lyminster Bypass becomes more evident, the design of the 
bypass requires significant re-appraisal. It is currently over-designed in terms of geometry, which reduces flexibility 
and hence maximising impact on adjacent properties. Avoiding this would benefit local residents and reduce the 
extent of compensation payments. As part of this, a comprehensive review of the existing and Bypass speed limit 
strategy and consequential highway design should be undertaken. The proposed flood compensation measures 
require additional clarification and can be more efficiently delivered than is evident within the current proposals.   1.0 
The overarching concern with the proposal is that delivery of a A284 Lyminster Bypass without improvements to 
Crossbush Junction (A27/A284) and the A27 Arundel Bypass, will negate any meaningful benefit that the Bypass would 
bring, and would indeed create additional congestion particularly if the closure of the Wick level crossing were also 
implemented, with the consequence of attracting additional traffic. Formal consultees have reported that queuing 
from existing traffic on the A284 can extend to the Lyminster bends already.   2.0 A number of transport studies over 
the years considering development and/or transport infrastructure in the wider area have been prepared on behalf of 
either Arun District the Highways Agency or West Sussex County Council. Many include reference to the potential for 
a Lyminster Bypass. Policy SP20 Arun District Council of the Local Draft Plan refers to the need to protect the line of 
the A284 Lyminster Bypass (Northern Section) to be delivered in the medium to long term. This in its own right is not a 
matter of significant contention. It is however noteworthy that within the same policy, improvements to the A27 at 
the Arundel Bypass are to be protected for delivery in the long term, which as a trunk road will be a matter for the 
Highways Agency to deliver. There is no suggestion in any other policy, guidance or updated status report that such 
improvements will be brought forward quicker than "the long term".   3.0 Improvements to the A27 Crossbush 
Junction at the north of the A284 are not explicitly referred in the safeguarding SP20 Policy, but are central to the 
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transportation aspirations of the area, being the subject of a 2010 Mott MacDonald study and drawing key references 
in 2012 reports on the Lyminster Bypass (WSP prepared for West Sussex County Council) and Developing an 
Employment and Infrastructure Strategy (PB prepared for Coastal West Sussex Partnership).   4.0 In its conclusions, 
the former document states that:   "The A27 Crossbush Junction is a critical junction. Increased traffic flows from any 
source may result in significant queuing on the A284 and bypass. West Sussex County Council should continue 
proactive discussions with the Highways Agency to establish timely improvements."   The latter document identifies 
within its recommendations that:   "The improvement of the A27 Crossbush Junction with the A284 and the 
completion of the A284 Lyminster Bypass be delivered."   Brought forward together these are cited as likely to 
promote investor confidence and hence encourage economic growth in the area.   5.0 These 2012 documents (the 
WSP report being the Feasiblity Study for the Bypass scheme itself), therefore share the views expressed at para 1.0, 
that delivery of the Lyminster Bypass without the improvements to Crossbush Junction gives rise to a flawed 
strategy.   6.0 It is evident that improvements to the A27 at Arundel and Crossbush Junction are some way off. As 
such, detailed feasibility and cost benefit analysis of alternative east-west initiatives should be undertaken before 
implementing north-south initiatives such as the Lyminster Bypass which will founder on the existing A27 deficiencies. 
This should focus on the improvement of the A259.   7.0 Presenting appraisals of the Lyminster Bypass works in 
isolation or presenting appraisals of both and using this as justification for the Lyminster Bypass to proceed, are 
therefore flawed. It is a requirement of the local planning authorities that their approach to planning for local 
infrastructure (which the Lyminster Bypass would be) is compatible with the New Approach to Appraisal (NATA).   8.0 
The appropriate evaluation is therefore one where transportation proposals are measured against the five 
Government objectives as outlined in "A New Deal for Transport" and "A New Deal for Trunk Roads" White Papers, 
namely:   Environmental; Safety; Economy; Accessibility; Integration.   This has not been done.   9.0 Furthermore, the 
appropriate means to evaluate is to identify a series of transportation options in each instance. Whereas the 
authorities have prepared an evidence base for strategic development across the District and County with identified 
transport infrastructure, there is no evidence to suggest that for at least 10 years any assessment of local design 
options or indeed phasing delivery have been undertaken.   10.0 Reference is made within the reports to travel time 
efficiency and reliability benefits of bypassing the Wick level crossing. However, this too is flawed in that the 
avoidance of such is forecast to attract additional traffic onto the A284, further exacerbating the congestion issues at 
the A27/A284 and beyond.   11.0 The brief of the WSP Feasibility Report nor any of the other area-wide appraisals 
does not extend to this type of review. Indeed it only represents a self acknowledging desktop study of a single 
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highway alignment solution albeit with two tie-in junction options. Notwithstanding the fact that comparative 
schemes should have been evaluated within the process as a whole, the WSP report does not provide a quantifiable 
measure of traffic congestion, vehicle journey times, vehicle safety appraisal or cost benefit analysis. Without this, it is 
not plausible to establish the appropriateness of the concept and this must be done before any progression to a 
planning application.   12.0 Furthermore, the single design alignment presented is flawed. Were the A27 
enhancements to occur, the concept of the Lyminster Bypass is easier to accept. However, the design conflicts with 
current transport planning objectives as set out within NATA and other guidance. Maximum link speed seems to have 
governed the design and not environmental impact, safety, economy or integration as required by the NATA appraisal 
process. The proposed alignment of the bypass is straight, connecting into a pair of reverse curves with centreline 
radii. This is covered by DMRB TD9/93 which at paragraph 1.11 says that:   "care shall be taken where an improved 
section rejoins an existing road, that the existing standard of curvature and sight distance at the interface shall be 
subject to the same restrictions as would be relevant for the Design Speed of the improvement . . . care must be taken 
that the curvature and sight distance . . . is adequate for the approach Design Speed which has increased due to the 
improvement . . ."   13.0 Given that the existing alignment of the A284 does not conform to a 100kph design speed, 
nor is it likely to be upgraded in the future, it would be more appropriate for the design of the Bypass to be 
constructed to a lower design speed with radii chosen to discourage higher speeds.   14.0 WSP acknowledge in their 
report that at a 100kph design speed there is little design flexibility. However, reducing this to 70kph significantly 
increases the flexibility of design. This will have the benefit of being able to have a radical rethink of the road design at 
the northern tie-in to the A284 and hence the effect on Mr Andrew's property and others along the existing 
A284.   15.0 There is no justification to deliver a 50mph or 60mph section of road. The WSP report proposes a 50mph 
speed for the northern bypass reducing to a 40mph speed limit where it meets the southern bypass. In essence 
therefore, a situation will be created once the Bypass is in place, where there will be a short section at 40mph leading 
from the A27, which currently leads into a national speed limit with a residential frontage access then into a northern 
bypass with a road width of 7.3m at 50mph and a southern bypass at 40mph. This will all be within a 3 mile section 
and will send mixed messages to drivers as to the nature of their journey. It is far more consistent with guidance in 
terms of speed limits to use the bypass design to form part of a comprehensive revision to the A284 whereby the 
entire section of the carriageway leading away from the A27 would be reduced to 40mph. In terms of travel time this 
will make no meaningful difference and will represent a safer arrangement for all road users. (It is noteworthy that 
part of the existing A284 is already governed by a 30mph speed limit, which makes the unrestricted national speed 
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limit section currently in place rather incongruous).   16.0 Again notwithstanding the currently proposed Bypass speed 
limit, there are elements of the current scheme which are significantly over-designed, including the tapers at the 
junction tie-in options. These features have been used as a justification for the specific junction locations. By 
incorporating more compact junction design to accommodate the consequential very low flows to and from the 
bypassed village, again more flexibility of design is achieved and reduced impact both on Mr Andrew's land and other 
local residents would become apparent.   17.0 Finally, with regard to the two junction option plans presented, one 
(Option 2) identifies a proposal for a flood compensation storage area on Mr Andrew's land. The other (Option 1) does 
not, although the supporting material suggests an equivalent Flood Plain Compensatory Storage Figure (3,310sqm) is 
needed for both schemes. It is unclear as to whether the absence of a storage area on the Option 1 plan is as a result 
of alternative design measures which are not clearly shown, or a drafting oversight. Confirmation of this is requested. 
Clearly in a comparative sense, should one option exclude Mr Andrew's land, this would be his strong preference since 
it is currently good quality pasture, used for grazing. Without this land, cattle would be slaughtered and the cattle 
farming viability brought into question altogether.   18.0 Notwithstanding that clarification being provided, it is 
difficult to see why any such compensation should be located on Mr Andrew's land in either option or any alternative 
which may come forward. This land is prone to flooding, indeed is within Flood Plain 3. The water flow in the stream is 
to the west leading to the river and logic would suggest that flood compensation should be provided on the west side 
of the new road where the land drops towards the river. The flooding issue is exacerbated by current flooding being 
worsened by obstructions under the A284 which the authorities are slow to address, leaving Mr Andrew to action 
such matters himself. If the flood compensation is kept to the west of the A284 then there should be no risk of 
worsening.   19.0 It is respectfully suggested that the proposals in isolation, as currently presented, do not form a 
rational solution to local transport issues and both the concept and detail should be re-considered. 

998 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Why have Arun District Council not got together with West Sussex C.C. and local councils to find a more Westerly 
route which should integrate with the Bognor relief road and connect directly with the A27. The proposed routes are 
totally unsuitable, especially options C and D, which would have the effect of causing major congestion in the villages. 
Also, who is going to pay for all of this , as I understand there is no money forthcoming from central or local 
government   
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1167 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

On a more general note, Members are very concerned that the Draft Local Plan proposes a number of areas of new 
housing - especially in the Westergate and North Littlehampton areas - which will put great pressure on the local 
roads; it also proposes a possible realignment of the A29. For any such major development pre-application 
engagement and discussion, as set out in NPPF paras 188 and 189, is vital. At an early stage there should be an audit 
of prows and access to the countryside, a task that WSLAF would like to assist. The route of the northern section of 
the proposed Lyminster Bypass must not be allowed to compromise the character and rural nature of the bridleway 
(2163) which runs east/west between Poling and Lyminster. 

1342 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Policy SP20 Safeguarding the Main Road Network 1.1 The current Arun Local Plan (covering the whole of the district) 
includes a safeguarding of a route for a potential future Arundel by-pass. There is considerable uncertainty over 
funding from the Department for Transport there are questions over whether a by-pass is likely to come forward 
during the plan period. 1.2 The SDNPA recognises the importance to the local economy of coastal West Sussex of 
retaining a safeguarded route for the Arundel by-pass. The SDNPA wishes to have it recognises that any potential 
future route of a southern by-pass of Arundel must fully recognise and take into account the National Park's first 
purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area. Such a by-pass 
would need to be an exemplar in terms of minimising and mitigating landscape impact on the National Park and its 
setting, and on ensuring that the impacts on local wildlife were also minimised and mitigated. 1.3 The SDNPA would 
wish to ensure that all potential routes for the by-pass which minimise the environmental impact on the National Park 
should be explored fully before a final route is selected. 

1185 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

POLICY SP 20 SAFEGUARDING THE MAIN ROAD NETWORK We support the safeguarding of key strategic transport 
routes, in particular the long-term scheme of the A27 Arundel Bypass. 

1193 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Policy SP20 Of particular interest to Network Rail is policy SP20. Arun is home to several level crossings and as 
identified within the draft Local Plan several of these cause delay to the between the main towns of Bognor Regis and 
Littlehampton. Network Rail wholly supports Policy SP20 (viii) the replacement of Woodgate level crossing with a 
bridge. If you have any further questions regarding Network Rails comments please get in touch and I will be happy to 
assist. 
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1223 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Policy SP20: Safeguarding the Main Road Network (Bognor Regis Relief Road and Butlins Link) Map 3 (Bognor Regis 
and Surrounding Area) shows an 'Indicative Road Scheme' running along the eastern part of the former LEC Airfield 
site – the 'Bognor Regis Relied Road and Butlins Link'. Policy SP20 states that this line will be protected from 
development in the medium to long term. However, the proposed route takes the form of a narrow and specific road 
alignment. The exact road alignment will depend upon a wide range of factors such as technical constraints, land 
ownership and access to the Strategic Employment Site. The route of the road should therefore be much more 
indicative showing the broad location of a link between the A259 Bognor Relief Road to the north and Felpham Way 
to the south. Alternatively, there could be an 'area of search'  to allow for appropriate flexibility. SDLL trust these 
representations are of assistance and would welcome the opportunity to meet with officers do discuss the issues 
raised, particularly the suggested strengthening of Policy SP3 and the details of the forthcoming Local Development 
Order and Development Management Policy. 

1578 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

As far as the Options relating to the A29 goes, the clear feeling of the public and the council is that the proposal are ill 
thought out, contrary to the council's own consultants' views, and cannot take account of the effect of the Bognor 
Northern Relief Road. It is clearly illogical to run an A road into a B road in a small local gap which manages to prevent 
the coalescence of two villages and which was considered worthy of protection by the Governmant Inspector in the 
Brooks Nursery Appeal. The loss of agricultural land will mean a loss of employment and of self-sufficiency and would 
be contrary to the environment policies of the District Council. 

1559 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 • The Parish Council rejects all four 'options'  for an A29 re-route, and demands that ADC scrap all these 
proposals and instead consult with Chichcster District Council, other local councils and WSCC to devise a logical, 
sustainable mid less damaging solution for vehicle access to Bognor Regis, based on hard evidence and realistic rather 
than aspirational economic projections. To be viable, the new revised route must incorporate the Bognor Relief Road 
and link directly to the A27. 

1563 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 • The Parish Council rejects all four 'options'  for an A29 re-route, and demands that ADC scrap all these 
proposals and instead consult with Chichcster District Council, other local councils and WSCC to devise a logical, 
sustainable mid less damaging solution for vehicle access to Bognor Regis, based on hard evidence and realistic rather 
than aspirational economic projections. To be viable, the new revised route must incorporate the Bognor Relief Road 
and link directly to the A27. 
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1521 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

i. Chapter 16, Transport, Policy SP 20 Whilst Policy SP 20 is supported, especially sub-para (ix) in relation to the 
Pink/Blue Route of the Arundel Bypass, sub-para (ix) is the first mention in Chapter 16 of the Pink/Blue Route, which 
should have been mentioned in the supporting paragraphs, especially 6.2.6 (see further Objection j. below). Also, the 
nomenclature in the supporting maps suggesting that the Pink/Blue Route is simply an 'aspirational road scheme'  
undermines the description of a route which is the subject of a formal DoT 'Preferred Route Statement' , itself a 
formal planning document. This is a major weakness, and the Plan needs to be amended accordingly. 

1522 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

j. Chapter 16, Transport, paras 16.2.6 and 16.2.7 Paragraph 16.2.6 is inaccurate, and fails adequately to support the 
District Council's strong and long-standing support for an Arundel Bypass. The paragraph fails to mention the 
Preferred Route Statement, it says quite wrongly that the route was 'identified'  in the SoCoMMS in 2002, the Plan's 
large scale maps define it simply as an 'Aspirational Road Scheme', and it contains no mention of the need to protect 
the Pink/Blue route from development. As written it gives the impression that ADC's support for both the Arundel 
Bypass in general, and the Pink/Blue Route in particular, is being diluted and put at risk by inadequate drafting. It 
needs to be made clear that the Pink/Blue Route is fully defined in the formal DoT July 1993 Preferred Route 
Statement which, by definition is an extant Government transport planning document, and which should not 
therefore be ignored. The fact that the Secretary of State declined to support the SoCoMMS recommendation is a 
challenge which needs to be addressed, and this has been delegated to the Highways Agency for resolution in 
conjunction with other interested parties. The Secretary of State did not however withdraw his Preferred Route 
Statement, and that fact should neither be either ignored or even played- down in the Plan. Also, the concluding 
sentence of paragraph 16.2.7 is far too weak. Rather than simply 'supporting to delivery of this scheme' , it should say 
that 'The Council will therefore work with the Department of Transport, the Highways Agency and West Sussex 
County Council to encourage the delivery of this scheme as soon as possible' . 

1570 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Alternate scheme for Bognor Regis road connection to A27 Aldingbourne Parish Council recommends a cross-border 
initiative to create a new link from the improved A259 at Bersted to the A285/A27 interchange to the west of 
Tangmere roundabout. 

1629 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The Lyminster Bypass is a joke as it will all end up at Crossbush as usual. One little accident and the whole area is 
gridlocked for a day at least. 
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1638 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

We are not however convinced by the proposals for the road network. Significant improvements have been and 
continue to be made to the strategic road network including the construction of the Bognor by pass. Proposed 
improvements to the A29 seem ill conceived and would result in a development with significant impact on the local 
landscape and local communities without a clear justification in economic or transport terms. CPRE would support a 
proposal which makes more use of the strategic road network with complimentary works to roads through the 
villages which would slow traffic, improve safety on a number small roads and make the routes more accessible to a 
range of users. The proposed extension and development of the A29 across excellent agricultural land will not achieve 
this and is more likely just to transfer traffic congestion from one place to another. 

1512 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 SUPPORTS 

1513 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

DM20 SUPPORTS   

1751 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[These are expanding upon his comments made at the Road Shows] Policy SP20 (viii) I object to the suggested line of 
the A29 realignment and replacement which it is proposed to protect in the Plan. This is Indicative Route Option D as 
set out in the Parsons Brinckerhoff Study for West Sussex County Council. The Study did not favour this option, or 
Options B or C. The recommended option was A, the line running west of Westergate. Option D as set out in the Draft 
Local Plan would divert heavy traffic from the A29 Shripney Road to the B2233 Barnham Road, between Barnham and 
Eastergate. Heavy traffic would then run westwards to the A29 at Eastergate Square, where there is a small 
roundabout with a war memorial. This is already a traffic bottleneck, and difficult for heavy goods vehicles and 
articulated vehicles to negotiate along the existing A29 road. The suggested road junction would become seriously 
congested and dangerous if traffic were rerouted along the B2233 to travel north on the A29 at Fontwell Avenue. 
Rerouting heavy traffic through a residential area with community facilities at Eastergate would recreate the existing 
problems of traffic congestion, accident risk and severing of the community which are experienced at Westergate. It 
would solve one problem by creating the same problem elsewhere. The suggested realignment of the A29 would cut 
across good agricultural land south of Barnham and Eastergate and destroy the local gap between Barnham and 
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Eastergate, which is protected under Policy EVT5(10) of the adopted Arun District Local Plan 1993 and policies in the 
2003 adopted Local Plan. This gap was supported and recommended by the Inspector who conducted the Local Plan 
Inquiry. The adopted Plan seeks to protect and enhance the character of the two villages, and prevent their 
coalescence and loss of identity by preserving this local gap. This policy approach should be maintained in the Arun 
Local Plan Consultation Draft. Policy SP20(viii) should be deleted. 

1747 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

On Policy SP20 (viii) I note that the Parsons Brinkerhoff Study for the A29 relief road recommended Route Option A, 
rather than the Route D shown to be protectedin the draft Plan. I think route (A)would be better, and would welcome 
an explanation as to why this, together with a bypass of Lidsey, was not accepted. Lidsey is a serious bottleneck on the 
A29 which should be bypassed. 

1707 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

I am sorry if I am at the wrong E-mail address but I have been unable to track the correct one so this is the only 
alternative. I of course refer to the Proposed road to come off the back of the Leisure centre, and to cross the Rife , 
past Bognor Golf Club, and into 'No mans land'  beyond the old LEC airfield. This is obviously being considered, so as 
to make the holding company a far greater profit, because at this moment with no or little access to the site it is 
worth very little. They say it will be to enable traffic into the estate of small factories and warehouses, why ?? At 
present the whole area has no need for further empty buildings in the Bognor area , if anyone needs this type of 
building why not try the Durban Road area ( Plenty here) There a a few other considerations that need to be made ! 
The area is very pleasant to the eye and indeed a very pleasant walk both will be destroyed with this road ! What 
damage will be done to the wild life in the area ? It will obviously effect the playing pleasure of the golf course with 
vehicles traveling up and down the road during the day or early evening, as I cant see the drivers acting in a courteous 
manner to the course players! Finally what consideration has been given to our Eastern European Visitors in the camp 
site at the rear of the now ' Sainsbury's ' are they to be moved on and rehoused in the area ? Before this is done the 
site will I believe have to be cleaned up and decontaminated and perhaps sealed off to the public as it should have 
been previously ! This is before they 'Jump The Queue ' on the housing ladder ! Surely if this estate has to be built, 
which I would have thought doubtful, why could access not be made from the A 29 area or off the trading estate at 
the back of the EMPTY ' Widley'  buildings ? Any consideration been given to alternative uses ? Ice Rink. Sports 
pitches Multi Screen cinema Mountain bike track. Sports hall Sports track. In fact anything to enhance the area, rather 
than make this company a large profit while creating another EYE SORE for Bognor Regis ! You will note I didn't 
suggest an ASDA but that could be a thought ! 
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1741 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

2.A new road from Bognor through Barnham, Westergate and Eastergate for travel to Chichester and Worthing will 
not be any quicker as current bypasses and other infrastructure(eg Arundel) will not be able to cope with further 
increases. And if the plan is to make a faster link to London , well is a motorway planned because it still takes 1 hour 
and 45 minutes to travel by car into London from Fontwell ? The main point is that a bridge saving a maximum of 5 
minutes will do little to improve transport efficiency. 

2047 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP8 Housing in the five villages. It is my view that 2000+ houses effectively joining Eastergate, Barnham with the loss 
of premium green fields are only proposed to finance a bridge over the railway line near Woodgate. This is flawed in 
several respects and is a sledge hammer to crack a nut. The character of these villages and the quality of life of the 
villagers will be lost forever. Building on green fields spanning several water courses will result in even more flooding 
problems in the villages and also in Bognor Regis (downstream) S Water are unable to deal with sewage at present at 
times of heavy rainfall and have no plans to improve treatment. This currently results in 'backing up' of sewage in 
Barnham. The traffic generated but 2000+ houses will cause congestion far greater than that experienced at 
Woodgate at present affecting the health of new and existing residents. No need has been established for this amount 
of new housing in A District and the number of dwellings has not been imposed but central gov it is simply to pay for a 
bridge. How ever the money generated will fall far short of meeting the health, educational and social needs of the 
residents. New residents will predominantly come from out of the area as there are no jobs or prospect of jobs within 
the villages. The villages are prepared to take their share of housing that is needed within Arun, that is Option 1, 
Option 2 is unfair and unnecessary and will destroy our villages, our countryside and our well being. 

2049 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Transport- re routing of the A29, I have looked carefully at the proposals and consider all the options ill thought 
as none link directly to the A27 and there is no government funding to do so. Congestion will be moved to each end of 
the proposed new road i.e. B2233 (Barnham) and Fontwell Ave and the Shripney/Lidsey bends. No improvement is 
planned to alleviate flooding on the A29 near bends the proposed new road would run through housing and would 
need to take additional 3000+ cars. Such traffic plus heavy goods vehicles would be detrimental to the well being of 
new and existing residents. There is no evidence that jobs will be created in Bognor Regis area this necessitating this 
road improvement other links between the A259 at Bognor Regis in particular the new ring road and the A27 have not 
been explored. The need for this road other than for the convenience of car drivers not wishing to wait at Woodgate 
has not been established. Improvements to comet corner, the Bognor Bridge A259/A27 junction and the Drayton level 
crossing and the adjustment to the time that the Woodgate barriers are down would provide area wide 
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improvements without the construction of this road its associated dwellings I am amazed that such an ill conceived 
scheme has been put forward for public consultation. 

1984 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

None of the suggested relief roads are acceptable and I object strongly to them all. The last thing this area needs is 
more roads, pollution and concrete. A new by-pass would not solve the traffic problem; it would simply push it up the 
road. Any relief for the A29 must be found within the existing network, either by improved railway signalling, bridging 
or through currently, approved new road schemes. 

1856 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The main thrust of the report is to see how a flyover over a level crossing could be built without spending any public 
money by getting into bed with developers who all see the huge potential profit in building on farmland or green belt 
land. Surely the rail companies and track owners are responsible for level crossings if a flyover is to be built the rail 
companies should be able to deal with the problem. The south east of England is already the most densely populated 
of any other region and yet in this area in part the road network is at best poor. Over many years there have been 
promises to make improvements to the road network without any tangible results, adding extra traffic by increasing 
the population in the will only add to the existing overstressed road network and result in a slow moving car park. 
During the normal rush hour times at the moment the traffic on the A259 and A27 is so bad it looks like the M25 
London ring road. Surely it is not beyond the wit of man to deal with the regular flooding on the A 27 at Chichester, 
and we have the Bognor relief road that is still to be finished several years after it was promised and at best will only 
move one existing traffic jam to a new location. 

1891 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

· Transport - Option 2 will generate high volumes of cars users on the road causing more congestion, considering 
village roads and the A29 are already at capacity according to the Highway agency. The addition of 2000 houses will 
result in more cars on the road and will increase traffic along the inadequate surrounding local village roads. The 
bypass suggested as a solution in avoiding the woodgate level crossing will result in just shifting the problem rather 
than resolving the already existing high congestion levels. Before proceeding with plans I would encourage 
developers, traffic inspectors and health and safety inspectors to analyse, evaluate and report on: - current traffic 
volumes in this area - risk assess harm of pollution - risk assess potential accidents on the road system proposed 
Chapter 16, Policy SP30 
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1853 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Background I have seen the drawings, reference 309/SK/003 (Proposed Bypass & Junction Option 2) and 309/SK/006 
(Proposed Bypass & Junction Option 1) produced by WSP for the West Sussex County Council on behalf of Arun 
District Council. I have also attended local Parish Council meetings and held a meeting at my home with Mr Nigel 
Peters, our local councilor. Lyminster is a charming village which unfortunately is bi-sected by the A284 Lyminster 
Road and the very heavy volume of traffic passing through the village. Most villagers I suspect understand the need 
for a bypass and I am grateful for the time and effort spent by our planners in commissioning and working on the 
feasibility study. I also understand the need for the local authorities to try and boost the local economy and to provide 
new housing and associated infrastructure. However, my view is that the route of the bypass, including junction 
options 1 & 2 is deeply flawed for a variety of reasons and on all sorts of levels. 'The Driftway', the Bridleway between 
Lyminster and Poling The bridleway, called 'The Driftway' running west to east from Lyminster to Poling, across open 
arable farmland, follows the course of an old medieval droveway. Under the National Planning Policy Framework 
(published 27 March 2012) planning policies should 'protect and enhance' public rights of way and access. Local 
authorities should seek opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing 
rights of way networks. The creation of a bypass – even if an underpass or subway is incorporated - will do nothing 
whatsoever to enhance this ancient right of way and, under Option 2, the link road takes a route between two existing 
houses, next to the existing bridleway, which may well have health & safety issues for users of the bridleway. The 
owner of one of these two properties, Mrs Glyn Daughtery at Old Vicarage Cottage, has explained to me that there is 
a colony of bats in the trees surrounding her property and the conservation of this bat colony should be paramount. 
For the villagers of Lyminster in particular (and Poling in general), the Driftway offers a wonderful amenity across a 
beautiful green space between our two villages and an invaluable recreational haven away from the noise and 
pollution of the main A284. It is used by walkers, joggers, horse-riders and cyclists'¦even a model aircraft club. The 
plans as they exist would alter the character of the bridleway drastically and would be very detrimental to the 
enjoyment of local villagers and other users. Wildlife & Conservation The arable farmland between Lyminster and 
Poling, including 'The Driftway' and 'Black Ditch' (a tributary of the river Arun) is rich in wildlife, including animals, 
birds and butterflies & insects (such as the Lesser Stag Beetle). The land owner, Keith Langmead (and his sons) should 
be applauded for their achievements in looking after wildlife and the environment (including I understand the 
designation of a 'wetland' area), whilst running a productive arable farm. The hedgerow, in particular, running 
alongside the length of the Driftway is an important nesting site for migratory birds, such as the Whitethroat, and 
non-migratory birds, such as the Linnet and Yellowhammer, whilst the fields either side are ideal nesting sites for 
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ground-nesting birds such as the Skylark and Grey Partridge. Passage migrants, such as the Wheatear, are also 
plentiful in the spring, from the end of April. Raptors, such as the Buzzard, Kestrel and Sparrowhawk are relatively 
common over the farm land, whilst Sedge Warblers frequent the reed ditch between the farmland and the converted 
barns at Calceto. Some of the above birds are designated as 'Red List' species. In my opinion the construction of a 
bypass across this fairly short but ancient bridleway would have a disastrous effect on the breeding populations of 
birds and other wildlife. I feel certain that conservation groups, such as the Council for the Protection of Rural 
England, British Horse Society, Sussex Ornithological Society and Butterfly Conservation, will wish to make their own 
representations to the local authorities concerning the bypass proposal. Traffic Congestion The existing traffic 
congestion, speeding, littering and general anti-social behaviour along the Lyminster Road from the retail park just off 
the Crossbush interchange, as far as the railway crossing at Wick, is well known amongst the residents that live on this 
road and is well-documented. Currently, traffic queues back from the lights at the Crossbush interchange to Cobweb 
Cottage and frequently beyond to Old Vicarage Cottage, on a daily basis – a distance of between 800 metres and a 
mile or so. The proposed route of the bypass, as it stands, will, in my view, add substantially to the existing volume of 
traffic, pollution, vibration, speeding, littering and other anti-social behaviour along the Lyminster Road. Without 
addressing the bottle-neck that is created at the Crossbush interchange by constructing a new, and much-needed 
Arundel bypass, my fear is that congestion will reach cataclysmic proportions, with traffic turning around in their 
droves and heading back through the village (via link option 1 or 2) thus creating the Doomsday effect that surely our 
planners would wish to avoid and defeat the object of bypassing the village and alleviating traffic noise and pollution. 
At the Parish Council meeting, Simon Meecham alluded to a change in prioritisation at the lights at the Crossbush 
interchange (and some sort of relief road under the existing interchange), but no amount of prioritisation is going to 
solve this problem ('¦and vehicles recklessly using the entrance of the retail park next to the BP garage as a 'turning 
circle' creating even further gridlock) without a new Arundel bypass which even our Parish councillor, Caroline 
Harriott, admits is needed, even though any such bypass would be routed across her farm. Traffic Vibration My other 
fear is vibration. My property is separated from the A284 only by the width of a pavement and I am concerned that 
increased traffic, particularly HGV traffic, will cause subsidence (when I purchased my property more than eight years 
ago, my mortgage lender was also worried about this issue and I had to instruct a company called Insitu to carry out a 
subsidence survey as a condition of my mortgage). What reassurances can ADC give me that the bypass route, as 
proposed, will not lead to increased traffic vibration and subsidence to my property? Speeding Issues We were also 
advised by Simon Meecham that the speed limit along the proposed bypass would be restricted to 40 or 50mph. But 
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what about the old A284, where the proposed bypass is to tie-in, currently subject to a National Speed Limit of 60mph 
(cars and motorcycles, etc.), and the Crossbush interchange, but widely abused with it would seem total impunity – 
this very fast stretch of road does not appear to be policed with any regularity and there is a sense of lawlessness that 
exists for those of us that live on this stretch of the A284. Provision for Cyclists Within the detailed plans, provision is 
made for a 2.5m wide footway and cycle way, but cyclists will be expected to leave the shared footway and re-join the 
carriageway at the tie-in with the existing footway. In my view this is potentially dangerous for cyclists because of the 
minority of drivers who drive in a reckless fashion or who speed along the Lyminster Road without giving due care and 
attention to cyclists. Cyclists who use this road, particularly adults with young families, women and children currently 
use the footway to avoid the carriageway, which is actually technically illegal; yet, in the proposed plans, it seems that 
our planners will effectively be forcing cyclists back onto the footway because no provision has been adequately made 
for them beyond the relative safety of the new road. It seems to me that our planners have fudged this particular 
issue, which is a serious one. Drainage I am no engineer, but it does not appear to me feasible to tie-in with the 
existing Lyminster Road (A284), between 'Wolstanton' and 'Brookfield', where the 'old' road is at its lowest point, and 
where it is known that drainage is a problem and the road at this 'sunken' point is prone to flooding from the ditch or 
culvert that runs under the road (and was actually closed to traffic on 12 June 2012). It was explained to the Parish 
Council meeting by Simon Meecham that this would be 'bridged' but I cannot see on the detailed plans any design to 
bridge this water course. Alternative Route The proposed route of the bypass is too close to the east side of the 
village. It would appear that the only alternative viable route would be several hundred yards further East i.e. the east 
side of 'Brookfield'. This would cause disruption to a fewer number of people, reducing the number of claims for 
compensation from property and land owners, thereby reducing the cost to ADC (and ultimately the council tax 
payer). Conclusion To summarise, I conclude that the proposed bypass route, as it stands, is deeply flawed in its 
conception and will bisect rather than bypass the east and north sides of the village thereby alienating these parts 
from the rest of the village community. It will damage the surrounding countryside irreparably. It is important for our 
children and future generations to preserve as much of our countryside and wildlife as possible for them to enjoy. The 
coastal plain is already over-developed and the character and identity of our towns and villages is in danger of 
changing beyond all recognition – and not always for the better. The traffic issues have not been properly addressed 
and I am anxious to ensure that the character of the ancient bridleway known as the Driftway is protected for 
posterity. I hope that the major land owners who are likely to be affected by any such proposed bypass will not agree 
to sell their land and that the villagers to the east and north sides of Lyminster, together with those of Poling, form an 
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action group to delay, for perhaps many more years, the construction of a bypass along the proposed route or indeed 
across open countryside and pathways without proper, full and frank consultation in conjunction with all the major 
conservation bodies. If needs be a full Public Inquiry should be held. 

1876 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

I believe that your committee must agree that it is unfortunate that the Lyminster By-pass Feasibility Overarching 
Report has been slipped in apparantly surreptitouslu under cover of the District Masterplan. Commendable as the 
masterplan is as a long term aim, to incorporate something which is possibly imminent without givingnotice to the 
Parish Council and residents until you wish to finalize the North Littlehampton plan, is neither democratic or fair. It 
would appear that the Consultants, WSP, have rushed the plan for the Lyminster By-pass. They did not seem aware 
when I spoke to them of proposed closure of the level crossing (and building of the railway bridge) thereby down 
grading the A 284 through Lyminster Village to an estate road. I am strongly opposed to Option 2 as the alternative 
acces to the Lyminster By-pass. 

1883 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

I arrived in Westergate in 1981 from Kent and very soon heard the moans about the delays caused by the Woodgate 
Level crossing from the locals. These moans have increased as the traffic levels and the down time of the gates has 
increased. Each time the possibility of a bridge raises its head along with some much needed houses the same 
moaners say NO. The line I would prefer for the bypass is from Lidsey to as near as possible to the end of Fontwell 
Avenue. I have walk the area of Westergate where the housing development is proposed and I found an area of small 
unfenced fields with No great farming actively. On occasion I saw a dog walker. To Go for OPTION 1means stagnation 
for the area. Is it possible as this debate continues for you to insist that the information produced by the Villages 
Action Group is totally accurate. 

1887 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

UnnecessaryNew A29 ByPass Having been to one of the ADC events where the local plans were available and speaking 
with one of ADC's representatives, I was told that the houses are required to build the road, so we don't actually need 
the houses, they are a means to an end? I am at a total loss as to how the new A29 ByPass will solve any of the current 
traffic issues. Traffic would terminate on to the B2233 merely moving the problem not solving it. Barnham would be 
gridlocked as well as Eastergate and Aldingbourne. I have seen the other proposed routes A,B, and C and these are 
equally ludicrous as they will not solve the traffic problem. I travel into Bognor Regis at least once a week and yes the 
Woodgate crossing causes long delays but surely this is due to poorsignaling. The erection of a bridge or even 
improved /modernisedsignaling would alleviate the issues. Theadditionalhouses will bring an estimated additional 
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5000 cars to the area, the local plan states a desire to reduce out commuting by creating enterprise zones. If this were 
the case then several large factories would have to be built to provide the necessary jobs. The proposed A29 ByPass 
doesn't make sense. I believe that the local plan is required to protect and manage the development of the Arun 
District over the next 15 years, however, development should be based on sound facts and evidence of which the plan 
contains very little. The plan also states theintentionsof studies and reports etc. The plan needs to make firm 
commitments to the residents of the district, especially if dramatic changes are proposed. As in recent cases of local 
development, houses have been built and then due to poor planning, management or lack of housing sales the money 
required to improve and invest intheessentialsurrounding infrastructure has not been available leaving people feeling 
angry and justifiably cautious of new plans. As stated I haved lived within the 6 villages area all of my life; I have been 
fortunate to travel bothnationallyand internationally and always look forward to returning home. This is due to the 
community spirit amongstneighbours, the church parish, local businesses and the general feel of village life. The 
adoption of this plan would I believe destroy this and turn the unique area of the 6villages into and unwanted town. 

2142 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 None of the road options would work. To close the level crossing would be a disaster for those living in 
Woodgate as they would have difficulty reaching the primary school, doctors surgery, local shop/post office etc. 
Emergency services would need to re-route and the same applies to Westergate with workers trying to reach Bognor 
or the new? Businesses at Shripney. The other options would cause more problems than they solve. To provide a 
solution by putting in a by pass pushes problems to the north of the crossing. 2000 + houses = 4000 + vehicles 

2196 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Option A If the Council sees sense, picks up the pieces and looks at areas in the district most suitable for development, 
it might still consider a less ambitious Option A, the proposed Option which I am most concerned with, even though 
that has been rejected in the past. There are numerous objections to this. It is a green field suite contiguous to 
Conservation Areas and containing much of historical and environmental importance. There are issues of flooding, 
sewerage etc. It is unlikely to help regenerate Bognor even if the crossing times are reduced as it is too near the A27 
and Chichester. The attractions of Chichester and the even larger conurbations further East, West and North easily 
reached from this spot might make it attractive for developers but should give the Council pause to think. It is after all 
on the extreme edge of Arun. Any economic benefits it will bring will not be to the Arun area. All this has been 
thoroughly analysed at least twice in the last decade and been rejected. Why have a third re-run? But really all 4 of 
these Options are meaningless without the 2000 houses and this is in excess of the required number the Council has 
always preferred. They are therefore non-starters. So, as the song goes, 'Let's call the whole thing off'; and make a 
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fresh start producing genuine options from across the District instead of confining them to one sector. 

2181 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Having schemes funded by builders fail in the past, I am AGAINST ALL THE OPTIONS PUT FORWARD. I would 
recommend that funds should be spent on 'Rephasing'  the level crossing which combined with the new by pass 
roads, when they open, should be sufficient to handle The Increased Traffic from Option 1. 

2221 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The option 2 numbers of houses will probably result in up to and over 4000 vehicles extra onto the A29 all 
commuting out of Bognor. Bypass proposals will just move the problems to bottleneck at ? Fontwell roundabout or at 
Crockerhill. These are currently at capacity and would therefore require upgrading. The 2000+ houses will not 
generate enough funds to meet this expense. Neither does Option 2 take into account the level of expenditure 
required for local infrastructure. There are currently no definite proposals for items such as schools, surgeries, 
sewage, drainage and development will not provide the funding for these. The ? then is for more and more housing 
numbers to provide the funding. 

2103 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Aldingbourne, Barnham and Westergate and Eastergate will fight provision which makes them a dormitory town 
for Bognor Regis. It is not certain that an enterprise park at Shripney will attract businesses, and houses will not be 
wanted. Public transport will have to be seriously looked at let alone the congestion the likelihood of 4000 extra cars 
from over 2000 houses. The proposed by pass routes to avoid Woodgate level crossing will put an intolerable load on 
the B2233 a single carriageway road and cause congestion and make it impossible to join the B2233 from side roads. 
Once it was agreed that no housing would take place in this area unless Worthing and Arundel were bypassed. This 
consideration should remain in place. To end the proposed bypass at Lidsey just before a very dangerous S bend 
shows complete lack of understanding of the road. 

1989 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 TRANSPORT- The current road network is already over capacity as evidenced by the highways agency and a by –
pass will not address the current congestion problem, - it will simply shuffle it about a bit and redirecting it to other 
areas simply exacerbating the issue. The A29 is already under stress and 2000 + houses will lead to thousands more 
cars with which the current road network is unable to cope. As I see it, the funds generated by 2000 + houses will not 
be enough to sort out the road and traffic problems AND address the vitally important infrastructure improvements 
needed. 
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1995 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The transport in the whole area is at maximum capacity. Any more housing would render the roads i.e.- B2233, 
A29 and the A27 at gridlock from early morning throughout the day, 7 days a week. We ourselves have been involved 
in gridlock on the roads and the situation is mostly getting worse. The extra houses would generate 1.000's of extra 
cars on the roads and we do not have an adequate bus service to Chichester at the moment and Compass are axing 
the last bus to the village at 5.45 so this will necessitate me using our car again ( more traffic on the road ) SP20 The 
cost of upgrading the roads would exceed funding generated by the 2000 + housing leaving nothing for local 
infrastructure improvement, particularly as we are in a recession situation. 

2202 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

9.3.6 It appears that local development orders will absolve enterprises from the need to get planning permission in 
certain circumstances. This is a most dangerous allowance since it could lead to abuse and even to a later extension to 
other categories of developer. Any relaxation of development control should be resisted. 9.07 The alarming number 
of daily out-commuters 22,500, must be reduced drastically. Arun Council can only give permission for business 
premises – it can't provide jobs itself. The only amelioration would seem to be to stop any further housing 
development until residents can find work in their own locality – otherwise the whole highways system will come to a 
standstill ! SP3 The suggestion that large developments would be allowed to take place at Angmering and, perhaps, 
LONG FURLONG are quite irresponsible by any consideration. This would go against all the principles laid down in the 
PLAN. 

2054 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

In response to the Draft Local Plan itself, my first impressions are that it appears deeply flawed on so many levels. 
There seems to be numerous commitments and then an equal number of counter-commitments. The obvious big one 
being a commitment to reduce traffic congestion, then a counter-commitment to increase traffic congestion by 
building over 2000 new houses (with at least an additional 3000 plus vehicles) in an area made up of small local roads 
and winding lanes. This will inevitably cause havoc for all local traffic. The proposed by-pass to avoid the Woodgate 
level crossing is insane. And there is absolutely no case for local infrastructure. (16, Policy SP30) 

2042 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

However the two key issues are the proposed new route of the A29 and the 2000 dwelling strategic allocation to 
Barnham/Eastergate/ Westergate. Both lack the essential evidence. The evidence stated the A29 route is the 
Woodgate Study recommended Route A to the west of the existing A29 rather than your preferred route shown your 
published maps as Route D. Indeed the short period between the publication of Woodgate Study published on 30 May 
2012 and the publication of the Draft Local Plan on 19 July suggests the decision regarding the proposed route had 
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already been made. 

2012 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

I do not feel the A29 by pass is necessary. The A29 through Westergate copes with current traffic. Yes there can be 
traffic build up when the Woodgate Rail crossing gates go down and they are down for far too long at a time. 
However, this happens all over the country, more locally in Chichester where the whole road system in the centre of 
the town becomes totally gridlocked due to the railway gates being closed, however it is part of what we deal with as 
road users of that area. Nothing is done to alleviate the gridlock in Chichester City Centre. If Network Rail were to 
update their signalling system, the gates at Woodgate (and other local crossings) would not need to be closed for so 
long and traffic would not build up as much as it currently does. A by pass at the woodgate crossing would not 
necessarily alleviate the congestion experience in this area at busy times. It could also push congestion further up the 
road, and onto local narrower roads for example the B2233, and Fontwell Avenue. The roundabout at Fontwell 
Avenue and the A27 is already an area of congestion. The placement of over 2000 houses in the proposed area of 
Aldingbourne, Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham will only increase the amount of traffic on the roads which are 
already full. With over 2000 new houses comes 4000 – 5000 additional cars and vehicles and with the closure of the 
current A29 at the Woodgate crossing , the new road would be a replacement, NOT an additional road. Therefore you 
are bringing more traffic into an already congested area with no additional infrastructure to support it. (CHAPTER 16 
POLICY SP30) 

2016 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

If the issue is to make Bognor more accessible for regeneration purposes, the A259 Chichester to Bognor Road could 
be widened to extend the dual carriageway all the way into Bognor. You would also have direct access on to the A27. 
This would also aid in easing the congestion currently experienced on this road. 

1921 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Policy SP2O: 'Protect [s] the lines of the following schemes, to be delivered in the medium to long term: (iv) Bognor 
Regis Relief Road and Butlins link (v) A259 Rustington - Hangleton Improvements (Stage 2)'  It is therefore safe to 
assume that if these schemes are medium to long term, any development in Angmering would not be allowed until 
the medium to longer term? If not, SAV believes that the approach adopted by the Arun Draft Plan is at odds with 
Policy SP8. 
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1935 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP 20 The Woodgate level crossing is a mixed blessing: When the gates are down it enables people to get out of 
Meadow way. Ive lane, Lime avenue etc. The way forward is to build a new road shorter than this is just moving traffic 
problem from A to B 

1939 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 A bypass to avoid the Woodgate level crossing is Totally unnecessary. Lost to be Boyrne by building 2000 + 
houses and destroy the villages way of life (see above) A much simpler solution would be to look at railway re-
signalling and rationalisation of the present time table 

1946 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

None of the proposed bypass roads indicate where they will join the A27, they appear to stop either on Barnham road 
or Nyton rd. What then? Closing Woodgate crossing would isolate the small village of Woodgate from the rest of 
Aldingbourne parish. If a bypass was built (not to the east of the parish!) maybe then the A29 will become a local road 
restricting HGV's except for access, Building a bridge over the crossing would not relieve Westergate street of traffic it 
will just be faster and more hazardous for local children if Rowan way is part of the Bognor relief rd. Would a bypass 
not be possible from Rowan way across unpopulated agricultural land to reach the A27 

1962 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Absolute opposition to By-Pass reason- no practicable excess to or on A27 before Tangmere roundabout 

1982 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I do not understand the logic behind to proposed A29 diversion. It starts at a bend and then ends on a B road. 
And then what happens to the traffic plus all the cars from 2,000 houses? 

2018 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Ourfamily have lived in Westergate for the past 10 years and have seen numerous small scale developments take 
shape over the years with minimal impact on the surrounding environs. Our concerns lie with the influx of new 
residents that Option 2 would entail and their impact on the infrastructure of the villages. There is already significant 
traffic problems in the area - you don't have to listen to thetraffic reports to learn of the queueson the A27 
Chichesterby-pass, you know thatthey will bethere because of the already high demand for this route - why makeit 
any worse with additional people within the area? Public transport is not a viable option either - people who have cars 
& live outside the town centre don't want to be beholden to a bus service that only has a minimal service & doesn't 
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always run to time! The train is also not an option - why drive to the station when you could just as easily drive into 
town? And the train fare would be the price of parking! Allwe can see here is an increase in the number of cars on the 
roads, adding to an existing traffic bottle neck on key roads. 

2031 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Building of a by-pass in the area will in no way assist traffic but will only be moving the problem into the 
Barnham and Fontwell area. The proposed development would far from relieving the congestion on the roads, add 
4.000 – 5.000 more cars on local roads. 

2039 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The existing infrastructure at Barnham and the neighbouring villages at Eastergate. Westergate and Woodgate 
would be inadequate for over 2000 new homes. The medical facilities and schools in the area would be unable to cope 
with such a massive increase in population. Sewerage and flood relief measures which would be required for such a 
development would be unsustainable, if not completely impractical and unworkable. This low-lying green-field land is 
unquestionably the wrong place to consider building a new town. 

2046 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object to the proposal to build a bypass to avoid the Woodgate level crossing on the grounds that new road 
building always generates more traffic. The building of over 2000 houses in the Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham 
area would also generate a vast amount of traffic adding to road congestion. I would urge ADC to look seriously at 
imaginative ways of promoting rail use and improving cycle lanes and facilities for cyclists in general throughout the 
area in order to encourage alternatives to car use and to ? the growing problem of chronic traffic congestion. 

2053 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 A bypass to avoid Woodgate level crossing would cause further congestion on the B2233 or Fontwell avenue. 
Traffic should be directed from Fontwell to Bognor on the A27 via the Chichester roundabout which needs upgrading 
anyway. The A29 Westergate to Bognor was not built for large volumes of traffic * the A27 needs to be 
improved/upgraded the A259 from Chichester to Bognor could be improved from Drayton to New rd and Bersted, 
there should be a sign 'not suitable for heavy traffic'.* 

2080 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The idea of a roundabout in Hook Lane is ludicrous. Ii is a narrow lane that ? and is used daily by tractors, horse riders 
(some very young) and dog walkers . It also has vital ditches for drainage, As the west and east roads joining the 
roundabout it would be lethal. I can hear the police/ambulance sirens now!!. The B2233 should be untouchable too. 
With the new Shripney roundabout we currently have 4 to negotiate to reach Bognor. Surely adding more will not 
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encourage or assist communities or visitors?? 

2085 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The terms as discussed show that the preferred option of a bypass route would come out on to B2233 into the 
strategic gap between Eastergate and Barnham. This would reduce the effect of the village environment. Also the 
B2233 would seriously overload. I appreciate that these are 'draft' terms. But on something so significant as the ? 
route and cost (and where is the funding coming from). You cannot seriously expect agreement of a plan which is only 
half there! 

2092 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

ROADS surely, there must be a way to keep the traffic moving OUTSIDE the villages using the existing better main 
roads and alterations there to. To the west A27/M27 and east A259 Arun needs a good cross county motorway from 
east to west then your new roads couls be linked to it and the work it leads to. But NOT via these villages and their 
narrow roads! OBJECTION!!!! ADC needs to address fundamental problem of too much traffic on A29 generated by 
high level of out commuting from Bognor have you considered down rating A29 Fontwell to Bognor to B road?. Your 
plans can only exacerbate gridlocks north of Woodgate crossing. Fontwell, Bury, Pulbourgh, Storrington and beyond. 
Please don't regenerate Bognor at expense of these unique villages which after all Arun has shaped. 

2291 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 If the Woodgate crossing was upgraded similary to the Yapton 'gate' the stopping time would be minimal and 
the vast traffic build up would not happen and the wait would be minimal. It would also negate the need for vast 
expense (which may or may not happen there are no gurantees) in building unnecessary by-passes bt developers who 
can easily 'cry off' when the funds are low! 

2259 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Transport - I repeat my comments above. . None of A – D are supported reasons ( again in no particular order ) – 
1 – Calculations by those who have studied the proposals are that the additional funding needed over ands above the 
£20m proposed from the house developments runs to £70m plus. Where on earth is this to come from ? A black hole! 
2- The BR Northern relief road demonstrates the delays caused by such schemes and the unfeasibility of such a plan. 3 
– The infrastructure needs to avoid congestion further north ( Crockerhill, Fontwell and villages to the north ,) do not 
seem to have been factored in properly or at all. 4 – The interim congestion while waiting for house sales will be 
unbearable for the area. 5 – The BR Northern relief road will alleviate much of the congestion so any decision is 
premature. ( Closing the Woodgate crossing is contrary to the need of the commuters) 6 –Comments above re the 
nature of the area & ? of its character are repeated. 7 – The consultation process is flawed ( holiday period etc) Whose 
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interests were uppermost in this decision? There must be some doubt 8 – A simple way of relieving congestion at 
Woodgate would be signalling sensors to be installed which would reduce congestion by up to 35 minutes in the hour. 
The cost would be comparatively low and disruption minimal. HAS THIS BEEN PROPERLY ASSESSED. 

2348 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

This large scale development has been created in order to finance building a bridge and the roads to service it in order 
to by-pass the Woodgate Railway crossing. The plan and the associated development is totally ill conceived and 
stupid. There will be no improvement whatever in congestion – it could well be worse 

2340 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I refer to my submission above which would preclude the need for upgrading the A29 ( Westergate bypass ) If 
you choose to blatantly disregard the strongly expressed views of the thousands living in the Barnham, Eastergate and 
Westergate area and build the A29 relief road, I would favour route C and definintly not route A. 

2298 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20      A29 By Pass Options NONE of the proposed routes are satisfactory. The diagram depicted potentional routes 
is a joke! A primary school child could have drawn the diagram better and this seriously undermises the creditation of 
the research that has gone into re routing of the A29 By pass. In fact it supports the theary that there is/ was no 
research nor planning and has just been thrown together! Indeed the bypass plan is unnescessary as traffic will not 
use the bypass preferring A259 or Arundel bypass road. This area does not require anew by pass. Congestion will only 
be shunted elsewhere and not relieved by moves to avoid the Woodgate Crossing. Outcommuting from this area 
provides the ? of local traffic ? here ? LITTLE LOCAL EMPLOYMENT. Extra houses will mean 400 + cars on the roads 
leading to massive congestion and the excessive cost of a new bypass will not be ? by these new houses and will 
definitely not cover the considerable improvements required in the infrastructure required to support 2000 + new 
homes ( Gp practises, schools,ect, which are already oversubscribed ) 

2250 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

I feel that the congestion at Woodgate crossing could be resolved by British rail with better signalling which would 
mean that the roas asit now (A29) would not need to be altered as the traffic would flow more freely 

2097 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 A29 none of these options to bypass Woodgate level crossing are viable, no funding has been approved and any 
funding from any new homes would not be sufficient to allow the building of a bridge, or upgrade/improve existing or 
new roads. Highways agency state both Crockerhill and Fontwell roundabouts are at capacity and would not cope with 
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additional traffic. 

2099 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The layout of the roads through Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate are much the same as they have always 
been, originally designed for horse-drawn vehicles. They were not designed for the heavy lorries of today. To add 
another 4000 vehicles from these new estates and more from the proposed new estates in Bognor is mind boggling. 
Bridge or no bridge moving traffic along these roads will become hopeless. 

2101 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Existing systems will not work as fir the 'new roads' (chap 16 sp30) emerging before the Lydsey bends is ridiculous two 
large 'comet' lorries or trailers with large caravans on cannot pass now. Then there is Shripney that floods regularly to. 
Bognor does need more industry for people already living there and surrounding villages put your energies in finding 
work for the locals so they can spend it locally for the town to prosper 16 SP16 

2105 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Woodgate crossing A29 road - To branch off any by pass for the Woodgate crossing starting north of the Lydsey 
bends is not conceivable poor judgement. To close the Woodgate to traffic (and pedestrians?) affects both business 
and local residents. 

2151 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Finally, none of the routes for the proposed A29 bypass have anything to recommend them. Some of them would 
cause congestion on the tiny, narrow B2233. The increased traffic would also create tailbacks at the Fontwell 
roundabout, which the Highways Agency indicate is already working at capacity. Safety is also a great concern as there 
are already many lorry accidents at this roundabout. Safety is also a concern at the Crockerhill Junction, which again, 
is already working at capacity. Both of these junctions would, therefore, require expensive upgrades. (Chapter 16, 
Policy SP3O) I understand that road improvements are definitely going ahead on the A259 east of Bognor and at 
Lyminster, both of which will improve the access into Bognor and no doubt help to reduce the congestion at 
Woodgate as a consequence. The A29 from Shripney to Fontwell is a comparatively narrow, twisty road; starting the 
bypass north of the Lidsey bends, as your proposal suggests, will simply shift the congestion from Woodgate, further 
down the road towards Bognor. 2,000 new houses will automatically put up to 4,000 extra cars on the road with all 
the increase in congestion and pollution that goes with them. In short who does this plan really benefit? There seems 
to be nothing in it for the villages and little real benefit to Bognor. In January of this year in an interview for 
Countryfile, David Cameron said,'  Our reforms will make it easier for communities to say, we are not having big 
plonking housing estates landing next to the village but we would like 10,20,30 extra houses and we would like them 
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built in this way for local people.'  My family have grown up and continued to live throughout the Six Villages for 50 
years. We could all afford to live elsewhere, but we feel a strong connection to the local community and have always 
been active in its support. We want to live in a progressive rural community. We want to work in co-operation with 
Arun District Council to ensure the community continues to thrive. Option One in your Drafi plan for the housing 
would be acceptable. Would not a more sensible solution to the problems at the Woodgate crossing be to sort out the 
signalling so the gates are not closed for such long periods between trains? Closing the crossing will split the 
community and send some on a long detour. A bridge will be large, unsightly and noisy for local residents. It would 
also meaning knocking down businesses and housing. Do let common sense prevail and let the Six Villages remain 
precisely that, villages. 

2158 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The Case for a by pass road, replacing the Woodgate crossing, is not made. I reject the vague outline road routes 
A,C and D. Closing Woodgate is completely unnecessary. Improved railway signalling would do much to reduce delays 
at the crossing. The extra approximately 4,000 + cars and increased A29 outcommuting would require expensive road 
infrastructure upgrading – and this is not funded. Traffic congestion would increase significantly. 

2161 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 This development would effectively the villages mentioned above. There are few significant employment 
opportunities in the area – and non are likely. Transport links are poor. I reject the proposed possible by pass road 
routes A,C and D. Arun's Key Diagram Map is incorrect and inadequate. I reject the closure of The Woodagte crossing. 
Improved signalling at this crossing would do much to improve the delays experienced at peak traffic times. 

2163 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I also wish to object to proposals to close the Woodgate Crossing and RE-ROUTE the A259. I OBJECT TO ALL 4 
OPTIONS A,B,C & D. The A259 is not part of the Strategic Road Network and a much better option would be to 
upgrade the crossing to allow a more efficient flow of traffic. The Bognor Relief Road could also divert traffic to avoid 
the A259. In conclusion, I feel there is NO EVIDENCE BASED RESEARCH to justify the need for any of these proposals. 
We DO NEED A LOCAL PLAN but, PLEASE LISTEN to the local people this affects. 

2172 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Re Draft Local Plan to ensure improvements necessary to enhance strategic and supporting network within the 
district. The proposed A29 ? and replacement of Woodgate level crossing. If the Option D, second alternative to the 
east of Woodgate ( Parsons Brinkerhoff study ) (2.3.5 ) was adopted it would be the end of Barnham Village, already 
being strangled by commuter parking and through traffic. This is not to take into account the drainage/ sewage 
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problems encountered this summer requiring overnight pumping to prevent Barnham primary school from being 
flooded again, together with the danger to traffic using the Barnham bridge and at Yapton junction causing traffic to 
be ?, with return from the Yapton surgery back to Barnham via the level crossing to get to A27 and back via Fontwell 
to Barnham. Norwegian research suggests more storms in the coming years. 

2186 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

I am against All options put forward for the A29 bypass they involve the new bypasses joining roads which are not 
going to be able to meet the extra demand. They are therefore unsustainable, unaffordable from a Greenfield/? 
Sustainability point of view, as it would help increase flood risk. And I am dubious of the funding from the builders it 
could happen that having sold the houses they could go into liquidation without having built the road. Couldn't the 
crossing at Woodgate be replaced to reduce the problem and use option 1 

2189 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The proposed new road to bypass Woodgate crossing will be at a far too high personal cost for existing residents 
who have chosen to live in a village. I suggest to solve the Woodgate crossing problem network rail build a new link 
from Bognor to Chichester and fund it from the vast revenue they have at there disposal. 

2201 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 There is no transport infrastructure or strategic highway case for the A29 proposals(either option A or D ) There 
is a complete lack of evidence. The scheme would also create traffic chaos within the villages of Aldingbourne, 
Eastergate and Barnham, I object to all routes. 

2210 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 A new road, bypass or whatever you want to call it, is definitely not required. Once the delayed A259 bypass is 
finished and in use, perhaps closer inspection of road travel will confirm this. Better signalling on the rail network 
might help with the rush hour problems . NONE of the bypass options work, 

2225 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 A bypass planned to avoid woodgate crossing does not alleviate any of the problems in the villages. A bypass 
should do just that – BYPASS!!! Having studied plans for these many changes I cannot see that it any of the plans take 
the troublesome traffic away from the congestion areas. Eastergate memorial and Fontwell avenue have problems 
now, a complete BYPASS is necessary now without a further 2230 houses. 

2228 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object to all the routes proposed as a road bypass for the A29. The Bognor relief road is still being built and the 
effect of this on the A29 traffic should be analysed before further road developments are made. It may be that this 
new road relieve the congestion on the A29. The crossing should be improved. This could be possible by improving the 
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signalling and censoring mechanism. 

2233 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Building a new A29 bypass is not the solution! .I am totally against all options considered for a new bypass to 
avoid the Woodgate crossing. Options A.B.C. &D are all options which I completely disagree with. I live just around the 
corner to the crossing in Hodc lane and do not find it a problem like outlined. A much smaller amount of money 
should be invested into looking at controlling the signalling more adequately. The traffic is really only a problem at 
rush hour times, which quite frankly, are a slight inconvenience on many of our roads. You cannot justify spending the 
sort of many needed to build a new road especially when the promised link road at the new Bognor roundabout has 
not been completed. When complete this will alleviate much of the traffic. 

2236 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I reject all options for a bypass to the A29 as the traffic would only be bottle necked onto village streets at the 
end of it. This would not be needed if the railway signalling system was upgraded, traffic was directed to the Bognor 
bypass and discouraged from using the A29 and housing levels were kept low in the villages. 

2240 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I reject all of the proposed new roads (to replace A29) up grade the Woodgate (train) crossing to prevent the 
delays now caused. Also ensure that the A27 is improved along with A259 then the current A29 will not be used as an 
alternative as it is now. 

2243 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I wish to object and reject all of the proposed re routing of the A29. The local B2233 is far too narrow to take the 
additional traffic. May I suggest you spend you limited funds improving the A27 and A259 then far less drivers would 
use the A29 as an alternative route. 

2395 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Map 2 Road options A-D SP20 refers to the need to bridge the woodgate level crossing. However Map 2 appears to 
show a preferred option of creating a completely new road bisecting the green gap between the villages and ending 
up on the Barnham to Eastergate road. Another map on display shows 4 road options. SP20 The Map 2 route does not 
appear to fulfil any of the requirements outlined in Chapter 16, but takes an alternative route through the 'Green 
Infrastructure Corridor'. What is more, it is bound to increase dramatically the volume of traffic on the B2233. There 
appears to be no justification for this chosen route or an analysis of its impact. With the possible exception of the 
bridge over the railway option, all the alternative new road proposals are equally unsatisfactory, do not reach the A27 
and will cause greater congestion in Eastergate or Nyton Road. I understand that there is no additional funding for 
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these road options and, if any was to be constructed it would require greater resources than could arise from any 
housing development, and the damage inflicted on the surrounding countryside would be severe and irreversible. As 
for the level crossing our local county councillor, Mr Whittington, has recommended that adjustment of the timing 
delay at the local crossings by Network Rail could reduce waiting times considerably. This option needs to be fully 
explored. I would also suggest that, until the Bognor relief road is complete, the impact on traffic levels on the A29 is 
not known, and there should be careful consideration of these options before there is a rush to cover more of our 
precious Greenfields with concrete. I would like to see the District Council undertake a broader study of traffic flow 
between the A259 with the A27 with both Chichester District Council and West Sussex before any of these proposals 
are approved, bearing in mind the need to preserve green corridors and strategic gaps between villages, and to 
protect Greenfields sites. I reject proposed routes A, B, C and D. 

2387 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I believe that before you start to build any kind of bypass you should wait to see how much traffic is diverted on 
to the Bognor Felpham relief road. I reject all of your proposed bypasses. As not necessary and they all join the A29 at 
the point where it floods. As for closing the woodgate crossing – this would cause me and countless others a longer 
journey to and from Bognor. The rail authorities need to sort out the very lengthy times the crossing is closed to the 
traffic (is this deliberate) 

2248 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The traffic volumes at peak times are already a concern. Traffic leaves Bognor on A259 + A29 and all junctions 
with A27 are at capacity. The additional 5000 homes currently under construction will make the situation worse! 
Adding anither 2000 homes will cause gridlock. As new businesses is not being attracted and houses are costly and 
mortgages difficult to arrange it is reasonable to expect two workers per new house. Therefore a total of 7000 more 
car movements in the morning and evening peak periods periods if the proposed development goes ahead. The A27 
needs to be improved along its length, the Woodgate crossing is definatley required, however it would seem more 
sensible to relocate the railway to cross the A29 at Head hole farm. There is sufficient space to build a road bridge 
here and the Woodgate crossing will no longer be required and will no longer cause the hold ups currently 
experienced. No further building is required 

2263 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 All four proposed routes ( a – D ) would be destructive to the local countryside & community and unrealisitic 
logistically & in terms of funding. The proposals do not address the challenge of regenerating local business, tourism, 
transport and maintaining quality of life. Routes ABCD – No. 



Page | 939  
 

2266 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Questions- Against options A – D 1- How will a bottle neck at Shripney/ Lidsey be avoided? 2- How will the extra 
traffic disperse on the minor roads at the northern end? 3- The proposed funding does not meet the infrastructure 
needs ( re- housing or transport ) – how are the costs to be met ? 4- How are the additional cars to be dealt with both 
in the interim and longer term? What additional transport links are proposed to avoid serious congestion and deter 
car use ? 5- What alternatives to the urbanisation of this area have been analysed and ( presumably rejected & why ? 

2284 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The road link options ABC &D are not thought through. Traffic, already heavy in the area, would be increased by 
the addition of 3,000 to 4,000 extra cars. These cars may well avoid the Woodgate crossing but at the south end they 
will be funnelled onto a narrow stretch of the A29. At the north end will be faced with a similar prospect either on the 
A29 or B2223. Routes ABCD - No 

2289 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Surely the bypass of Arundel to be completed is more important than worrying about the smaller roads which 
are coping and would cope even better if this was done! 

2292 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object on the grounds that Barnham is already overloaded with cars, parking wherever it is free! This housing 
project would increase the numbers and have an adverse effect on our 'village' 

2295 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object because of extra cars, development would create . Roads are overcrowded now. 

2313 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

16.0.1 It is accepted that the level crossing on the A29 causes delay, however, motorists know this and as the A29 is 
not part of the West Sussex Transport Plan it should be regarded as a ' minor road' . There is no traffic analysis and 
assessment included in the Plan and so the proposals for change, in respect of this area, can only be regarded as 
subjective rather than objective. There appears to be no consideration of approaching Network Rail and asking them 
to explore the use of more modern technology on the level crossing at Woodgate so that the time the gates are closed 
is reduced. This would assist with the reduction of delays at the crossing and not involve a mulit-million pound scheme 
of building houses to fund a re-routed A29. 16.2.3 - 16.2.4 As the A29 is not a trunk route then it seems completely 
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unnecessary to spend large sums on realigning it. Whilst a bridge would reduce delays on the A29, the primary route 
to and from the A27, which is a trunk route, is via the A259 to Chichester and then west to join the M3 northbound. 
The re-routing of the A29 would not improve the north-south connectivity as the bottlenecks still exist on Fontwell 
Avenue and north of the region on the A29. This a simply generating more traffic to add to the congestion and 
addresses the symptoms not the cause. The traffic through the local villages would cause more chaos and could drive 
businesses away from the area. The Fontwell roundabout is poorly designed and results in an ever increasing number 
of 'near misses'  between cars. There are no known plans by the Highways Agency to change this and so an increased 
number of cars would exacerbate an already significant problem. DM24 Further use of the Barnham rail sidings is a 
unrealistic suggestion. The access to and from the area is very limited and the rail tracks themselves have been 
removed. The only way to make the access better would be to reduce the size of the Car Park which is already known 
to be far too small. 

2326 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I strongly object to all four of the proposed roads. I feel that the additional housing developments proposed 
would create many more problems than the simple delay that the Woodgate crossing causes. Local facilities are 
already full and do not have the capacity to take on the sudden population rise. Building houses on the local green 
areas would severely reduce the natural drainage. The area is prone to flooding and it would become a serious issue if 
its natural drainage was reduced. There are not enough jobs in the area for the current population an so a sudden 
influx of people would make the situation worse. The roads would not work in any way. Not only would anyone of the 
options produce huge amounts of pollution in building and in use but with the additional housing proposed the weight 
of traffic caused by the population rise would cause a traffic gridlock. The issue can be much more simply overcome if 
more efficient sensors were to be used on the railway lines such as the ones used on many other crossings nearby. 
Then the gates would spend less time closed and reduce the waiting time greatly. 

2333 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Reject every suggestion of re-routing A27. traffic can be re routed via A259 to arrive in Bognor. NO to bypass. 
The cost of by-pass set against cost of house building leaves a massive deficit of £100m required for infrastructure 
none of which is planned for. The land doesn't have enough soak away now Bognor will experience severe flooding as 
will other parts of the suggested build area. It is possible to improve signalling at Woodgate crossing- significantly less 
than a total disruption to the area. Adjustment to signalling costs less than moving houses built to create money for a 
bypass. No infrastructure would be needed No houses would be needed No bypass would be needed 
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2350 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The proposal to re-route the A29 to the east of Eastergate, destroys the small 'separation gap'  between the 
villages of Barnham and Eastergate. It also brings the A29 traffic to the Barnham Road with no apparent place to go! 
Traffic would have to either pass through the very conjested village of Barnham or go to the Eastergate war memorial 
junction with it's poor visibility and tight turns. This would appear to be ' A No Brainer!'  It would appear that no 
comprehensive traffic studies have been carried out. What effect will the Bognor 'by-pass'  have on A29 traffic flow 
and has the Bognor to Chichester route been properly thought through. It would appear that some ' body'  has no 
thought other than the elimination of Woodgate crossing ( which is not a major problem ) Is it worth a new road, a 
new bridge (s ) a new Village and more? None of the other options work either. 

2373 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 As there is not much in the way of jobs in the area, people would need to commute, thus causing more chaos on 
existing roads causing more not less congestion. 2000 houses = at least 4000 extra cars 

2378 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object to the proposals because: The bypass would not solve the traffic problems and would only move the 
congestion to the B2233 or Fontwell avenue. Traffic gridlock would be created. 

2380 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

We feel that a bypass would create far more problems than it solves. Getting around the area during the construction 
would be a complete nightmare with traffic gridlock and endless hold ups and for what? Once done the extra traffic 
caused by the 4,000 odd extra cars that the new people would have doesn't bare thinking about. 

2383 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 of the options working – Roads are full of traffic most times of the day – in the summer there are extra cars due 
to holiday makers. Coming out of meadow way onto west street is a nightmare and is an accident waiting to happen. 
Something urgent to be done at this point – needs looking into. 

2385 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

3. Chapter 16. Policy SP3O. Transport and Traffic. a) The proposed housing estate in excess of 2,000 houses is likely to 
increase road traffic by at least as many vehicles. Bearing in mind that the A29 carries summertime traffic directly into 
our coastal resorts and to events at Fontwell and Goodwood this is going to lead to even more serious congestion 
than we already have at peak commuting times. Plans will need to be made for when roads flood in an effort to divert 
away from closed roads. One hopes that the Emergency Planning team at the NHS have been consulted on these 
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developments. 

2392 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Closure of level crossing will mean residents of woodgate stranded at some point during the year. During the last 
few years at some point to the A29 at Lidsey has flooded so severely the road has had to be closed. Woodgate 
residents can go in to westergate (northwards) but this route will not be accessible with the crossing closed. 
Southwards will be impassable at lidsey and cannot access the bypass. Residents could not get to work or more 
importantly Dr's in Eastergate or hospital Chichester or Worthing. 

2409 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Transport Complete the Bognor bypass, then review the need for an improved link between the A27 and Bognor 
Regis. This should be by the relevant highways authority not a piecemeal attempt by A.D.C causing greater gridlock. 
Improve the signalling at the woodgate railway crossing to assist traffic flow. I does have the benefit of traffic calming. 
Improve footpaths and cycle links between the villages, Bognor, Chichester and Littlehampton. 

2575 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Green Corridor Infrastructure Type B Barnham and Eastergate I strongly object to the proposals to re-route the A29 
through the gap between Barnham and Eastergate. Being told that the road will constitute the new gap is total 
rubbish (reference – planning officer at Eastergate Parish Hall presentation 18 th August). Arun's desire for planning 
gain appears to override logic, common sense and public opinion. 

2675 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 As I see it we have an unwanted time waster in the local level crossing which, once removed, will then increase 
the desirability of traffic to use the routes North/South to Bognor. It is painfully obvious that once a blockage is 
removed, the next weakest link is exposed. The winding lanes around Shripney and Lidsey have no pavements, no 
cycle lanes and indeed no escape for anyone on foot but into the hedges that butt onto the edges of the road. Kerbs 
are not there. There is no room! Imagine an increase in lorry traffic, longer and wider. It is an accident waiting to 
happen and has already happened to me when a pothole swerve took my bike under a following impatient lorry. Have 
we forgotten how to wait and be patient (at the level crossing) and allow time for it on our travels? Any Local Plan 
should put roads before houses. The first thought of Local Councillors should be PUBLIC SAFETY. Here is an 
opportunity to build a new road that is safe and NOT to avoid the dangerous bits just because the route across the 
sewage farms is smelly and expensive. We must SEE THE WHOLE AREA, not just where we can 'dump houses'  for 
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targets and profits (David Cameron's agreeable comments on Housing Developments 9 th Jan 2012 Daily Mail). 

2653 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 None of the Options for a By-pass are acceptable. If Woodgate Crossing is such a major problem to traffic flow. 
A.D.C. should insist that a system like that employed at the Yapton Crossing is rapidly put into place. If that came 
about there would be no interruption of traffic of more than a few seconds. The cost compared to the colossal 
upheavals proposed would be minimal. 

2542 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 None of the proposed options A, B, C, D for improving the A29 road routes will work. They do not go to the A27, 
will result in even more traffic congestion in the villages and an even worse situation than exists at the moment, 
rather than improving road links to Bognor and integration with the Bognor Relief Road. Before embarking on any 
scheme that won't work, officers must go back and consult again with other local relevant agencies and consider 
better, more workable routes. 

2618 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Option 2 is unsuitable for the space proposed and will make access to several 
houses quite dangerous for their occupants and visitors. It also splits the community which is a negative for all 
residents. 

2626 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 This is RIDICULOUS – a by-pass will serve only to shift any problems to Fontwell Avenue or the B2233. Again 
where is all the evidence from thorough research that this by-pass is the answer?? 

2433 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 TRANSPORT District councils, west sx county council and the highways agency all need to work together to 
formulate an overall plan to improve the road network within the whole of west sussex. Schemes linked to 
development result in a fragmented approach with funding risks. The proposed A29 bypass and bridge over the 
railway will not improve the traffic flow. The vehicles may get over the railway quicker but will just join another queue 
farther down the road. The transport strategy should focus on reducing the number of vehicles on our roads by 
providing a network of footpaths and cycle routes to stations, industrial estates, Bognor, Littlehampton and 
Chichester. 
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2439 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP18 I object to the A29 Bypass options on the grounds that they are unnecessary and will ENCOURAGE traffic growth, 
in contradiction of your stated aim to 'reduce the need to travel by car' . All three bypass options carve through 
greenbelt farmland. All three will cause major traffic conjestion at the point where they merge. ALL resources should 
be put into imaginative improvements to PUBLIC TRANSPORT. The road policy does not reflect your aim to reduce 
carbon emissions and is not in the interest of environmental sustainability. 

2444 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object to and reject all proposals for a bypass to avoid the Woodgate crossing. This proposal simply moves 
traffic congestion to other areas like the Fontwell roundabout which is already difficult to drive through. I am 
frequently stuck in a queue there in both the mornings and evenings because of the current volume of traffic. 

2500 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 There is some controversy over the Woodgate crossing. Waiting time there is often at least 10 minutes. If the 
technology on the crossing were updated, there wouldn't be a problem. If there were 2000 homes built in the area i.e. 
4000 extra cars. The congestion would become gridlocked, not to mention the pollution from this. There is already 
extensive building work in the Bognor area including road building which should link to the A27. So why on earth do 
we need more roads here! Once the Bognor link is built traffic congestion will be reduced at the Woodgate crossing. 
The whole idea of 2000 homes here is ludicrous. It has to be rejected completely. Mr Meecham seems to have 
forgotten he is Head of Planning and Conservation. 

2509 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The Woodgate level crossing is a problem at peak times. The proposed by-pass would just transfer the problem 
to another part of the villages plus with the extra traffic it would end in gridlock (from new housing). 

2512 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The Barnham road (B2233) is already very busy throughout the day, not just at commuting times. It is already 
difficult to drive from my home onto the Barnham road. The additional traffic congestion caused by 'Option 2' would 
result in it becoming virtually impossible to access my home. Option 2 must be rejected. NOTE: Flooding does not 
recur where new housing is built but increases the risk of flooding to existing homes. 

2521 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The plan to build 2,230 houses to justify a bypass of the Woodgate level crossing is totally flawed. The basic 
problem in this area is the rat-run of commuters using the A29 in the evenings. It is this problem which needs to be 
solved. Whichever route option is considered it still increases the traffic problems in the surrounding areas particularly 
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the A29 at Nyeton Road. The building of 2,230 houses would gen4rate even more cars as most families would need 
two cars in this rural area this increasing the A29 traffic. 

2529 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Reasons for objections to increased housing 1) Traffic is already very congested in Barnham villages; at all 
junctions and roundabouts. 2) Public transport is very limited particularly buses; the railway station at Barnham the 
only facility. 3) Barnham in particular is now one huge car parking area for people outside the village. 

2547 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 This is predominantly rural area with employment coming mainly from agriculture and tourism. This is part of 
the attraction to the area. Bognor currently has one of the worst unemployment rates along the south coast and 
unless business development can be attracted on a large industrial scale the situation can only get worse. Public 
transport is poor and therefore there will be a huge increase in cars on the roads. Anyone buying in the proposed area 
who has a job will in all likelihood have to use their cars. In this day and age a significant percentage of families run 2 
cars and therefore this could see as many as 4000+ additional cars on the road. The plan does not show the proposed 
A29 development linking to either the relief road or the A27 and therefore this additional traffic will end up on already 
congested minor roads. It is often extremely difficult to get onto the Barnham road as it is, especially during peak 
hours. 

2558 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 A bypass to avoid the Woodgate level crossing would move congestion further up the road network to the 
narrow already buy B2233, at Fontwell Avenue. It will not address the fundamental problem of too much traffic on the 
A29. 2000 houses would generate 4000 cars plus increasing traffic of the Bognor A29 traffic – result – traffic gridlock. 
Also closure of the level crossing would add considerable difficulties to residents wanting to reach Bognor and those 
residents south of the level crossing travelling north towards the A27. 

2562 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Traffic volume on the A29, already bad, will become gridlock at some times of day. The Fontwell roundabout will 
be adversely affected – in fact this bottleneck probably benefits from the Woodgate crossing since this allows 
periodical respite from A29 traffic when closed. 

2570 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object to all proposed road routes. It is possible, I understand, for the signalling at the Woodgate level crossing 
to be upgraded by Network Rail at a reasonable cost. This would reduce waiting times for traffic at Woodgate. Any 
help rather than hinder both local businesses and residents. Should it be implemented, the new route would greatly 
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increase congestion on neighbouring roads and its impact would turn the six villages into an urban sprawl and this 
does not conform to national planning policy. 

2572 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I am opposed to any further housing development which increases the traffic through Barnham. Since we moved 
to Barnham Road in 1982, year on year the road has got busier. Heavy lorries and larger agriculture tractors now 
regularly use the road which is very frightening for cyclists and pedestrians. The traffic starts at 5.30 a.m. and building 
to the school run and again in the afternoon. Our house built in 1900 is constantly invaded by noise and vibration, 
which is impacting our environment and the house structure. Much higher levels of dust stirred up by the traffic which 
means we have to keep windows closed in the summer. 

2580 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Plans for a by-pass to avoid the Woodgate level crossing are predicated on Option 2 (i.e. 2000+ houses). Even if 
such an option was adopted, the planned routes would only shift the traffic congestion onto the A27, with tailbacks 
into the villages. The simple and cheapest option is to greatly improve the level crossing, which at present is a 
disgrace. I strongly oppose any of the proposed by-pass routes as they do not address any of the fundamental flaws in 
Option 2. 

2581 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

TRAFFIC (Financial) key to the proposal to bridge the rail line is linked to a contribution of £20m. This however would 
be a drop in the ocean compared with the total infrastructure cost. The balance no doubt being picked up by us 
taxpayers. Also the scheme which proposes cutting through high grade agricultural land with a road seems to be blind 
to the need for food production at a time when food prices are escalating. Alternative with today's advancement in 
traffic control system, it is reasonable that rail companies should look to optimise the barrier downtime at Woodgate. 
More motorists use the crossing than rail passengers. Impact More houses mean more cars – average 2 per 
household. The level of pollution by traffic on the Barnham main road is already at an unacceptable level. 

2586 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object to all options for an A29 by-pass. None provide a solution to the present problems and merely transfer 
them to other parts of the villages. Has anyone from the ADC actually visited the proposed new routes? Common 
sense would suggest not! 
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2589 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Re: Transport I absolutely agree 100% to the comments about the Woodgate level crossing and a case for a by-
pass is not made as both Crocker Hill junction and Fontwell roundabout are of capacity. A higher level of out 
commuting is just not possible! 

2593 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The proposed A29 re-alignment and the replacement of the Woodgate crossing should not be dependent on 
greenfield housing development in the area. The proposed route shown on the local plans map does nothing to link 
Bognor Regis to the A27 and I suspect that any extension to this link would be financially dependent on further 
greenfield housing development. No detail is given of the other possible A29 re-alignment routes. 

2595 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Traffic is already at its maximum at the Fontwell roundabout and at times considerably dangerous to get round. 
Extra homes would create thousands of extra cars on the road causing chaos! 

2598 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object to all four proposed bypass A29 routes (A, B, C and D). There is already a large volume of traffic using the 
existing road and a by-pass would not relieve any of this. The proposed building of an extra 2000 houses to fund this 
by-pass would, in fact, result in even more vehicles using the road and would therefore exacerbate the problem 
further. Any of the options would result in more traffic being directed onto roads which are not suitable as they have 
dangerous bends or narrow sections and may just result in moving the congestion to a different place. There would 
also need to be upgrades made to existing junctions to handle the extra traffic caused by re-direction and this would 
cost huge amounts of money not to mention the upheaval. I believe that such a road is not necessary and that 
changes could be made to the railway which would be cheaper and result in a huge reduction of congestion at 
Woodgate. If the railway was to have more sensors installed it could allow the crossing to be opened for traffic to 
cross more often in-between trains, therefore relieving the long hold-ups currently experienced. There are other local 
crossings which seem to be closed for a fraction of the time compared with the Woodgate crossing. 

2795 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Improvements to the A29 and removal of the Woodgate level crossing are essential to provide good accessibility 
to the new employment sites. 
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2726 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

A29 bypass I agree a bypass is needed. I do not think it should adjoin the Barnham Road as this road is not wide 
enough to take extra traffic. The only option is on the west side through Aldingbourne 

2771 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 This attempt to close the Woodgate level crossing by a bypass would merely divert the problem of excessive 
traffic. It would appear that the costs of such a road would be far more than the amount generated by new house 
builds. There appears to be little or no voidance of improvements in drainage, schools etc. 

2811 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

The Woodgate Crossing does delay traffic in both directions, but no less of an irritant than the M5/M6 junction in 
Birmingham or the South bound Dartford Bridge crossing over the Thames, or even the Chichester by-pass at 
Stockbridge at rush-hour. I cannot see how any of the proposed alterations of the A29 could alleviate the congestion. 
To direct the flow on to the B2233 at both Nyton at the point selected West of Barnham would lead to even greater 
congestion and consideration of the increased volume of traffic that would be generated by the occupants of the 
2,000 - house settlement proposed South of Barnham and Eastergate. One wonders whether a traffic census has been 
undertaken to establish what proportion of North bound A29 traffic really is North bound (i.e. Pulborough/London) or 
whether it is A27 - bound (East or West). Such traffic could surely be redirected towards Brighton (A259) or 
Portsmouth (A259) by use of the by-pass currently being built around Bognor Regis and to a suitable standard. 

2738 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

We agree with Option 1 - very strongly and ites necessary. Option 2 creates many problems not to residents near it 
but in general harm to that area. 

2732 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 None of the A, B, C, D bypass options would alleviate the present traffic problems. The 2,230 houses proposed 
will in fact generate a possible 4,000 cars which will be used to get to work, supermarkets, etc and therefore have to 
use the A27, A29, B2233 thereby adding to the congestion already present. What is needed is a look together with the 
Highways Agency at the road network in the whole south east area not a tweak on the A29. It's NO to any of the 
bypass options. 

2792 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 

SP20 We support improvement of the A29 and replacement of the Woodgate level crossing to improve accessibility to 
the new employment sites. 
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Network 

2822 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 A Woodgate Level Crossing by-pass would move congestion up the road network to the B2233 Fontwell Avenue. 
The case for a by-pass is not made. The problem is too much traffic on the A29, both the Crockerhill Junction and the 
Fontwell Roundabout are at capacity. It would be very expensive to sort this out, if 2,000 homes were built. They 
would generate an extra 4,000 cars. The cost of this upgrade would exceed funding from house builders. It would 
mean traffic gridlock if no improvements were made to the A29. 

2804 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[CB – some of this comment is on a photocopied sheet which has chopped the left and right text off, hence all the 
question marks] The current proposals to re-route the A29 via Options A-D are flawed. I have seen the study by your 
consultants, which only addressed the 4 re-routing strategies. It did not look more widely at alternative proposals 
such as re-thinking the Woodgate crossing or more significantly, looking at relief roads into Bognor Regis from the 
East or West. There is no population or commercial mass to the North of Bognor along the A29 that merits its use as 
vehicle to assist Bognor economic regeneration. The masses of Chichester and Littlehampton/Worthing/Arundel make 
much better sense. The current proposal make no provision for access to the A27 which will increase by extra 
households and increased commercial activity makes no reference to the license extension of Lidsey landfill and 
g?????? over the potential flood risk which it acknowledges will increase by bidding on well-used flood plains. Don't 
disagree that the current congestion on the A29 is intolerable ??? a homeowner along it. I would have to see it made 
more ??? and be-fitting its nature. These proposals do not address the issue at all and merely ??? ??? beautiful 
agricultural and green-belt land with no added ??? gain or benefit to the community.     

2610 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object to road bypass options A, B, C and D First of all, I was delighted at first that it had been recognised that 
something needs to be done about the Woodgate crossing, until I realised that this apparently meant the need to 
build a road in a variety of equally inconvenient places. I object to all road options A, B, C and D. This is surely not the 
most intelligent response to the problem? I may not be a train crossing expert, but I am aware that a cheaper option 
(and therefore not requiring a devastating housing development to fund it) would be to invest in a better sensor 
system on the train track, rather than produce a whole new problem of how to deal with moving a heavy weight of 
traffic through to roads which are not designed to cope. Thank you in advance for listening to the people your 
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unjustifiable plans would most affect. 

2614 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Finally I wish to point out that none of the four proposals for the new roads make sense. All these routes will push 
heavy traffic into areas that are not able to cope with the volume (added to by cars from the massive housing 
development) and will cause chaos from the start. I propose that the authority adopt option I for the housing plan and 
completely rethink the proposals for the road alterations 

2616 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Re Lyminster Bypass Northern tie in Option 1 and Southern Tie in Option 2 We understand that you are currently 
inviting public opinions on the benefits of either option 1 or 2 tie in to the proposed Lyminster Bypass. Firstly we 
would like to say that we are extremely pleased that the Lyminster bypass is going to go ahead and warmly welcome 
this development. We have carefully looked at the proposals and the Feasibility Study particularly page 27. We live on 
the busy corner of Church Lane and the current Lyminster road (A284). We would like to propose that the 
development chosen is to be the safest option, particularly for drivers as we have witnessed many accidents on the 
corner where we live over the past twelve years that we have been residents. We would support avoidance of 
creating a rat-running situation at all costs and it is suggested that Option 2 is the preferred choice to achieve this. We 
would opt for the safest option for the new road avoiding particularly long sections that encourage overtaking and as 
in option 2 the more central location of the junction is proposed to discourage overtaking. We would prefer to avoid 
damaging the established oak trees on the north side of the existing A284 road at the sharp bend and we are unsure 
that if Option 1 was chosen whether this would involve damaging these old trees in a conservation area. The trees on 
the south side of the road on the bridleway are, we think, less mature. We will of course bow to your planners greater 
knowledge to choose the safest option but we feel that Option 2, the Southern Link road, would provide the safest 
solution for all drivers using Lyminster Road and the new Bypass. 

2620 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I am opposed to this policy as all the proposed options would be creating massive problems where they 
terminate. Decisions should not be taken before the effect of the Shripney Road is completed. This should take a lot of 
traffic to the Bognor roundabout on the A27. 
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2629 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Transport Quite simply, there is no case for a by-pass. It appears we are told a by-pass is required and in order to 
build it, 2000 houses are needed? That doesn't make sense. You alleviate congestion with a by-pass but build 2,000 
houses on it and in doing so jam it up! Further, I drive to Bognor two or three days a week, sometimes twice a day. 
The delay caused by the Woodgate crossing is insignificant. Even if it was proposed to by-pass it without any new 
homes I would still object. It's a waste of money and destroys the countryside. Regardless, all that would happen is 
the traffic would build up even more on Fontwell Avenue and on Barnham Road. Before we know it you would be 
making a case to by-pass your newly created town and destroy more of our home. 

2630 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I do not accept that the case for developing the A29 around Woodgate has been made. I regularly use this road 
and while I am aware of the tiresome delay caused by the railway crossing, I do not see how the drastic measure of 
the by-pass proposed by your Council will alleviate it. Building a by-pass will not reduce the volume of traffic into the 
area and will merely shift the event of congestion to the next narrow part of the A29, probably around Fontwell 
Avenue to the north and onto the B2233 to the west. Couple this with the proposal to construct over two thousand 
new houses in the area and it is difficult to see where the virtue in this particular plan lies. I also have some serious 
concerns about where and how this new road will connect to the A29 and B2233 and to the network of roads that 
must inevitably follow a property development on the scale proposed. Either these new houses will need access 
points directly onto the by-pass, which will surely create congestion or they will be routed through Woodgate which 
again defeats the object. 

2633 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object to all of the proposed road options re-routing the A29 away from the Woodgate level crossing. All of the 
suggested routes (A, B, C & D) will result in significantly more traffic being re-routed causing congestion on more 
minor roads around Barnham Road and in particular would bring major traffic to a road used by school children 
travelling to and from primary schools in Eastergate and Barnham and to the St. Philip Howard Catholic High School. 
The existing roads could not cope with the increased volume and this traffic would make Barnham Road more 
dangerous, particularly for cyclists. The proposed housing in Option 2 would also add to that traffic significantly. It is 
estimated that 2,000 homes would add 2,000 - 4,000 additional cars to the road. Whilst the new proposed road may 
be able to cope with that traffic it would grind to a halt when it reached the existing much smaller roads and this just 
moves the traffic problem to a different place where there are more houses and a higher concentration of travelling 
school children. 
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2639 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

I don't agree to any of new road plans. NO to A, B, C, D, road plans! This will only lead to more congestion elsewhere. 

2640 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 suggested Bognor relief road from Lidsey joining the B2233 at the West edge of Barnham. I walk and cycle the 
B2233 regularly to access Barnham Centre and the station. The vast volume of new traffic from the new road and 
resultant new houses would greatly increase danger, noise and pollution with the only traffic free footpath from 
Church Lane being severed. It seems an inappropriate way for Bognor Motorists to reach the A27. 

2647 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 A bypass of the Woodgate Crossing would just result in traffic congestion elsewhere e.g. Cockerhill, Fontwell 
Avenue once you take into account the additional cars that would be required by the people living in the 2,000 new 
houses. There would be no additional jobs in the area so all the people in the new houses would need to travel, 
mainly by car, to employment elsewhere. 

2651 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 No By-Passes Required 

2656 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

No we do not want major roads cutting across Greenfields where we need to grow crops to feed us, our wildlife would 
become less, there would be more flooding and pollution because of more traffic. Our countryside is shrinking all the 
time. Whose pocket would be lining if we allowed this to happen and who would have this mistake on their 
conscience? So I say no to any Bypass option. 

2665 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 By-passing The Woodgate Level Crossing would create further congestion on the B2233 or at Fontwell Avenue, 
therefore rendering the by-pass a pointless and expensive exercise. It will not address the basic problem of too much 
traffic on the A29; conversely the building of 2,000 plus new houses will exacerbate the problem considerably 
requiring expensive upgrades of the Fontwell and Cockerhill junctions. The Woodgate 'by-pass' would result in traffic 
grid lock. 
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2671 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I am not in favour of and object to all four options of the plans for the A29 by pass. Crazy is probably too soft a 
word to describe the choices made, funnelling the same amount of traffic on to minor roads is certainly not the 
answer. What should happen is that representation should be made to Network Rail to sort out their problem, which 
causes the traffic build up. Not your fault I know but you need to put some pressure on Network Rail to resolve the 
problem. You, me and everybody that uses the A29 pay good money to tax our cars, we shouldn't be treated like 
fools. 

2673 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] I believe that a by-pass road is desperately needed for Lyminster and I strongly 
support the view that the Mill View Rd stretch of the bypass (avoiding the railway closing) and the Lyminster stretch of 
the bypass (avoiding most of the village) should be completed together. Two options are being considered for the link 
road and I strongly support the northern option (option 1) because I would like the countryside, with its footpath 
between Lyminster and Poling, to be disturbed as little as possible. That first stretch of the foot path is extremely 
pretty with mature trees, wildflowers and grass and it would be a great shame to transform it into a link road if there 
is a feasible alternative. Our house would be one house down from the link road with option 2. We would be not too 
badly affected but the three houses which share a boundary with this proposed road would be very adversely 
affected. This is unnecessary because there is an alternative route. We have been advised that there are road safety 
considerations in adopting the northern option, but I consider that these concerns can be minimised with a 40 mile 
speed limit on the new bypass road and road calming measures on the old main road to discourage the village being 
used as a 'rat run' during busy times. If the northern option ¡s adopted for the bypass route there will be almost no 
losers and most of the village will be winners. Sadly the houses between the proposed bypass and Crossbush will not 
benefit directly with either option for the bypass, but they will benefit indirectly ifa safe path is provided and they can 
walk from their houses into the village of Lyminster and if the road is made safer with a speed limit of say 30 miles per 
hour which ¡s enforced with speed cameras. My request is for the planners to select option 1 and to build the new 
Lyminster bypass road as quickly as possible. 

2676 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] After offending a parish Council meeting on Tuesday evening and seeing the 
plans for the proposed Lyminster by-pass I would Like to express my opinion. I am totally in favour of the by'”pass 
itself and after listening to everyone at the meeting I would be in favour of option 1 Neither plan directly affects my 
property but I understand my neighbours concerns and support them in favour of option 1. Either plan effectively 
renders our road o dead end and to exit Lyminster we would have to use the route in option I or indeed option 2 if 
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that is grante& My main concern is the junction onto the by-past The plans show a t-junction. Emerging from a t-
junction onto a by-pass regardless of the speed limit and due to the traffic flow will be difficult, sometimes virtually 
impossible and quite frankly dangerous. I have been local in this area my whole life and have seen a number of right 
turns onto major roads closed due to crash history and therefore people being kÃ¯lted or seriously injured. My long 
term fear is that in time, this junction would be a left turn only junction, reducing risk but forcing emerging traffic up 
to Crossbush to go south. This junction is busy enough without extra traffic. So ¡f we are popping to the shops or going 
to work in LttlehamptonlRustington we will have to bake extra time on to our journeys and incur extra fuel costa My 
partner and myself are briver Trainers and we are in and out at all times, as are most of our neighbours and I am 
worried about the time factor and fuel costs, dealing with a busy junction and possibly a detour to Cross bush in the 
future. Ibelieve there is a simple solution. Instead of a t-junction build a roundabout North/South traffic would still 
flow easily on the by-pass and a roundabout would provide some traffic calming on approach to a dangerous junction 
and the busy Crossbush lights. A roundabout would give Lyminster residents a fighting chance of joining the new by-
pass safely and relatively easily, if the traffic flow allows, without the need for a risky right turn. tam a briver Trainer of 
great experience and I believe a roundabout is a safer solution. I work closely with, and on behalf of, the Police, Sussex 
Safer Roads Partnership and West Sussex County Council. t present Speed Awareness Courses and hove great 
experience of the attitudes and behaviours of drivers. On the whole there is o distinct lack of knowledge and disregard 
for speed limits. You only have to stand outside my house to see that. The general attitude is that the foster you are 
going the quicker you will get there. Not always the case t hasten to odd. Therefore imposing National Speed Limit to 
the by-pass would make most drivers happy. I know that the Parish Council would like the by-pass to be a 40mph limit 
but in my experience this would not be adhered to by most drivers therefore increasing risk A notional Speed limit on 
the bypass would say they can go faster but the roundabout and indeed the one at the Junction with the A259 would 
calm that traffic appropriately and therefore calm the traffic in advance of the Crossbush junction. Please consider my 
points carefully and do not hesitate to contact me to discuss things further. 

2677 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] All locals know of the Lyminster Road traffic problems, therefore the bypass is 
good. However, why not use Option 1 which would be cheaper and less distressing for people living in the village. 
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2678 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Definitely not Option 2 we do not wish the village to be divided. 

2679 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Need to ensure scheme proceeds in line with the Housing development. Also 
essentaial changes to A27 junction needed and long overdue. 

2680 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] We are in favour of Option 1 because of the reasons above [see hard copy - 
standard oposition list], also there has been no consultation re: Option 2 which has upset many of the residents that 
could well be cut off, because of Option 2. 

2684 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] It will not be a nice place to live if the area is ruined of the beauty. The only 
reason a bypass is being built is to acommodate more houses. 

2686 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 None of the route options are acceptable - there is no need for a new road if signalling can be improved to 
reduce waiting times at the Woodgate Crossing. The area cannot cope with this number of houses in terms of schools, 
GP Surgeries etc. 

2687 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Option 2 would join the A248 on a bend which would be most dangerous. The 
A284 is an extremely busy Road and our southern walls are being continualy damaged. I live in Church Lane but can 
hear the train-line all day and night, and at times it is impossible to get in or out of Church Lane. When Morissons 
appears we will have even more traffic. 

2691 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 TRANSPORT - ROADS - BY-PASS is a no go deal. 2,000 houses will not even pay for consultations. 
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2689 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Option 1 is clearly preferable as it ensures to keep the community intact 

2690 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Presumably property owners will be adquately compensated and all ecological 
uses carefully considered. I would be very interested to understand the logic of this proposal in respect of the 
supposed strategic gap and to fully understand the timing of these works in respect of the S106 monies accurring from 
the Morrisons and New Littlehampton Developments which defy sense and logic if this road scheme does not proceed 
in parallel. 

2692 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] As a former (and founder) councillor of Arun District, my family. I lived in 
Lyminster for many years also being elected I represent the Downland villages on the council which Lyminster was 
one. There were no bypasses. It is an utter disgrace that now ?????? at 67 houses are in blight because of the vagaries 
of planned development ????? Option 2 ???? 

2695 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] A bypass is needed but use the shrubs less destructive Option 1 - Northern 
Route. I am a former Arundel resident  and frequent visitor to the beautiful area. 

2697 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] All of the opposing comments on the letter. 

2698 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Option 1 so much simpler and definitely cheaper. Why make it so difficult for the 
5 houses left on the island under Option 2. For goodness sake, listen to the residents first!!! 

2700 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Options A, B, C and D are not acceptable and should be rejected. Sinking the railway line in a walled cutting would be 
a much better solution. A watertight trench with pumps for emergencies would be far cheaper than any of the road 
options. The new Bognor Relief Road and improved traffic management between the A27 at Chichester and the A259 
at Bognor would help. 
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2701 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] The millenium garden will be destroyed - under tarmac - in Option 2. This is part 
of the history of the village. 

2703 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] [No response, but assume the consultee opposes Option 2 - CB] 

2706 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Services not in place to accommodate population increase. Increase in traffic by passing A27 added to existing 
tourist traffic will ultimately deter visitors affecting local economy. 

2705 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Waste of formal [?] countryside [?]  

2707 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] 3. It entails the destruction of many mature trees 4. It crosses an ancient 
brileway, plus an old pond site 5. It leaves farmland unviable for crops and open to development 

2710 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Regarding the plans to re-route part of the A29 or to provide a bypass for the Woodgate level crossing. I object to the 
whole idea and totally reject all the proposed routes. All the proposed routes fail to make the connection between the 
dual-carriageway section of the A29 at Shripney with the A27, without which they would all cause more traffic 
problems than we already have. Particularly bad are those options delivering traffic into Barnham or Eastergate at one 
end and Lidsey at the other. The section from Lidsey to Shripney in its present format is inadequate for motor traffic 
and potentially lethal for cyclists and pedestrians.   

2709 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Destroying countryside, waste of land and finances. 
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2711 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Option 1 is far more ????? and does'nt blight existing houses I am in favour of 
the proposed Lyminster Bypass. However I wish to oppose Option 2 (the Southern) access road because it:- (1) Blights 
6 houses and leaves 5 on a island. 

2713 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object to all four A29 by-pass options, that is A, B, C and D because they will not work and will just move 
congestion further along the road network. This will be further exacerbated, by the 4,000 extra cars generated by 
building 2,230 houses in the area. This policy is Option 2 and is self-defeating. Again I strongly urge you to return to 
Option 1 and drip this Option 2 proposal. I understand the developments at Flansham and Bersted are slow selling (i.e. 
many remain unsold) and for this reason the completion of the relief road the developers agreed to build is being 
delayed. Again I ask why build so many houses when you cannot sell the ones you have and developers cannot be 
relied upon to keep their promises! 

2715 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The A29 is already overstretched and the bypass proposal will only exacerbate the problem, particularly with the 
addition of a further 2,000 plus houses. 

2716 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Option 2 would further isolate a community already split by the busy A284 

2717 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] The 5 opposing reasons on the opposition form 

2721 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 I object to all 4 (A, B, C & D) proposals for a new bypass. The result would just be moving the traffic to come 
through our villages, causing a build up of traffic, which would be made worse by the extra housing. 

2723 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 A by-pass would simply move the present traffic congestion plus any increase elsewhere. The tourism industry in 
the area would be affected by congestion and jobs could go. 
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2730 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Consultee opposses with all 5 opposition reasons in the list 

2731 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] No comment 

2733 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Consoladated by points 1-5 above [the 5 opposition reason] Option 2 the 
southern link appears to have no advantages over Option 1. 

2735 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] That the bypass should be pushed further East and a better junction should be 
made at Cross Bush. Trying to save money on this Bypass will store up more problems for the futureas has happened 
with the Arundel Bypass 

2736 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] I use this road every day, I am concerned about those effected by Option 2 on 
local residents 

2739 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Am signing this on behalf of a friend, im his minister, affected by Option 2, much 
has made her house unsellable. 

2740 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] It is much longer and is likely to cost significantly more money including 
acquisition and ???? ???? costs and rebuilt garden walls etc. It is difficult to think of any reason to prefer Option 2. It 
should be abandoned at once to remove uncertainty and ????? blight.   

2742 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 In relation to the A29 bypass options – Options (all) seem to be just moving congestion to other areas slightly 
north of the Woodgate crossing (not to mention the extra volume of traffic generated by huge development to pay for 
it) and what about the ploughing up of our local countryside! 
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2743 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] I can see nothing sensible about the 2nd option - why was it suggested? Are the 
property developers in ransom - see point 5. 

2744 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] [No comments - CB] 

2745 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Opton 2 is totally inappropiate for a residential area. 

2746 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] We need the bypass for Lyminster and Wick as soon as possible but the link road 
in the right place. The proposed southern link road into the A284 . Lyminster Road will run into a bad bend and a 
speed limit of 30mph. 

2747 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Why a Lyminster Bypass ???? Arundel Bypass? This would had ?? to ??? ??? 
competition at Crossbush. ????????????? Option 1 is the obvious choice. 

2748 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Option 1 is the least disruptive, shorter and further from houses. 

2749 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] I am in favour of the proposed Lyminster Bypass. However I wish to oppose 
Option 2 (the Southern) access road 

2750 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] The bypass should be limited to 45mph to improve safety and reduce noise 
impact on the surrounding areas 
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2751 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Option 1 is the logical choice leaving houses with the ????? access, is saves 
money, time and therefore reduces traffic chaos + back ????????????? the building and reduces the opportunity to 
abuse the green belt for development. 

2753 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] The road north of the improvements should also be upgraded to cope with the 
huge volume of traffic  generated by the proposed housing developments 

2754 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Husband and Wife are in favour of the proposed Lyminster Bypass. However 
thhey wish to oppose Option 2 

2755 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] The best Option is No.1 

2756 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] I would be exremely disappointed if Option 2 went ahead. I am a local resident 
and often use this Bridleway to access Polling. 

2757 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] We are are in favour of the proposed Lyminster Bypass. However we wish to 
oppose Option 2 

2758 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] Destroying land, lovely countryside, ruining lives and waste of finances. 

2759 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] I do not understand why Option 2 has been proposed. Quite clearly Option 1 is 
the better of the two and offering this choice simply makes matters more difficult/ 
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2760 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] We do not want to isolate 5 houses in the village. option 1 would be a cheaper 
Option. 

2761 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] This bypass is ong overdue, and sadly it has taken another ??????? housing 
development to appreciate this vitally important road build. It does require work on the Arundel bypass, to make this 
work and the residents of the parish are once again being side lined in favour of more building. We had a drought 
earlier this year and a hose pipe ban was implimented. What on earth is supposed to happen with two thousand plus 
more homes needing this commodity? We have trouble setting out of on ??? every single day and holiday time is a 
nightmare. If this 6 pass doesn't go ????, we will be prisoners in our homes. 

2762 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

[Lyminster bypass Opposition Letter] We are in favour of the proposed Lyminster Bypass. However we wish to oppose 
Option 2 

2768 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Transport options for a bypass of Woodgate level crossing are very amateur in presentation to say the least with 
regard to routing, and would not resolve the issue of how to deal with extra traffic and gridlock. Far better would be 
for British Rail to update signalling systems to the crossing and provide proper manning levels at signal boxes! 

2769 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 We need much improvement of roads for existing traffic without any additional housing. There is daily gridlock 
now nearly every winter bad drainage at Lidsey closes A29 (main road to Bognor!). Chapter 13 all schools, hospitals, 
doctors etc at full capacity now. Adding a town onto a village is wrong in principle, it is right out of balance. 

2776 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Most traffic heading north from the Bognor area is making for the A27 to travel east or west. If eastbound traffic 
was directed along the A259 and A280; and westbound along the A259 to the Chichester bypass, it would split the 
volume into two parts and remove the need to build a bridge over the railway, as bridges already exist. 

2809 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The need for a Woodgate by-pass cannot or has not been fully explained or needed. There are other areas that 
already suffer more congestion e.g. into Arundel Crockerhill and Hospital Hill. The proposed injection of cash from 
additional houses adds to the congestion (2,000 houses x 2 cars = 4,000 cars). The need cannot be properly assessed 
as the by-pass round Bognor Regis is not finished. Adding more housing to fund the by-pass will involve more 
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congestion as people will have to travel to find work. This will just add to more congestion to further areas out as 
Chichester by-pass - Arundel. 

2819 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

My comments relate to transport. SP20 There is currently far too much traffic through Barnham Village. The proposals 
on transport will add to the already congested area. The plan to build these houses would result in 4,000(+) extra cars 
running through an already crowded village area - look at Chichester at 5.00p.m. - not a happy picture with traffic 
gridlock 

2828 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Option 2 will generate 3,500 - 4,000 extra cars. As you have not shown in your plan where all these people are 
going to find employment locally, a vast majority will have to travel out of the area. Mixed with the out traffic from 
Bognor it will mean that the Barnham Road, A29 Fontwell Avenue, will not cope as you have made no plan to get the 
traffic to the A27. If you eventually do will the A27 be able to manage with the extra volume of traffic? 

2833 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 The proposed A29 Bypass will not solve the traffic problems. Whatever advantage a bridge would bring would be 
more than offset by the extra 4,000 cars the development would generate. No employment opportunities are 
scheduled for the development area so the residents would have to commute to Bognor or elsewhere adding to the 
traffic in an already congested area. 

2840 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

This area is very busy throughout the day, as well as at peak community and school times. The roundabouts at 
Eastergate and Fontwell are both dangerous, with many near accidents observed, and at peak capacity. The proposed 
by-pass options, with the additional housing, will only exacerbate the difficulties in the local area and further degrade 
the quality of life beyond what has happened over the last couple of decades. 

2842 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

SP20 Building a bypass to avoid the Woodgate Level Crossing would cause severe traffic congestion because traffic 
would get to the 'bottlenecks' of Eastergate, B2233, Fontwell Avuenue quicker. This with extra traffic from 2,000 plus 
houses will result in gridlock. A new road needs direct connection to the A27. 

2852 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

None of the three suggested road schemes answer the problem of traffic congestion caused by the Woodgate level 
crossing. An updated signalling system would be a cheaper and more immediate remedy to the congestion at this 
point. 
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2856 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

LOCAL PLAN Please register our strong obligation to the proposed to join the A29 with the existing road through five 
villages. Surely this cannot be the design of a Highways Engineer to simply spread the 'A' road traffic in all directions. If 
it is an excuse to fill in both sides with housing it is even less appealing. 

125 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Option 1 is  clearly preferable as it seems to keep the community intact. 

110 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

A29 Re-routing from Eastergate to Woodgate Crossing. There are too many houses planned. We think the propodsal 
for "D" would not not disrupt to many homes, as it will go through fields and industrial units. That said what will 
happen to our bus route and the woodgate crossing? Any infrastructure will be drastically rquired to upgrade existing. 

107 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Policy SP20 (viii) The suggested realignment of the A29 would cut across good agricultural land south of Barnham and 
Eastergate and destroy the Local gap between Barnham and Easterate, which is protected under Policy EVT5(10) of 
the adopted Arun District Local Plan 1993 and policies in the 2003 adopted Local Plan. This gap was supported and 
recommended by the Inspector who conducted the Local Plan Inquiry. The adopted Plan seeks to protect and enhance 
the character of the two villages, and prevent their coalescence and loss of identidy by preserving this local gap. This 
policy approach should be maintained in the Arun Local Plan Consultation Draft. Policy SP20 (viii) should be deleted. 

90 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

Understands the main thrust of this part of the plans - curtailing the use of the railway crossing at Wick. The optimum 
way to achieve this in their opinion is to create an entirely new north-south road adjoining the A27 at Crossbush with 
a new multi exited roundabout with the A259 at the proposed junction. If this is not possible then there should be no 
access to the A284 through the village itself on the grounds of blighting the local housing and beauty with the added 
problems of noise and traffic. He objects stongly to thi option as it will not bypass Lyminster. He would favour no 
joining of A284 and a round-about access to the A27 at the north end, 

111 Safeguarding the 
Main Road 
Network 

NEED JOBS NO WAY NEED BADLY [jobs? - CB] NO WAY NO MORE HOUSING 
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24 Parking availabilty of car parking in town centres must be safeguarded from developers many of whom are only interested in 
their profits-any loss of town centre car parking will  send residents and visitors to out of town shopping which adds to 
food miles, further air pollution.and will serve to speed decline of town centres. with the areas increased population 
there will be greater pressure on any existing public car parks which are often full at present  

58 Parking Barnham is already dangerous as a result of inadequate parking provision for the local demand for shops, etc. Cars are 
unable to pass in opposite directions if vehicles are parked in the marked bays outside the shops on both sides of the 
main road. Commuters' cars already block residential streets and even the enlarged station carpark is full during the 
working week. With additional housing the situation would be intolerable and even more dangerous together with 
school traffic from Barnham Primary and St Philip Howard Catholic High. Many residents, without off-road parking 
facilities, on Westergate Street increasingly rely on parking vehicles on the A29, restricting pavement access in places 
and causing delays between Lamorna Gardens and Olivers Meadow. Any increase in traffic flow along this section of 
the A29 (with or without a crossing at Woodgate) would be hazardous and likely to cause further delays. 

126 Parking Car Parking Will you please live in the real world and accept that homes have cars, several of them and parking is an 
issue on housing developments My daughters both live on Elysian Fields and the car parking provided on this new 
development is the poorest I have ever seen. Access and egress from the estate is appalling and this put me off of 
purchasing a property there. Obviously there will be guidelines etc to follow, but common sense must prevail and 
meet the real needs when housing development is agreed. Looks like we just put as much housing as possible on the 
land available and have no consideration for getting around the estate. 

408 Parking Parking inadequate in the villages at present and would become worse with an increase in population 

749 Parking Parking provision must also take account of visitors to the houses so avoiding cars parked along the main routes as 
happens now on Bramley Green. 
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952 Parking Residential parking. Enough is NEVER provided. Housing developments in the area eg. Angmering, Littlehampton. 
When visiting friends and relatives that live in these new developments, parking is ofter impossible. Most housholds 
have 2 cars. They are lucky is they have an allocated parking space for 1 car. People therefore park ouside their houses 
and block the very narrow roads that wind through these estates. Parking for a visiter is just not available. Congestions 
ensues! 

1461 Parking DM22 Support 

1462 Parking DM23 Support 

1551 Parking COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 28. Policy DM22 should allow NDP's to set local car parking standards (see also 142.27) 

1501 Parking SP22 SUPPORTS 

1775 Parking I reject this part of the plan. Why do supermarkets not charge for parking? Beacuse it brings in Customers. So why do 
we try to kill our town centers with parking charges for shoppers.The blue badge scheme at Littlehampton really 
helped, even though it was too late for many businesses. Houses these days require one or two car parking spaces per 
bedroom.Trying to legislate them away by restricting parking is patently not going to work unless we have suitable 
public transport to replace the private car ownership. Having removed bus trasport for Bishop Luffa puplils from this 
Septemper is only going to add 100's more cars adding to the existing need for private car ownership and thus 
increase the pressure on parking. Removing funding for rural bus services is alos going to put pressure on private car 
usage and thus yet more parking requirements, not less. A hositic approach is required here. This is simply 
administrative double standards, of its not our fault its theirs. If I were the parent of children like ADC and WSCC I 
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would bash their heads together and tell them to stop squabling and sort it out. Please grow up both of 'you'. 

2074 Parking Parking Currently parking in the village is virtually impossible and there doesn't appear to be any provision made to 
park in the centre of village to cater for all the extra residents. There isn't any room in the centre of the village to park 
more cars! Angmering station is not in easy access to the village which means commuters are likely to take their cars 
to the station. Walking to the station easily isn't really an option from most places in the village. Surely easy access to 
a station,which Angmering Village has not got, is the sustainable option to avoid traffic pollution & congestion. Would 
extra parking be created in the village? Would it be a part of a developer's Section 106 agreement and would it be in 
place before any development has taken place. There is no mention of how any of this would work in the Plan. 

45 Public Car Parks Site Ref: BR19 Development of Regis centre and Car park - opposed to building 160 flats on car park. Parking is needed 
- more flats are not - opposed to new multi-screen cinema - we have Picturedrome - opposed to Tesco town centre 
supermarket on existing car park and tower block for student accomodation (St.Mowden Proposals) 

1085 Public Car Parks Provision of parking at the Regis Centre Site should be protected. 

350 Transporting 
Freight by Rail 

16.4.1  Anyone who lives in Barnham knows that the new signal box now occupies the rail sidings.  If the object is 
really to reduce congestion and the main industry and therefore users of freight is in Bognor and Littlehampton these 
are the places whre depots should be.  Barnham had a need for freight when it was an agricultural centre over 50 
years ago but now the supermarkets impose their own regime of collection from the nurseries by road and they are 
not going to go back to a railway based system.  

690 Transporting 
Freight by Rail 

ARE YOU SERIOUS ? ... THIS WAS AN ORIGINAL IDEA DECADES AGO, THE TRACKS WERE RIPPED UP FOR THE SIGNAL 
BOX .. NOBODY WANTS OR NEEDS THIS, INCLUDING THE RAIL OPERATORS. 
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444 Transporting 
Freight by Rail 

Using Barnham as a freight centre would cause traffic problems as current roads  at times find difficulty coping with 
the volume of traffic. 

876 Transporting 
Freight by Rail 

Policy DM24 Transporting Freight by Rail - Object This policy seeks to protect the sidings at Barnham for rail freight 
uses, a historic designation that appears to have been carried forward from the last Local Plan, prepared over a 
decade ago now. The Council's proposals for strategic development in the Barnham / Westergate / Eastergate area 
have the potential to create enormous synergy with the railway station at Barnham, and improve east - west 
connections for pedestrians and cyclists through the centre of Barnham. This vision is largely incompatible with a rail 
freight use in the centre of the village, and we would suggest that the Council re-considers this historic designation 
before removing it in the next draft of the Local Plan.       

560 Transporting 
Freight by Rail 

I have been told (but not verified) that the sidings at Barnham had either been removed or the new signal box was 
built on them. 

1463 Transporting 
Freight by Rail 

DM24 Support 

1776 Transporting 
Freight by Rail 

I reject this part of the plan because you have no evidentce of need from the stakeholders, nor have you any details of 
traffic impacts in Barnham. Network rail have built a new signal box on the entrance to the old frieght yards, they do 
not want or need any new freight yards. There are no buisinesses in Barnham that require large amounts of freight 
that could be carried by rail (over road) and you have not shown any evidence that this is required, nor what the 
impact to the road network would be of even larger lorries trying to navigate through Barnham and surrounding 
villages. 

1791 Transporting 
Freight by Rail 

Policy DM24 It is my understanding that the goods rail sidings at Barnham were removed to enable housing to be built 
on the site. The existence of this policy therefore makes no sense. 
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2041 Transporting 
Freight by Rail 

Another curious policy is DM 24 about rail sidings at Barnham - which no longer exist. 

8 Green 
Infrastructure 

Having reviewed the 'core strategy options for growth' consultation document (2009) it appears that the 
westergate/eastergate/barnham GI corridor will be largely for housing development.  The council will need to ensure 
that the open nature of the landscape in this location is retained as far as possible.  The 'core strategy options for 
growth' consultation document selected the westergate/eastergate/barnham GI corridor as a suitable location for 
housing expansion based upon its proximity to the amenities and railway station in Barnham.  Nevertheless, the 
western part of this corridor (towards westergate) is quite a distance from Barnham.  I think that the Council has not 
given due consideration to identifying land parcels to the east of Barnham for housing development, which would be 
closer to the amenities there.  

10 Green 
Infrastructure 

There does not appear to be an environmental assessment of the proposed GI corridors, in particular the impact of 
possible large scale housing development in the Type B areas upon local communities, existing infrastructure, air 
quality etc. 

44 Green 
Infrastructure 

On the proposal maps it is not clear what the GIC's are, or how much protection they carry. The key's should therefore 
be amended to clarify these points. 

153 Green 
Infrastructure 

The Green Infrastructure Corridor for Angmering appears to have been imposed without any consultation. It is 
specifically noted that on page 222: ' Within the Angmering Green Infrastructure Corridor, community and road 
infrastructure growth (not housing) will be permitted. The enhancement of Worthing Rugby Club and the creation of a 
community woodland, will be supported alongside improvements to the A259 as defined by Policy SP20.'  The 
proposed Green Infrastructure Corridor appears to have been drawn without any knowledge of the locality and takes 
in some land in the area of Mayflower Way that is quite suitable for building homes and has, indeed, already been 
identified by the local community for this purpose. 
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392 Green 
Infrastructure 

7. Chapter 17, Green Infrastructure, Policy DM 28 Whilst this Policy may, at first sight, seem to be excellent, it may 
militate against the implementation of the Arundel bypass project. If so, the Plan should be amended. 

261 Green 
Infrastructure 

Littlehampton and Surrounding Areas Area 6 encroaches onto the 'biodiversity opportunity area' . This is a great 
shame as it actually encroaches on the best bit for wildlife, with the mature hedgerows and wilder areas. Great care 
should be made to protect the best of this and see if any other areas would be less damaging. We have looked to 
carry out an ornithological study of this area, but have been unable to track down the landowner.   Conclusion on 
Local plan 2013 2028 : The main environmental threat to wildlife are the Site 4 proposals (former lec Airfield ) and 
north-south road which will seriously impact on the environment of Lidsey Rife which is an important 'Biodiversity 
Opportunity Area' , and should follow a more westerly route if approved, with no development near the Lidsey rife. 
The road's proposed route, which is very close to Bognor Golf Course and school and leisure centre sports pitches, has 
a serious impact on amenity. The north-south road benefits are marginal because of the loops and dog legs already 
existing on the relief road. Any spur east that does not join the viaduct will make the road's value very limited at a 
considerable cost environmentally. Littlehampton is now seriously lacking in birds due to infilling. The Site 6 area 
encroaches on a biodiversity area where serious consideration for alternatives/mitigation should be considered. 
Westergate; A valuable area of amenity and wildlife habitat exists immediately east of Westergate and just to the 
south. The wilder areas should be protected along with hedges as so little has been left due to agricultural 
exploitation of the area. 

313 Green 
Infrastructure 

17.0.7. Green Infrastructure. ' Maintain and enhance existing assets' . The Rugby Club being such an asset, does this 
mean it has some protection from developers? The Rugby Club is situated in the Angmering Green Type B 
Infrastructure Corridor but I see from the map it is shown as still being viable for housing so will Arun support the 
sporting facility or not? I noticed also that the playing fields next to the Angmering School are also marked in the same 
way. Does this mean that they may go for housing at some time in the future as well? It would be better if Arun 
develop the Rugby Club by using adjacent land and adding indoor and outdoor sports facilities that Angmering young 
people need. There is a huge population of pre-teens and young teens from all areas in Angmering and surrounding 
villages who would benefit greatly from active things to do in the evenings, weekends and school holidays also 
keeping them from getting bored and possibly becoming antisocial. A sports and leisure facility, with the interest 
created by the Olympics would get them fit and healthy and would create jobs too. 
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860 Green 
Infrastructure 

Green Infrastructure (Section 17): When considering the Green Infrastructure there should be a clearer reflection of 
the need to ensure a balance between accessibility and protection of areas such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest 
(SSSI) and Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI). 

595 Green 
Infrastructure 

SP21 We welcome the provisions of SP21 which promote green infrastructure and non-car access to the national park. 

691 Green 
Infrastructure 

REAL GREEN SPACES ARE UNTOUCHED .. GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE IS AN OXYMORON. YOU CAN'T BETTER NATURE .. 
LEAVE GREEN SPACES ALONE, TOUCH IT AND YOU SCREW IT UP. 

589 Green 
Infrastructure 

Paragraph 17.0.6 - would it be appropriate to mention Arundel Park here as a major formal part of the network of 
green infrastructure within the district ? Paragraph 17.0.8 - English Heritage is pleased to see that the relationship 
between green infrastructure and the historic environment is recognised. Table 17,1 - English Heritage welcomes the 
reference to promoting the historic features of the coastal plain and protecting them from development. 

429 Green 
Infrastructure 

The area south of Barnham and Eastergate is designated as a Green infrastructure corridor. This is where 2000 new 
homes are to built and where roads and industrial parks are proposed. These corridors are already fragmented and 
these proposals will make them even more vulnerable. This area is important and should not be developed. 

424 Green 
Infrastructure 

Two small areas adjacent to the Chichester District boundary in the Pagham area appear to be excluded from the 
Green Infrastructure Corridor designations.  These areas should be included within the GI Corridor designation in 
order to avoid anomalies with any adjoining designations in Chichester District. 

877 Green 
Infrastructure 

17. Green Infrastructure The draft Local Plan takes a very strong and strategic approach to the planning of Green 
Infrastructure (GI) provision within the District, setting it at the heart of much of the Plan's proposals, to the extent 
that the major area of housing growth is described first and foremost as part of the GI network rather than an Area of 
Search for development per se. As described at paragraph 17.0.8, GI performs a number of different functions 
including those primarily related to biodiversity; access and recreation; historic character; food production; 
sustainable drainage; sense of place; and climate change. Policy DM25 Green Infrastructure Corridors - Object Policy 
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DM25 defines three kinds of GI Corridors. Land between the Three Villages is categorised as a 'Type B GI Corridor', 
where development is considered appropriate in principle. Land at Morells Farm, North Bersted is designated within a 
'Type A GI Corridor'. This is the most restrictive GI designation and the policy text states that development in this 
Corridor is not permissible unless it is necessary to meet the requirements of, or is consistent with, other policies in 
the Development Plan, and it would not compromise the objectives and fundamental integrity of the Corridor. The 
Commissioners object to the application of this highest form of protection to the land between the Lower Bognor 
Road and the A259 (the area covered by the BREQ planning application). We can find no adequate justification for this 
restrictive approach to the protection of this area. Arun Green Infrastructure Study (June 2012) The Arun Green 
Infrastructure Study (LUC, June 2012) (The GI Study) provides the primary piece of the evidence base behind this 
policy approach. The GI Study provides an analysis of the District's existing GI assets and sets out the potential for 
strengthening of the network, which is transposed into Table 17.1 of the draft Local Plan. The GI Study acknowledges 
the (now historic) classification of parts of the District as Strategic and Local Gaps within the Arun Local Plan (2003) 
[1]. Those policy designations are now out of date, having been replaced by the content of the South East Plan. 
Section 5 of the GI Study acknowledges that the District's landscape is not static and will need to accommodate its 
growth needs over the coming Plan period and beyond. Paragraph 5.1 references the existing BREQ planning 
application, and describes it as an alternative to the proposed strategic growth south of the Three Villages. The table 
on pages 39 and 40 of the GI Study deal with the potential impact of the BREQ proposals on the surrounding 
countryside (labelled a GI asset). As set out in the EIA accompanying the application, it is noted that a majority of the 
application area is of moderate or low sensitivity to development (and therefore capacity for development is generally 
high), save for the need to protect views of Chichester Cathedral. The table provides recommendations for the 
treatment of the development area to incorporate a strong GI network into the development and maximise the 
benefits to biodiversity, access and recreation and minimise visual impact. The table also notes that the proposed 
development area is within 5km of the Pagham Harbour SPA and therefore adequate mitigation would be required to 
ensure that no negative impacts would be caused. The application included a package of mitigation measures, 
including financial contributions towards improved access management at the Harbour as well as creating attractive 
and easily accessible new green spaces for recreation. These are all factors that were taken into account in the 
planning application for BREQ, and the table serves to demonstrate the suitability of this area to accommodate 
development of a high quality. A similar table is included for the Three Villages area, and, with the exception of the 
absence of any reference to the Pagham Harbour SPA (as the site is over 5km away), the nature of the issues 
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concerned is comparable, and the GI Study does not seek to draw conclusions about the relative merits of each in 
terms of their suitability for development. Indeed, paragraph 5.6 of the GI Study sets out a series of recommendations 
for successfully treating the different areas, should they be allocated and come forward for development through the 
Local Plan process or via planning applications. The GI Study therefore stops short of recommending the highly 
restrictive policy approach to the protection of the countryside on the northern edge of Bognor Regis (described as 
'Type A GI Corridor in policy DM25) and in fact contemplates the successful incorporation of a development area 
equivalent to the BREQ application coming forward while making a series of positive contributions to the GI assets of 
the District. For all these reasons, the Commissioners object to the proposed designation of that land between the 
Lower Bognor Road and the A259 (as far north as Park Farm) as part of the Type A GI Corridor. The Council's own 
evidence base does not justify this level of protection, and this area should be categorised as Type B GI Corridor in 
recognition of its suitability to accommodate strategic development following our representation on Housing Delivery 
Table 13.1 and policy SP8. [1] Paragraph 2.6 Arun Green Infrastructure Study (LUC, June 2012)   

401 Green 
Infrastructure 

1. POLICY DM25 - Green Infrastructure Corridors Whilst I recognise the importance of biodiversity and the protection 
of the Countryside from inappropriate development and I wish to support Arun District Council in achieving its 
objectives for tourism, namely; 'To create vibrant, attractive, safe and accessible towns and villages that build upon 
their unique characters to provide a wide range of uses and which are a focus for quality shopping, entertainment, 
leisure, tourism and cultural activities.' I wish to OBJECT to the wording of Policy DM25 as I believe that the policy as 
drafted imposes what amounts to a virtual prohibition on all forms development in the Green Infrastructure Corridors 
unless the applicant is able to secure landowner agreements to unlock criterions (iii) a. & (iii) b. 1.1 Type A 
Infrastructure Corridors are described in Draft Policy DM25 of the Draft Local Plan as; ' those undeveloped areas of 
land..' This description cannot be correct as far as the Southern part of the Coast to Downs GIC(CtDGIC) is concerned; 
within this area, there are Schools, a Wind Turbine, Playing Fields and Village Hall, Allotments, a Pub, a Hotel and Spa 
Complex, a Golf Course, many Caravan and Camping sites, B&Bs, Roads (both public highway and private internal), 
Paths, Industrial Estates, around 50 businesses, Farm Buildings, over 200 Residential Homes, Beach Car Parks, Caravan 
Park Homes, and Shops. This is clearly a developed area of our district. 1.2 The Policy wording continues; 'areas within 
the district which provide space for wildlife habitats and ecosystems..' whilst this may be true for certain field 
boundaries, the wording fails to recognise that the vast majority and significant land mass of the CtDGIC is intensively 
farmed arable land and is not highly valued pristine habitat. It seems illogical and unclear how the Council has 
determined the boundaries for land to be included or excluded from the CtDGIC, begging the questions; 1.2.1 Why 
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isn't all agricultural land within the Arun District included within GIC's? 1.2.2 And more pertinently; What is the 
justification for including any land to the West of Climping Street within the Coast to Downs GIC? This land is barely 
visible from any public view points due to the dense mature tree boundary tree screening; in fact the Downs are not 
visible from the Coast at this location and vice versa. 1.2.3 Further, the Draft Plan states the CtDGIC is; 'to protect key 
views of the coast and towards the South Downs National Park.' yet the Arun GI study 2012 describes opportunities 
for GI's on Page 52 at paragraph 6 and figure 6.1; Improve landscape management of the southern part of the Coast 
to Downs Strategic GI Corridor: Increase the tree population.' These two statements directly conflict; there is no 
clarity on which areas the tree planting is preferred to take place. There has been no prior key stakeholder 
engagement to ascertain the willingness of landowners for further planting above the high level of annual tree 
planting that already voluntarily takes place there. 1.3 The Policy wording goes on; 'These areas are characteristically 
tranquil as a result of their rural nature and darker night skies and also act to retain the district's distinctive landscape 
character and sense of place.' 1.4 A tranquillity map is included at figure 3.5 on Page 24 of the GI Study described as a 
'sense of place' map. It is evident from this map that the Southern part of the CtDGIC area is amongst some of the 
least tranquil of the UK, being all coloured Orange; parts may be more tranquil than the adjacent towns but it is not as 
tranquil as the areas shown in Green shading to the North of the District. The tranquillity map shown is a GIS generic 
map of 500m x 500m squares produced by a CPRE study: (Tranquillity Mapping: Developing a Robust Methodology for 
Planning Support) and appears to be unmodified by the Council to take account of local conditions and is not 
anywhere near robust or accurate enough for use at this Local Plan level. 1.5 Quoting from the CPRE report; 
'Tranquillity is a complex concept. There is still the need to increase the accuracy of modelling the attenuation of noise 
away from point source noise taking into account the effects of woodland and terrain. Again, the effects of these 
factors on long distance attenuation of noise would require further research as part of any future project, including 
the gathering and analysis of actual field measurements of noise levels. In addition, it is recommended that some 
account be taken in visibility modelling of the effects of buildings and woodland/vegetation. The datasets could be 
made available for future work and for more detailed regional investigations. However, many decisions require more 
information than this and typically a planner or a planning inspector may want to know about the tranquillity of a 
given area when compared with other areas and on a national scale.' 1.6 It should be noted that the Climping part of 
the CtDGIC area is subjected to around only half of the Positive impacts and all, (apart from seeing or hearing military 
training) of the Negative impacts upon tranquillity shown in Table 28 of the CPRE study. For example, much of the 
CtDGIC is subject to the constant background noise from the approximate 20,000+ cars and Lorries that daily use the 
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A259 main road, there are existing industrial businesses, a school, Pub, busy Footpaths and Beach area; Littlehampton 
Town is dominant on the skyline and visible from deep within the proposed CtDGIC etc. It cannot be right to include a 
policy that seeks to retain tranquillity that is already absent. 1.7 Whilst it may be true to state that the area has darker 
night skies than the adjacent towns, the area has heavy light pollution emanating from Littlehampton, the A259 
bypass, the chrysanthemum glass houses on Lake Lane in Walberton, Yapton, Middleton-on-sea, Elmer, Bailiffscourt 
Hotel and Spa and the Prison at Ford; all of which contribute a cumulative impact. The wording of this Policy and 
Policy DM46 (Light Pollution) should reflect and address this cumulative impact from the surrounding area, in oreder 
to prevent any further deterioration. 1.8 Turning to the policy criterion of DM25; The Policy is restrictive; each 
criterion has 'and' at the end, so each criterion has to be met in full. 1.9 Criterions (i) and (ii) are consistent with and 
brought forward from the current Local Plan. 1.10 The introduction of criterions (iii) a. to f. places a complete 
embargo on any development within the CtDGIC area, unless any developer has control of ALL of the functions listed. 
For example if a householder wanted to extend their house, or an existing businesses want to diversify or expand, 
requiring planning consent, it would be refused, citing failure to comply with criterions (iii) a, b and c, unless the 
applicant could negotiate with a local landowner to allow for the required improvements and enhancements. The 
majority landowners have the advantage of being the only applicants who could feasibly satisfy the criterions. 1.11 
Criterion (iii) c. directly conflicts with the Arun GI study 2012 to ' Improve landscape management of the southern part 
of the Coast to Downs Strategic GI Corridor: Increase the tree population.' Conversely, are the Council stating that 
they would support an application to remove trees that would lead to an enhancement of the views? 1.12 Criterion 
(iii) d. This criterion should be removed as it is essentially a replication of criterion (ii) and it fails to distinguish 
Climping as a developed coastal settlement in its own right; being an individual settlement with a vibrant community 
that has a need to provide employment and opportunity for its locals. Climping has much to offer to provide facilities 
for locals and tourists to come and support the wider District's economy. 1.13 Criterion (iii) e. should be a matter of 
personal preference and individual circumstance. Supposing an owner of a Grade II listed property applied for consent 
to extend their property; this criterion may be wholly inappropriate. The policy wording of Type C GIC's criterion (ii) is 
far more sensible where it states; ''¦ as approporiate,' it would be much more practical to accommodate the 'as 
appropriate' caveat to Policy DM25's criterions (iii) a, (iii) b, (iii) c and (iii) e. 1.14 Criterion (iii) f. seeks to retain 
tranquillity that is already diminished or absent; or at least has not been robustly mapped or proven to be conclusively 
present. This criterion should not apply to areas where tranquillity is already absent. The Council need to robustly 
determine the level of tranquillity in all areas of the Type A GIC's and the Policy should only seek to ensure that 
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development would not lead to a deterioration in the current level of tranquillity or should take steps to improve 
tranquillity through landscaping. 1.15 The Council should give serious consideration to removing some parts of land 
close to previously developed land within the CtDGIC to allow for the delivery of important rural diversification uses. 

764 Green 
Infrastructure 

Why put a massive housing development on Grade 1 agricultural land? The case for this housing scheme does not 
stack up, other than for funding a road, which can't be justified and isn't needed. 

635 Green 
Infrastructure 

Section 17 Green Infrastructure Overall, I welcome the broad policies proposed in the green infrastructure section of 
the Draft Local Plan, protecting land, wildlife, views and recreation whilst encouraging sustainable modes of transport 
such as cycling and walking and access to open space. It was not until I looked further into the background study 'Arun 
Green Infrastructure Study 19 June 2012' that it becomes apparent that the proposals for the Three Villages Green 
Space are a poor excuse for developing our existing open space with housing. The study clearly states that "Large 
areas of the open space to the south of Eastergate are categorised as Grade 1 or 2 agricultural land" (p57). I refer to 
my objections to the earlier point, 4.53 Preserving and enhancing Arun's character and environment. On the same 
page, the statement "The Three Villages are located within an area of open space deficiency." is complete nonsense. 
We may very well be deficient in open space if this Draft Local Plan comes to fruition, but not at the moment. The idea 
that Arun District Council should spend an estimated £2.5million creating an artificial 'green space' for the inhabitants 
of this new town-sized extension to three distinct villages is laughable. The inference is that this '80 hectare green 
space' that will be given back to the residents of the villages will be on one side of the proposed bypass; judging by the 
reference to 'pedestrian refuge island crossings' made in the costings for Priority Project 1: Three Villages Green Space 
in the above mentioned document. The Road Safety Toolkit gives a very vivid description of Pedestrian refuge islands: 
" Most pedestrian crashes happen while the pedestrian is attempting to cross the road. Crossing a busy road with fast 
flowing traffic can be very difficult. Pedestrian refuge islands can help pedestrians to cross such roads safely. They can 
be used where there is a demand for pedestrians to cross the road, but where the numbers of pedestrians are not 
high enough to warrant a signalised pedestrian crossing. Pedestrian refuge islands are raised median islands that 
provide a location for pedestrians to safely wait for a gap in the traffic so they can finish crossing the road. This makes 
crossing the road easier for pedestrians by allowing them to cross in two stages and deal with one direction of traffic 
flow at a time. Refuge islands are usually used on wide, multi-lane roads. They can be helpful where pedestrian 
crossings would result in traffic congestion." Does Arun District Council believe that an 80 hectare artificially created 



Page | 977  
 

and managed open space with facilities mentioned such as a "play area...grass pitch - senior football... skate park" 
adjacent to a busy bypass necessitating pedestrian refuge island crossings, and in the middle of a large density of 
housing will deliver the last of Arun District Council's Strategic Objectives (Arun Local Plan, p 18) to the existing 
residents of the Six Villages?: "To promote strong, well integrated and cohesive communities, through the promotion 
of healthy lifestyles, provision of good quality accessible community facilities and a safe environment, which delivers 
an enhanced quality of life to all." I firmly believe that the existing communities within the Six Villages already have 
achieved this objective and that mass development of the area will erode the community spirit in a way that 
sustainable and sensible planning options (i.e. the already agreed Parish allocations) will not.   

993 Green 
Infrastructure 

"Policy DM 25 - Type B Green Infrastructure Corridors" is to be commended in protecting existing local jobs sites in 
Angmering (e.g. VHB) from housing development and the proposal to enhance Worthing Rugby Club (WRC), which has 
supported the local community for many years. There have been newspaper reports that once the lease comes up for 
renewal in 2015, the VHB site on Roundstone Lane which provides 120+ local jobs will be under threat of closure, as 
the landlord is considering selling the land for housing.  WRC members have voted in favour of persuing the offer that 
has been made by Persimmon homes, which will nclude re-locatting the club outside Arun District. It is understood 
that a few months before the publication of the Draft Plan, the both the landlord that owns the land at West End 
Nursery (VHB) and Persimmon approached ADC to discuss their intentions of submitting planning applications for 
building houses on the land that has subsequently been included in the GIC.  How does this  DM 25, including 
protecting it form housing development is highly questionable.    One of the reasons WRC is considering moving, is 
that they currently use a neighbouring field for overflow parking, but allegedly, cannot consider purchasing the 
additional land they need to "enhance their facilities" as Barratts & David Wilson homes secured this field for house 
building shortly after the production of the Arun 2009 SHLAA findings. . It is hard to see how the Plan can achieve 
Policy DM 25 unless Arun expand the Green Infrastructure Corridor to include the Greenfield land north of WRC, and 
protect local jobs at Manor Nurseries under Policy DM 1, and start discussions with WRC to discuss the proposed 
support of the "enhancement of Worthing Rugby Club" stated in Policy DM 25. 

1070 Green 
Infrastructure 

c. Green Infrastructure (Section 17): When considering the Green Infrastructure there should be a clearer reflection of 
the need to ensure a balance between accessibility and protection of areas such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest 
(SSSI) and Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) 



Page | 978  
 

1079 Green 
Infrastructure 

Green Infrastructure 15. Policies SP1 and DM5 - The RSPB welcomes the commitment to the provision of Green 
Infrastructure (GI), but we note that not all GI can be multifunctional. There may circumstances where - for example - 
increased access may be incompatible with nature conservation obligations and proposals need to be considered in 
the light of relevant legislation and guidance. 

1102 Green 
Infrastructure 

17.0.17 & 18: It is unclear as to what the land allocated for education refers to – please provide clarification. Policy 
DM25: It is not clear how previously developed land which is within a Type A GIC is dealt with. WSCC has proposed the 
allocation of a site at Hobbs Barn, near Climping in the draft Waste Local Plan as a strategic waste site allocation 
(Policy W10) for a potential built waste facility (relevant policy – PPS10). This land forms part of an industrial estate 
which is classified as previously developed / brownfield land. The County Council has set out a number of 
development principles which would ensure the protection of the surrounding area, however in principal the site is 
suitable for waste uses. Policy DM25 should give clarification on its stance towards previously developed land. Any 
development of a waste facility would be assessed against the emerging Waste Local Plan which would ensure the 
protection of the environment, communities, and economy. 17.1.1: The final sentence of this paragraph reads: 
'However, in general, the loss of habitats should be resisted.' It is suggested that this is amended to ''¦'¦ strongly 
resisted'. Policy DM26: This policy could be strengthened by adding 'Developments should seek to achieve a net gain 
in biodiversity'. 

1037 Green 
Infrastructure 

Policy DM25 Page 221-223 Southern Water fully understands the planning authority's intention to protect Green 
Infrastructure Corridors. However, it is important that policies do not unduly restrict provision of essential water 
supply and wastewater infrastructure should the need arise. The policy text should recognise that essential utility 
development will be permitted in Green Infrastructure Corridors if the benefit of the development outweighs the 
harm, and no reasonable alternative site is available. We propose the following additional text in Policy DM25 relating 
to each type of Green Infrastructure Corridor: Type A: insert an additional sentence at the end of the section: 
Development for essential utility infrastructure will be permitted in Type A Green Infrastructure Corridors in 
exceptional circumstances if it is demonstrated that the need for this development clearly outweighs any harm or 
loss, and no reasonable alternative site is available. Type B: insert additional text in the last two paragraphs: Within 
the Eastergate and Barnham Green Infrastructure Corridor, community, essential utility infrastructure and housing 
growth will be permitted as defined in Policies SP8 and SP20. Within the Angmering Green Infrastructure Corridor, 
community, essential utility infrastructure and road infrastructure growth (not housing) will be permitted. The 
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enhancement of ........ Type C: insert an additional sentence at the end of the section: Development for essential utility 
infrastructure will be permitted in Type C Green Infrastructure Corridors in exceptional circumstances if it is 
demonstrated that the need for this development clearly outweighs any harm or loss, and no reasonable alternative 
site is available. 

1016 Green 
Infrastructure 

Policy DM25: Green Infrastructure Corridors The areas highlighted on the map insets below should be included within 
the Green Infrastructure Corridor designations in order to avoid anomalies with adjoining designations in Chichester 
District. [ For map see: \\Centaur\Depts\Planning\PLANNING MATTERS\PLANNING AND HOUSING POLICY\LOCAL 
PLAN PREPARATION\2012 09 - Sep work on reps and comments to Local Plan\Maps and diagrams related to reps 
received - 2012.09.05._674615 ]  

784 Green 
Infrastructure 

The area designated within the proposal for 2000 New homes between Barnham Eastergate and Westergate lies on a 
flood plane Additional building on this land will exacerbate flooding to the south where frequent flooding has occured 
in recent years. 

1208 Green 
Infrastructure 

Chapter 17 Green Infrastructure DM25 The concept of green corridors in which building is permitted is a complete 
contradiction in terms. 

1156 Green 
Infrastructure 

4. Objection: Policy DM25 Green Infrastructure Corridors The proposed site specific policy for this land is to become 
part of a Green Infrastructure Corridor (GIC). It describes a GIC as '.. those undeveloped areas of land adjacent to the 
coastal plain and rural inland areas within the district which provide space for wildlife habitats and ecosystems. They 
also provide space for water in parts of the district that are at most significant risk of flooding and also protect key 
views of the coast and towards the South Downs National Park. These areas are characteristically tranquil....and also 
act to retain the Districts distinctive landscape character and sense of place. Out of all of the GICs those within Type A 
require the highest level of protection.' However, we believe that this proposed policy allocation is not sufficiently 
justified by the proposed Local Plan in relation to the land at Summer Lane. When considering the policy criteria 
described above we can present evidence from specialist studies (listed previously) that indicates that; Space for 
wildlife habitats and ecosystems; the potential development site is currently intensively managed arable farmland and 
of generally low ecological value. Space for water; the identified land is partly in Flood Zone 1 and is not land within 
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the District at most significant risk of flooding. Protect key views; there are no key views from this land to the coast or 
National Park. Retention of the District's distinctive landscape character; the development of this land would have no 
unacceptable impact on the local landscape character as confirmed by the councils own landscape study and 
subsequent consultants assessment. The inclusion of this land as proposed GIC is not justified by objective 
assessment. The proposal does not reflect the site characteristics, which result in this land being far less valuable to 
the implementation of the GIC proposal, and therefore far less constrained from future development in comparison to 
all other land adjoining the settlement boundary at Pagham (see next point). We suggest that in order to reflect the 
Local Plan evidence base and consultant assessment this land must be excluded from the proposed allocation within 
the Green Infrastructure Corridor. 

1179 Green 
Infrastructure 

Green Infrastructure Whilst the draft plan's 'Green Infrastructure' proposals might provide a focus for action, it is 
unclear how effectively they would integrate Historic, Biodiversity and Landscape, Recreation and Access within the 
designated areas and also how these would be linked to areas outside to provide a holistic approach across the 
District; how for example are the upper sections of the Aldingbourne and Lidsey Rifes to be linked under these 
proposals? We welcome the introduction of the concepts of 'Sense of place' and 'Historic Landscape Character' but 
are unclear how these will be taken forward as both aspects were omitted from the original Arun Landscape Study, so 
that in consequence there is no reference point for driving this initiative forward in the Green Infrastructure areas nor 
across the District as a whole. 

1128 Green 
Infrastructure 

The work on Green Infrastructure Para 17.0.4 – uses the expression 'managing the districts green infrastructure 
network. This suggests that the network has been fully defined and additions are neither necessary nor possible. I 
have not had the opportunity to check other Arun documents to see if this is the case. If so, then the protection and 
enhancement of the network may be enough. If not, then further consideration needs to be given to what new GI is 
needed where, and what restoration work will be required. The work outlined in paragraph 17.0.12 is essential to 
providing a framework for decisions under Policy SP21 (eg what needs to be protected and enhanced) unless the GI 
network goes no further than the corridors listed in Policy DM25 If it was helpful, we would welcome the opportunity 
to see and provide thoughts on the GI Strategy and Action Plan Section 17.2 – Landscape – There are developments 
which may not immediately appear to require an EIA, where the impact of the development is significant in respect of 
nationally designated landscapes and their settings - and the use of Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment in the 
context of Landscape Character Assessments is appropriate. Some local understanding of the 'setting'  (of the 
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National Park, if it does not already exist) would be helpful 

983 Green 
Infrastructure 

The Green Infrastructure is so very important to enable species to freely migrate etc. One of my main concerns is 
Reacreational Disturbance - a lot of work has already been completed by the Solent Forum and further details can be 
found on 
http://www.solentforum.org/forum/sub_groups/Natural_Environment_Group/Disturbance_and_Mitigation_Project/ 
A difficult balance to enable the public to take advantage of green space, but with such important areas as Pagham 
Harbour (SPA etc) we need to make sure that we dont have a negative impact on this European protected site.  This 
year, very sadly only one little turns nest survived - this highlights the importance of mitigating the negative impacts 
of recreational disturbance - one of the main problems is dogs - recent studies have stated that 1 in 4 homes now 
have a dog... I would love to see more green walls and roofs - the use of local sustainable sources - development only 
on brown sites. It would be refreshing to see a local council employ a Wildlife Officer - to enthuse local people on the 
importance and benefits of biodiversity.  This could be funded from developers 106 monies? 

1398 Green 
Infrastructure 

17 Green Infrastructure The Parish Council would like to see Yapton, Bilsham and Flansham included in any future 
plans for provision of Green Infrastructure Corridors to maintain the rural aspect of the Parish. 

1464 Green 
Infrastructure 

SP21 Support 

1465 Green 
Infrastructure 

DM25 Support but how does this policy interact with or relate to areas of "white land" or old GEN3 land? The 
introduction of a new GEN3 policy as recommended above would help clarify matters. 

1334 Green 
Infrastructure 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Arun Local Plan. Bersted PC is in overall agreement and in particular 
in the following way: The Green Infrastructure Corridor especially the one between Bognor Regis and Chichester   
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1305 Green 
Infrastructure 

Representations on behalf of The Angmering Park Estate – Draft Arun Local Plan (2013 – 2028) We write on behalf of 
The Angmering Park Estate to submit comments on the Draft Arun Local Plan. These comments, which are set out 
below, are supplemented by representations provided by Fabrik on landscape matters and Corylus on ecology matters 
and are appended to this letter. Representations are made to the following policies: · Policy DM25 – Green 
Infrastructure Corridors; and · Policy DM37 – Non Designated Sites. General Comments The current consultation seeks 
to provide a new Local Plan for the District in accordance with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) and 
the newly published National Planning Policy Framework (2004) (NPPF). This new Local Plan will eventually replace 
the existing 2003 Local Plan. The 2003 Local Plan contains a number of policies which are no longer consistent with 
current national planning policy contained within the NPPF, including Policy Area10 Strategic Gaps which sought to 
prevent development in certain areas. One such area is the identified 'gap' between Arundel and Littlehampton. The 
reason for Policy Area10 is set out as to prevent coalescence and retain the separate identity and amenity of 
settlements. The further explanation text also set out that proposals would be subject to rigorous examination and 
assessment on the impact on the reduction of openness. Strategic Gap policies in Development Plans have now been 
widely discounted on the basis that such policies sought to apply the level of protection afforded to Green Belts 
without the rigorous testing process required to demonstrate that such a level of protection was necessary and 
appropriate. First introduced into PPG7: The Countryside in 1997 , significant overlap with Green Belt policy was soon 
identified. It was considered inappropriate to extend such levels of control and long-term rigidity through the 
application of Strategic Gaps. As such guidance in PPS7, when first published in 2004, omitted such designations, 
favouring a more targeted and evidence based approach to local designations on landscape grounds. Whilst Arun 
District Council has not sought to retain its Strategic Gap Policy, as it is clearly not supported by National Guidance, it 
is strongly contended that the Local Plan seeks to replicate its aims through the application of Green Corridors and 
Biodiversity Opportunity Areas. Whilst such designations are supported by the NPPF, these should be based on ' up-
to-date information about the natural environment and other characteristics of the area and should include an 
assessment of existing and potential components of ecological networks' (NPPF paragraph 165). It is strongly asserted 
that a Strategic Gap level of protection is sought in particular for the Coast to Downs Green Corridor and Climping to 
Houghton Area Biodiversity Opportunity Area, through policies DM25 and DM37, without undertaking the necessary 
rigorous testing supported by the NPPF. As such, the Council is still seeking to apply a broad brush approach to 
restricting development in the former 'strategic gap' between Littlehampton and Arundel by layering landscape and 
ecology designations but has not backed this up with the evidence to support the extent of the designation. The 
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application of designations on landscape and ecological grounds ought to be more targeted in approach. 
Consequently it is considered that Policies DM25 and DM27 are not robustly evidenced and are contrary to the NPPF 
and would be found unsound if retained and examined by an Inspector at EIP. Summary Through the application of 
Policies DM25 and DM37 the Draft Arun Local Plan 2013 -2028 seeks to retain the broad brush approach to restricting 
development currently achieved by Policy Area10 of the Local Plan 2003. These policies are not sufficiently targeted or 
robustly formulated on landscape or ecology grounds to support the current extent of the designations and if retained 
on the existing basis would be found unsound when examined by an Inspector. I trust that the enclosed will be 
sufficient for your consideration of our representations. However, please do get in touch if you have any questions. 

1306 Green 
Infrastructure 

Policy DM25 – Green Infrastructure Corridors Whilst Green Infrastructure Corridors can provide a valuable 
contribution to Local Planning Policy they must be robustly formed and evidenced. The attached representations 
provided by Fabrik Landscape Consultants provide a critique of Policy DM25 and identify a number of concerns about 
the approach and extent of the Coast to Downs Green Corridor in particular. It concludes that the application of the 
Corridor is an inappropriate and blunt tool, particularly within the vicinity of Arundel itself for the following reasons: · 
There are a number of inconsistencies between the background reports, as identified in detail by Fabrik's 
representations; · There are anomalies in the landscape character study areas including a 'space' between the Arundel 
bypass and the edge of Arundel which remains unclassified. It is considered that more fine grained studies of the 
visual role of land around Arundel should be undertaken prior to finalising this policy; · The corridor approach is 
inappropriate as the single visual compartment is broken by the Arundel Bypass which acts as both a physical and 
visual barrier, where as a corridor suggests a continuous form; · Sites on the edge of Arundel owned by The 
Angmering Estate are identified has having a 'Green Infrastructure' function as strategic gap. However this is no longer 
considered appropriate given the change in policy heralded by PPS7 and the NPPF; · Such a blanket approach is 
against the principles of sustainable development where some development could deliver significant green 
infrastructure benefits in line with stated green infrastructure objectives. Furthermore, it is considered that the policy 
has been negatively worded, which is not consistent with the positive approach required by the NPPF. For these 
reasons and reasons set out under 'general comments' above, it is considered that the Downs to Coast Green 
Infrastructure Corridor has not been robustly formulated, particularly in relation to the area around Arundel and the 
Bypass and therefore it ought to be subject to further work before being finalised. In particular the area between the 
bypass and the area defined as the setting to Arundel remains unclassified yet has been included within the 
designation. This approach would be found unsound if examined by an Inspector at EIP. 
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1311 Green 
Infrastructure 

[See attachment for illustration] Representations to Draft Arun District Local Plan 2013' 2038 This report focuses on 
landscape related policies and supporting documents associated with the land holdings of the *****************. 
The extent of the holdings, Sites 55, 56 and 57 are illustrated in Figure 1 below. 

1312 Green 
Infrastructure 

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE (GI) Chapter 17 defines GI as 'a network of multi' functional green space, urban and rural, 
which is capable of delivering a wide range of environmental and quality of life benefits for local communities' . In the 
DADLP GI is borne out explicitly in Policies SP21 Green Infrastructure and Development, DM25 Green Infrastructure 
Corridors and tightly related to Policies DM26 Development and Biodiversity, DM27 Protection of Landscape 
Character and DM28 The Setting of Arundel. GI is more explicitly explained in the background document – Arun Green 
Infrastructure Study (AGIS) June 2012. It is noted in both the DADLP Chapter 17 and The GI study that the objectives of 
GI are to 'maintain and enhance the existing network of Green Infrastructure assets and to protect and manage the 
strategic green infrastructure corridors which have been identified for their environmental value in the district' . 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE AND THE APE SITES In the DADLP, the APE sites are described in the following plans: Draft 
local plan Figure 5.1 The Key Diagram – GIC Type A (as defined below) lies immediately to the APE land associated 
with Arundel. Scale of diagram makes the allocation very vague. Draft Local Plan Proposals Map 1 The Local Authority 
District of Arun – Sites 56 and 57 are within Green Infrastructure Corridor (GIC) – Type A and Biodiversity Opportunity 
Area. Site 55 is not illustrated. Draft Local Plan Proposals Map 2 Arundel, the Six Villages and Surrounding Area – Sites 
56 and 57 lie within GIC Type A and Biodiversity Opportunity Area. Site 55 is not illustrated. The three sites all abut the 
Built Up Area boundary of Arundel. In the body text of policy DM25 GIC type A are described as 'those undeveloped 
areas of land adjacent to the coastal plain and rural inland within the district which provide space for wildlife habitats 
and ecosystems. They also provide space for water in parts of the District that are at most significant risk of flooding 
and also protect keys views of the coast and towards the South Down National Park. These are characteristically 
tranquil and darker skies '¦ out of all the GIC Type A require the highest level of protection' . Development will not be 
permitted unless: Improve recreational access '¦ between coast and South Downs National Park (SDNP). Enhance 
biodiversity of the corridors focussing upon creating a new network of hedgerows, ditches and rifes that form 
important wildlife corridors between the coast and SDNP. Ensure views towards the coast and the SDNP are 
conserved and enhanced. Prevent coalescence. Improve natural flood attenuation. Retain the tranquillity and rural 
nature of the GIC. At policy DM27 The Protection of Landscape Character related to the GI policy development will be 
permitted where: Landscape Character, including its natural features are conserved or enhanced. The historic 
character and development pattern of settlements is respected. Either individually or collectively development does 
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not lead to actual or perceived coalescence of settlements or undermine the integrity or predominantly open and 
undeveloped character of the area. It does not negatively impact on views into and out of the South Downs. At policy 
DM28 The Setting of Arundel – the views which are deemed critical to the setting of Arundel are defined. A number of 
these views relate to the APE sites. In the AGIS (June 2012) the sites are described as follows: GI Network Map – 
Arundel Town Council Boundary – all sites are within the Biodiversity Opportunity Area (that extends into the 
southern edge of the Arundel Townscape). Sites 56 and 57 are within the GIC Type A. Sites 56 and 57 lie adjacent to 
spaces defined as Existing Open Space. Site 55 lies outside the Parish boundary. Fig 2.1 GI assets – Sites 56 and 57 lie 
within the Strategic Gap and Site 55 as GI Asset. Fig 2.2 GI Assets over 50ha – Sites 56 and 57 as Strategic Gap and Site 
55 as GI Asset. Fig 2.3 Location of Strategic Gaps '  Sites 56 and 57 as Strategic Gap and Site 55 as GI Asset. Fig 3.1 
Primary Function of GI assets – Site 55 GI function defined as conserving and enhancing biodiversity, 56 and 57 
described as Strategic Gap, 55 lies in close proximity to an element described as Sustainable Water Resources, 57 lies 
immediately to the north of an area whose function is defined as Access Links and access to recreation, Site 56 lies 
adjacent to area whose function is defined as Productive Green Environment. Fig 3.2 Access Links and access to 
recreation – both Site 56 and 57 lie adjacent to route defined as cycle route. Site 57 lies to the north of an element 
defined as Parks and Gardens and Site 56 lies adjacent to an element defined as Allotments, community gardens and 
city farms. Fig 3.3 IMD (Indices of Multiple Deprivation) sites 56 and 57 lie in the 80'”100 percentile and site 55 in the 
40' 60 percentile. (Unclear from tones of plan). Fig 3.4 Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity '  the three sites are 
covered by a blanket policy of Biodiversity Opportunity Areas Sites 56 and 57 have no Environmental Stewardship 
Designations or Biodiversity Designations. Site 55 appears to be covered by a Biodiversity Designation '  Site of Local 
Importance for Nature Conservation . (Again this is hard to determine from the diagram). Fig 3.5 Sense of Place – Site 
56 and 57 lie within the Strategic Gap. Sites 55 and 56 lie within the South Downs Landscape Character Area 125. Site 
57 lies in landscape character area 126 South Coast Plain. The tranquillity of the Sites lie at the mid' range but would 
clearly be influenced by road noise. Fig 3.6 Conserving and Understanding Historic Character '  none of the sites are 
covered by any Cultural Heritage designations nor are there Ancient Woodlands designations. There are numerous 
Listed Buildings immediately to the north of the site 56. To the east and west the number of Limited Buildings is 
limited. Fig 3.7 Productive Green Environment ' Site 57 is classified as non agricultural, as is part of Site 56. The 
remainder of Site 56 is classified as Grade 3 agricultural land, as is Site 55. Fig 3.8 Sustainable Water Resources'  this is 
a poor diagram as the o/s tile is not legible behind the descriptive toning. It can be assumed that all three sites are 
described as Fluvial and Tidal Zones 2, 3a and 3b. Strategic gaps presumably should cover the Sites but it is not clear in 
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this drawing. Fig 3.9 Current GI issues – the key elements relating to the three Sites are that: It is recognised that the 
Arundel bypass is a barrier to movement of people andwildlife. The areas are at a high risk of Fluvial Flooding. 
Waterways lie in proximity to the site, notably 55. They lie at the northern aspect of views to Arundel from 
Littlehampton. There are fragmented/restricted walking and cycle routes on a north south axis linking Arundel to 
Littlehampton. Fig 4.1 Strategic GI corridors. Site 56 and 57 are defined as Strategic Green Infrastucture Corridors and 
Site 55 is defined as GI assets. Fig 5.1 Proposed Development Areas – Site 56 and 57 have no specific definition. Site 55 
is defined as GI assets. (Of note is that three Options for growth around Littlehampton '  North Littlehampton 
Toddington, North Littlehampton Courtwick and West Bank are all within the Strategic Green Infrastructure Corridor.) 
Fig 6.1 GI Opportunities Rev B (Plan actually marked as Fig 5.1) – the detail is harder to determine from this plan. The 
majority of Sites 57 and 56 are defined as Biodiversity Opportunity Area. Allotments (Site 64 are annotated). The 
waterway adjacent to Site 55 is illustrated. Action point 5 is described as 'New shared use paths to link along the coast 
and also link coastal plain to the National Park' . Fig 6.2 GI Priority Projects – the Sites sit within, adjacent to Number 
2, the Arundel to Littlehampton Corridor Improvement RELATED DOCUMENTS Landscape relevant Supporting 
Documents that are referred to in relation to the Policies SP 21 Green Infrastructure and Development, DM 25 Green 
Infrastructure Corridors are: Arun Landscape Study, Landscape and Visual Amenity Aspects of Development Choices in 
Arun District 2006' 2026, August 2006. Urban Design and Landscape Appraisal, ADC, EDAW March 2009. The latter is 
not available thus only the former has been reviewed. ARUN LANDSCAPE STUDY, LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL AMENITY 
ASPECTS OF DEVELOPMENT CHOICES IN ARUN DISTRICT 2006' 2026, AUGUST 2006 This report was a study to review 
landscape and visual amenity aspects of development choices in Arun District over the period 2006' 2026. The study 
also considered the boundaries of the Strategic and Local Gaps. The three APE sites are defined in Zone three – 
Arundel. The overview of this area notes the intervisibility between Arundel and Littlehampton. The sites are defined 
through plan and tables. On the plans: Zone 3 Landscape '  the landscape of Sites 56 and 57 are described as Strategic 
Gap. Site 55 is described as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Zone 3 Ecology – all the Sites are 
described as Flood Zone, additionally Site 55 is described as SNCI. Zone 3 Topography '  the Sites are described as low 
level river valley, Zone 3 County Character as Arun Valley (of note is that immediately to the north of the Site land is 
described as T Urban Areas – the diagram is unclear but this may include part of Site 56). Zone 3 Existing and Proposed 
Gap '  the landscape of the Site 56 and 57 are described as Strategic Gap. Site 55 is outside the Strategic Gap. 
Landscape Character Type V2 Shallow Valley applies to all of the Sites. Landscape Character Areas – Site 57 in 
Character Area 34 Middle Arun Valley Floor which is described as having a Landscape Sensitivity that is Major, a 
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Landscape Value that is Substantial and a Landscape Capacity that is negligible. The key reason for this weighting 
(illustrated on tables 1 and 2) are: the intact nature of the valley floor pastoral landscape, the southern setting to 
Arundel, the significant separation between Arundel and Littlehampton. It should be noted that Sites 55 and 56 lie 
outside any character area definition. In relation to the Review of Strategic and Local Gap Boundaries – the results of 
the study in relation to this area was that the Strategic Gap remain the same as previously described. The rationale for 
this is that para 6.4.6.4 'The gaps form a single visual compartment which provides the separation between 
settlements, the setting to Arundel and the context for views towards the castle and cathedral in Arundel' . ARUN 
DISTRICT STRATEGIC LAND HOUSING AVAILABILITY STUDY: STAGE 7 ASSESSMENT FINAL REPORT (SLHAS), (DECEMBER 
2009) AND STRATEGIC HOUSING LAND AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT (SHLAA), (MAY 2012) The SLHAS document 
provides an informed estimate of land availability for housing. It sets out information on developable land availability 
for growth options to be further investigated through the plan making process. The process follows agreed criteria. 
The report notes (para 2.2.4) 'that land outside settlement boundaries were visited by a landscape architect to 
establish their potential suitability in landscape terms' . At para 2.5.10 the landscape report of HAD The Arun 
Landscape Study, in conjunction with the draft Urban Design and Landscape Appraisal Study (EDAW 2008) are noted 
as two key documents in 'identifying the contribution that land around the built up areas makes to the setting of 
settlements, and whether development provides opportunities to improve the existing urban fringe and/or establish 
enduring settlement boundaries' . At para 6.2.4 the report notes that Sites with clear cut designations such as SSSI, 
SNCI'™s or designations that seek to protect the historic environment, such as Schedules Ancient Monuments or 
Historic Parks and Gardens, may be excluded from areas of search. At 6.2.8 it is stated that 'the initial analysis and 
later landscape appraisal have not treated the locally designated Strategic and Local Gaps as identified in the Local 
Plan as clear cut constraints. Instead, we have accepted the principle of maintaining a gap between settlements and 
have looked at the contribution that each site makes towards general openness and the aim of maintain a gap 
between landscape settlements, through landscape assessment' . At 6.2.9 Flood Zones 2 and 3 were added to the list 
as they indicate areas where there may be greatest sensitivity. This does remain a constraint for the Sites and one 
where detailed study is required. At paras 6.2.15' 18 a key consideration of identifying locations for future urban 
extensions is the characteristic of landscape and its sensitivity to change. The SLHAS study 'draws heavily upon the 
Arun Landscape Study (HAD 2006) and the draft Urban Design and Landscape Appraisal Study (EDAW 2008)' . The 
finding of the SHLAS in relation to Arundel and thus the APE sites are described in para 6.3.13 to 16 which state the 
restrictions to the south of the town – 'sites between the Arundel bypass and the southern edge of the town are all an 
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intrinsic part of the historic setting of the historic town and are prominent in views from the bypass. Other small sites 
to the south east and south west of the town are not as important to the landscape setting of the town but do not 
offer potential due to flooding constraints' . In relation to Littlehampton, at para 6.3.31 it is stated that development 
in the western/north western parts of the area would be more visible from the Arun Valley due to more exposed 
nature of this part of the site. 'If this were to be developed as part of an urban extension it will be important to ensure 
that any proposal bring forward significant green infrastructure that integrates development in views that are 
available' . In the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2012, the report summary all the APE sites are 
rejected as follows: 55 Land at the Causeway – the Site is situated in the South Down National Park and outside ADC 
Boundary. 56 Mill House Farm – This is a sensitive site with significant landscape and flooding constraints. Therefore 
the site is not suitable for housing development and is not considered for further assessment in this study. 57 Land off 
Fitzalan Road – This is a sensitive site with significant landscape and flooding constraints. Therefore the site is not 
suitable for housing development. DISCUSSION Conflicts of Description In the definition of GIC Type A they are 
described as areas that are characteristically tranquil and with darker skies. Both Sites 56 and 57 are influenced by the 
road noise and lighting associated with the Arundel bypass. In the AGIS in Fig 3.1 Primary Function of GI Assets both 
Sites 56 and 57 are described as having a primary GI function of Strategic Gap. Yet within Fig 3.4 Conserving and 
Enhancing Biodiversity – they are covered by a blanket policy of Biodiversity Opportunity Areas. This is an underlying 
factor in the inclusion in the Strategic GI corridor defined in Figure 4.1. By definition a corridor is a continuous form 
but clearly Sites 56 and 57 lie either side of the Arundel bypass. This is a visual detractor in the local landscape that 
adversely impact views, creates levels of disturbance and noise that lessen localised tranquillity and provides a 
physical barrier that truncates faunal movement along the corridor. Indeed this latter aspect is recognised in Fig 3.9 
where the Arundel Bypass is defined as a barrier to movement of people and wildlife. It is apparent that the 
Biodiversity Opportunity Area definition is a rather simplified response not well related to the localised landscape 
constraints. In AGIS Fig 3.4 Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity Site 55 appears to be covered by a Biodiversity 
Designation – Site of Local Importance for Nature Conservation (SNCI). In the Arun Landscape Study Site 55 is defined 
as a SNCI – this point needs to be clarified. At AGIS figure 3.6 it is noted that none of the Sites are covered by any 
cultural heritage nor Ancient Woodland designations – this in essence lessens the landscape sensitivity of the sites. 
Indeed in the lack of designations defined as at para 6.2.4 the report notes that sites with clear cut designations such 
as SSSI, SNCI'™s or designations that seek to protect the historic environment, such as Schedules Ancient Monuments 
or Historic Parks and Gardens, may be excluded from areas of search. Thus by implication the Sites are worthy of 
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inclusion in areas of search. At AGIS fig 3.7 Site 57 and part of Site 56 are classed as non' agricultural. Yet they also 
have no Open Space typology associated with them as illustrated on Fig 3.2. This suggests inaccuracies in the GU study 
that need to be remedied. In the Arun Landscape Study various inconsistencies are revealed and landscape character 
description. At the County level as shown on Plan Zone 3 County Character the Landscape Character Type 02 appears 
to end short of Arundel which is defined as T Urban Area. This anomaly is further borne out in the HAD district 
character assessment types. Landscape Character Area 34 Middle Arun Valley ends south of the Arundel bypass. The 
space to the north of the Arundel bypass and the edge of Arundel remains unclassified. Part of Site 56 sits in this area. 
By implication this assumes that the land between the two character areas is transitional and needs to be further 
assessed before decisions are progressed. It could be further assumed that this truncation of District Character Area 
recognises that change in character created by the Arundel Bypass. At para 6.4.6.4 the Arun landscape study states 
that 'The gaps form a single visual compartment which provides the separation between settlements, the setting to 
Arundel and the context for views towards the castle and cathedral in Arundel' . We contend that this is not a single 
visual compartment as it is broken by the Arundel bypass, with elements of Site 56 lying tight to the urban edge. 
Additionally Site 57 is to the periphery of the gap and again visually disassociated by either highways or vegetation. In 
the SHLAS and the SHLAA it is noted that both of these documents were informed by the draft Urban Design and 
Landscape Appraisal Study (EDAW 2008). This is a document that may well assess, on a finer grain, the urban edges 
and should be made available for review prior to final drafting of the draft local plan. Both the SHLAS and the SHLAA 
have in part directed the promotion of the two sites adjacent to Littlehampton. These both sit in the Strategic Gap as 
defined in the Arun Landscape Study 2006. Thus the precedent is set for development in the Strategic Gap where the 
gaps keys principles are not undermined. Whilst it is accepted that their inclusion is in part due to the principle that 
they are landscape of a lower value and have a higher capacity for change it does note that where change is to occur 
that mitigation is important. In particular, 'in the promotion of the sites that parts of the area would be more visible 
from Arun Valley due to more exposed nature of this part of the site if this were to be developed as part of an urban 
extension' . In this instance it is noted that it will be 'important to ensure that any proposal bring forward significant 
green infrastructure that integrates development in views that are available' . This is clearly a key precedent that 
reiterates that there can be a design response that is appropriate and sensitive. Opportunities Provided by 
Development This element of the report explores potential benefits arising should development be consented on all 
or part of the three sites. Development would be designed to meet GI objectives, in particular they could provide: 
Opportunities for less formal, more naturalistic and/or productive spaces (for example involving less traditional park 
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management, creating wildflower meadows and opportunities for the planting of fruit trees and vegetables – thus 
meeting objective of Access Links and access to recreation). Opportunities for enhancing the biodiversity 
improvement to wildlife corridors – thus meeting objective of Conserving and Enhancing Biodiversity. Opportunities to 
retrofit a softer urban edge, with green wedges or features extending into developed land. Following a detailed 
landscape/townscape assessment of Arundel it may be possible to achieve development that both protects the 
setting of Arundel and locally improves it – thus meeting objective of Sense of Place. Opportunities for sensitive 
development that ultimately strengthens and enhances historically relevant landscape features such as rifes, ditches, 
hedges – thus meeting objective of Historic Character. On land that is not the best and most versatile agricultural land 
thus I that sense less protected – help address the shortage of allotments – thus meeting objective of Productive 
Green Environment. Opportunities to provide flood storage – thus meeting objective of Sustainable Water Courses. 
Aid the creation of a green urban through planting of trees, creation of green roofs, and SUDS – thus meeting 
objectives of Climate Change. In a cohesive development response could be achieved this might enable positive 
support to the Arundel to Littlehampton Green Corridor, A GI Priority Project – for example through making elements 
of Site 55/56 available for improved access and wetland creation. SUMMARY Whilst it is agreed that GI should be 
embedded in Development Management and that it is laudable to seek to provide a '˜joined up'™ response to the 
District'™s environmental assets it appears that the emerging proposal are to be delivered as rather a blunt tool. The 
AGIS talks at length on appropriately embedding GI in Policy: Para 7.11 says that 'whilst it may be possible to cover all 
of the functions and benefits provide by GI in separate policies the essence of GI that the plan is trying to convey may 
be lost' . This may well now be the case in that the GI policy is associated with 24 of the emerging policies. In addition 
to being a rather blunt tool the background reports need further refinement as there are various inconsistencies as 
already described. Â  

1302 Green 
Infrastructure 

Chapter 17. Green Infrastructure Policy DM25. The provision of three classes of Green Infrastructure Corridors is an 
unnecessary complication in the Plan. The concept of green corridors in which building is permitted is also a 
contradiction in terms. Types B and C Green Infrastructure Corridors should therefore be deleted from Policy DM25. 

1143 Green 
Infrastructure 

Section 17 We commend the designation of 'Green Infrastructure Assets' but we wonder whether the Green 
Infrastructure Corridor designation is robust enough to protect parts of the strategic gaps (e.g. the north-eastern end 
of the Ferring-East Kingston Gap) which have been so neglected and abused so that their value as landscape or wild 
life habitat is called into question and used as a justification for development. We would like to see the open area 
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between Littlehampton Road in Ferring/Angmering and the National Park boundary given 'Green Infrastructure' 
designation. This would preserve the foreground of Highdown Hill. This would be all the more necessary if the built-up 
area of Angmering expands to the east. 

1166 Green 
Infrastructure 

17 Green Infrastructure (GI) Members welcome the inclusion of GI policies in the document. However, there should 
be specific policies to protect the network and to recognise the value of the countryside for its own sake. The quality 
of visits to the countryside need to be protected - e.g. the unrestricted advance of glasshouses have seriously 
devalued some areas of countryside on the Coastal Plain. 17.06 - bullet point 4 - this uses the term 'footways' which 
should be footpaths. Footways are what most would consider pavements and it's use could be misleading. Policy SP 
21 - Green Infrastructure and Development 2nd paragraph should be amended to read " All development must 
contribute towards maintaining and enhancing the inter-connected network of publicly accessibvle and multi 
functional green spaces and corridors across the district'¦'¦'¦'¦ This will make sure prows and other recreational 
routes are included. 

1218 Green 
Infrastructure 

Green Infrastructure Corridor B – Chapter 17 Policy DM25 The extent of the Green Infrastructure Corridor (GIC) south 
east of Angmering should be amended to reflect the proposed relocation of WRFC from their existing site east of 
Roundstone Lane and its appropriate re-use for residential development. WRFC have outgrown their site. In particular 
the car park is unable to cope with the level of demand and this is most significant when the 1 st XV have home 
games. In order to try and cope the fields immediately to the north of the site are leased for overflow car parking. 
However, this land is under option to Barratt Homes and forms part of their proposals within the identified growth 
area. Clearly this land will be lost if those proposals come forward. The demand is significant amounting to 100s of 
extra cars. The proposed relocation site next to Goring railway station is likely to reduce the demand for car parking 
spaces. Furthermore, WRFC have so many teams now; men's, women's and colts that extra pitch provision is required. 
Furthermore, there are a number of qualitative improvements they would like to achieve such as a new '3g Astroturf 
pitch', better training facilities and better clubhouse facilities which could all be achieved on the new site and with the 
funds generated from the proposal. Finally, of course, the proposal would result in the return of Worthing RFC to 
Worthing. It would appear that the only justification for GIC B extending northwards on the eastern side of Angmering 
is to encompass the 'open space asset' of WRFC. However, having regard to the club's relocation proposals and the 
fact that the site is private open space, it is considered that given the fact that it has been identified within a growth 
area for Angmering (Green Infrastructure Study – LUC June 2012) and that land both south and north of the site are 



Page | 992  
 

identified as having future housing potential within the SHLAA (ADC 2012) it is considered that the re-use of the WRFC 
site for residential development is fully consistent with the NPPF and the evidence base supporting the emerging local 
plan. Furthermore, given that this is a core strategy then the boundaries of any green infrastructure corridor as 
illustrated on the key diagram should be diagrammatic and not site specific as is currently the case. This approach has 
been adopted for the location of potential housing sites and a similar approach should be adopted for the green 
infrastructure corridors. 

1271 Green 
Infrastructure 

Policy DM 25: Green Infrastructure Corridors - Support 2.78 The Green Infrastructure Corridors appear to largely 
replace the existing strategic and local gaps. Type A Green Infrastructure Corridors closely reflect the strategic gaps of 
the Arun District Local Plan 2003. 2.79 Policy DM25 states that the 5 Type A Green Infrastructure Corridors require the 
highest level of protection. It is stated that they provide space for wildlife habitats and eco systems, space for water in 
parts of the District that are at the most significant risk of flooding, protect key views of the coast and towards the 
South Downs National Park and are characteristically tranquil. 2.80 However, these areas are significant in extent and 
include land immediately adjacent to the built up area boundaries of large settlements. The extent to which a 
particular part of the Type A Green Infrastructure Corridor provides for the matters set out above is extremely 
variable. For example, a site immediately surrounded by exiting built form on two sides in a sustainable location in the 
Bognor Regis and surrounding area, that is not in the flood plain and is very contained within the landscape is very 
different to an isolated parcel of land clearly visible in the landscape. 2.81 The above is reflected in the Arun Green 
Infrastructure Study (June 2012) produced by LUC, for example Figure 3.5: Sense of Place and 3.8: Sustainable Water 
Resources, which demonstrate clear differences in tranquillity and flood risk within Type A Green infrastructure 
Corridors. 2.82 Therefore, the flexible approach to assessing development within Type A Green Infrastructure 
Corridors is supported in principle. There are sites within the Type A Green infrastructure Corridors that can be 
developed whilst respecting the matters set out in criterion i, ii and iii of Policy DM25. The policy is considered to 
strike an appropriate balance between protecting the fundamental integrity of the Green Infrastructure Corridors as a 
whole and recognising that development will, where justified, be required in these areas so as to meet the ongoing 
needs of the District and to respond to the presumption in favour of sustainable development. 

1552 Green 
Infrastructure 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 29. Policy DM25 '” should allow NDP's to define the Green Infrastructure Corridors in their area and to 
refine the policy criteria for development 
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1641 Green 
Infrastructure 

We have not had time to fully investigate the Green infrastructure proposals. Our initial view is that whilst it provides 
a focus for action it is unclear how it effectively integrates Historic, Biodiversity and Landscape, Recreation and Access 
within the designated areas and also how it links to areas outside to provide a holistic approach across the District. For 
example how are the upper sections of the Aldingbourne and Lidsey Rifes linked to this proposal? We welcome the 
introduction of the concepts of 'Sense of place' and Historic Landscape Character but are unclear how these will be 
taken forward as both aspects were omitted from the original Landscape Study. So that there is no basis for 
understanding and driving this initiative forward in the Green Infrastructure areas nor across the District as a whole. 

1510 Green 
Infrastructure 

DM25 SUPPORTS 

1624 Green 
Infrastructure 

10.0 SECTION 17 – GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 10.1 As previously mentioned, a 'Broad Strategic Location of Growth' has 
been identified towards the east of Angmering; it appears that this comprises land north of Worthing Rugby Club. 
Similarly, a 'Green Infrastructure Corridor – Type B' has been identified towards the east and south of Angmering; it 
appears that the Rugby Club and West End Nursery lie within this draft designation. 10.2 Whilst the virtues of Green 
Infrastructure Corridors are to be applauded, they need to be properly considered, be based on up to date evidence 
and be in the right location. It is considered that the draft designation in this instance is simply a regurgitation of the 
previous Local Gap designation in the Arun Local Plan, which was questionable at that time, and this is evidenced by 
the Inspector's comments in his Report into the Arun District Local Plan Inquiry in 2002. 10.3 Further, the limitation in 
Policy DM25 under Type B Green Infrastructure Corridors which restricts residential development in the Angmering 
Green Infrastructure Corridor is wholly inappropriate for a variety of reasons. 10.4 When addressing the Local Gap to 
the east of Roundstone Lane in that Local Plan Inquiry, the Inspector stated at paragraph 4.11.5 that: 'I have some 
sympathy for the view that it may extend eastwards rather further than necessary, and that this garden centre site is 
not an essential component of a functional Gap. However, the situation will change on the completion of the 
Angmering bypass, creating interest in land that could be perceived as a future extension to that settlement. That is 
not necessarily a view I support, and not a decision to be made now: the next review of the Plan is the proper time 
and place.'  10.5 It is therefore evident that the Inspector had concerns about the designation of the land as a Local 
Gap, and he also recognised that the situation would change once the bypass was completed. The bypass has since 
been completed and this further reduces the landscape and 'gap' benefits of this part of Roundstone Lane, as well as 
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providing a strong defensible boundary which will control development encroaching further east, thereby maintaining 
the open feel of that part of the landscape to the east of Angmering and north of the A259. 10.6 It must be noted here 
that the site was designated as a Local Gap in the 2003 Arun District Local Plan. This is one designation lower than a 
Strategic Gap, and a number of sites were designated as such in the Arun District Local Plan. Therefore, despite its 
designation at that time, it was already in the 'lower' category of being designated a Local Gap, not wholly endorsed 
by the Local Plan Inspector, as opposed to a Strategic Gap. It is therefore evident that in 2002 it was already at the 
lower end of landscape value. 10.7 Since that time there has been significant further development locall y which has 
substantially reduced the landscape value of West End Nursery and this part of Angmering. This consists of residential 
development to the west in Bramley Way, the redevelopment of Haskins Garden Centre resulting in significantly more 
built form (closer to Rustington/ East Preston than West End Nursery) and the completion of the A280 Angmering 
bypass. All of these developments, on three sides of West End Nursery, have significantly reduced the landscape value 
of West End Nursery to the point that it is no longer worthy of any such designation, let alone an even more 
restrictive designation which does not allow housing growth. 10.8 Since 2002, Haskins Garden Centre has undergone 
significant multi million pound development. This has had two impacts. Firstly, there is substantial additional built 
form than was present on site at the time of the Local Plan Inquiry. The Inspector had already stated that ''¦this 
garden centre site is not an essential component of a functional Gap' . It has now been signif icantly increased, 
further increasing its unsuitability to be incorporated within a landscape designation. 10.9 Secondly, as it has been 
subject to substantial financial investment it is highly unlikely that it will be redeveloped in the near future; the 
landowners are clearly committed to the long term future of the garden centre. The garden centre is therefore likely 
to be in situ for a significant number of years, and indeed only additional development can realistically be envisaged, 
further reducing its value as contributing to a landscape designation. 10.10 West End Nursery has the same physical 
properties as the garden centre, with substantial built form on site in the form of glasshouses, hardstanding and brick 
office buildings. It is recognised that being a horticultural industry then the site is not previously developed in 
accordance with the NPPF definition. However, the majority of the site is covered by hardstanding, both inside and 
outside the glasshouses, and there is a substantial office bui lding and car park with engineered bunds, overhead 
power lines and associated substation and a large water tank. Therefore it cannot be considered as open or virgin 
'green field' land. It is directly adjacent to the substantial built form of the Haskins Garden Centre Site, it has 
residential development to the west, the A280 Angmering bypass to the east and a protected open space facility and 
community asset in Worthing Rugby Club to the north therefore it is far from being an open countryside location, unl 
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ike land north of the rugby club and north of Water Lane. 10.11 North of the West End Nursery lies Worthing Rugby 
Club, which is an existing rugby club with a number of pitches and is a valuable community asset. It benefits from the 
extra protection in the adopted Local Plan of being protected open space under Policy 6, therefore its additional 
protection under a landscape policy is superfluous. 10.12 Further, the evidence base documents used to inform the 
Draft Local Plan, notably the Green Infrastructure Study (June 2012) and the Arun Landscape Study - Landscape and 
Visual Amenity Aspects of Development Choice in Arun District (August 2006) do not identify East Angmering as a 
particularly sensitive landscape type, and in particular do not identify the part of Angmering within which West End 
Nursery lies as being particularly sensitive, and this is addressed below. 10.13 The evidence base documents for the 
preparation of the draft Local Plan are key considerations. The Green Infrastructure Study prepared in June 2012 
assesses the East Angmering Growth Area. It states that this area, which stretches the length of Angmering lying 
between the A280 and the eastern edge of the settlement, lies within two landscape character areas, SC11 
Littlehampton (south of the Growth Area) and SC12 Angmering Upper Coastal Plain (north of the Growth Area. It must 
be noted here that SC11 is in fact south of the Growth Area and SC12 is north of the Growth Area. Additionally, and 
much more significantly in relation to West End Nursery, is that West End Nursery lies outside of both of these 
landscape character areas, as does the Haskins Garden Centre site. 10.14 This is a strong indication of their lack of 
landscape value as they weren't even included in the landscape character areas that were even assessed in the West 
Sussex Landscape Character and Guidelines, unlike land further to the north including the rugby club and the site 
currently subject to an outline application for residential development by David Wilson Homes. 10.15 
Notwithstanding, the East Angmering Growth Area is addressed in the Green Infrastructure Study. Under key 
characteristics it is identified that 'glasshouses associated with the horticulture industry dominate the south of the 
growth area' and that key stakeholders stated that the Growth Area was low sensitivity as there is scope to improve 
the interface between the existing development and the surroundinglandscape and that its capacity for development 
is low to low/ medium. 10.16 The recommendations for the south of the Growth Area are: Strengthen the landscape 
framework and filter views of the urban edge through planting of woodland, tree and shrub belts and groups. Use 
these to screen and unify disparate suburban elements especially along roadside verges, village edges and around 
glasshouses and horse paddocks. Maintain and strengthen existing field boundaries such as hedgerows and 
shelterbelts. Conserve and link existing hedgerows and trees with new planting. Encourage the creation of new 
suburban woodlands, preferably with community involvement, for recreation and to link up with existing woodlands. 
Maintain and enhance the landscape and biodiversity of rifes and other existing wetland habitats such as salt marsh, 
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mud flats and water meadows. Encourage and promote land management schemes to increase species rich grassland 
areas. 10.17 Therefore, this evidence base document does not identify this area as being of high landscape value that 
is worthy of designation as a Green Infrastructure Corridor. Further it identifies the area as having low to medium 
capacity and it recognises the existing built form to the south of the Growth Area. Finally, it makes no 
recommendations concerning preventing housing in this area. 10.18 The designation as currently drafted is therefore 
not in compliance with this evidence base document. 10.19 Another key evidence base document is the Arun 
Landscape Study - Landscape and Visual Amenity Aspects of Development Choice in Arun District (August 2006). 10.20 
Paragraph 4.5.7 states that: 'There are substantial urban influences on the landscape between the two settlements 
[Rustington/ East Preston and Angmering] which limit the rural quality of the landscape. The narrow belt of 
agricultural land does however maintain clear separation between the two settlements.'  10.21 It is therefore evident 
that this document does not consider that the landscape quality of this Local Gap is of particular value. It identifies the 
narrow belt of agricultural land which does maintain separat ion and this is acknowledged. It is on the west side of 
Angmering and it is clear that it performs a separation function. Further, land immediately to the east of that 
continues the 'narrow belt' that separates the two settlements, and this comprises of sports pitches and other public 
open space. 10.22 However, as these areas are on the western and southern edges of Angmering they are directly 
adjacent to Rustington/ East Preston, and therefore perform a 'gap' function. West End Nursery is divorced from these 
sites, in particular the specifically referenced agricultural land, and simply does not perform a 'gap' function between 
Angmering and Rustington/ East Preston. 10.23 The Arun Landscape Study identifies that West End Nursery lies within 
the Angmering Coastal Plan LCA42 designation, identifying its landscape capacity as 'Mixed urban edge landscape, 
partially enclosed, separates Angmering from Littlehampton', classifying it as having a landscape capacity of Low/ 
Medium. 10.24 The significance of this is that the Arun Landscape Study assessed the whole of the southern half of 
the District, with the exception of many of the larger built up areas (unlike the West Sussex Landscape Character and 
Guidelines which only assessed the most sensitive landscape areas). The assessment area was split into 45 separate 
classifications, and whilst LCA42 was classified as Low/ Medium, only 8 landscape designations were classified as 
having a higher, or better, capacity, with 22 having a lower, or worse, classification. Of the 8 sites with a higher 
landscape capacity, three are adjacent to Bognor Regis and one is adjacent to Littlehampton, and has been the subject 
of a recent approval for outline planning permission for 600 dwellings, employment, mixed and community uses, 
landscaping and open space. 10.25 The Study went on to conclude that the Final Assessment Landscape Sensitivity 
was 'Substantial' with the Final Assessment Landscape Value being 'Slight', which ultimately led to the conclusion that 
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the landscape capacity was 'Low/ Medium'. 10.26 The Study ultimately concluded its findings in paragraphs 6.5.2.2 - 
6.5.2.3. These state that: 'Character varies across the gap with a transition from open arable agriculture to the west to 
recreational uses and horticulture in the east with an attendant increase in boundary vegetation. The area has 
considerable urbanÂ  influence from residential areas of Littlehampton south of the A259. However, the roadside 
vegetation and internal hedged and treed boundaries do contain Angmering providing visual separation between 
Angmering and the A259/ Littlehampton. The gap is heavily influenced by the residential areas of Littlehampton and 
the A259. However, the gap does function, it has the potential to avoid coalescence between the settlements, it 
visually contains Angmering and it maintains the individual and separate identity of the village. An exception to this 
functional landscape is the Worthing Rugby Football Club located on the north western [sic] edge of the gap policy 
area. It is physically removed from the gap, located west [sic] of Angmering. Mature boundary vegetation visually 
separates the playing fields from the gap and it serves no purpose in limiting the potential for coalescence between 
the settlements.'  10.27 It is therefore evident from the above two concluding paragraphs, which are substantially 
weaker than many of the other conclusions in the document, that whilst the area does function as a gap, it has a 
number of weaknesses. Further, the conclusion recommends deletion of Worthing Rugby Club from the gap. Whilst 
this does not include West End Nursery, it is immediately to the north of West End Nursery. The Study identifies that 
that part of the designation is 'physically removed from the gap' and it is strongly contended that this also applies to 
West End Nursery, being north of the rest of the narrow belt that lies north of the A259. 10.28 Therefore, the 
evidence base documents simply do not conclude that this designation, especially the eastern/ north eastern part, is 
particularly strong and consequently this draft designation, particularly east of Roundstone Lane, is not necessary. 
This is a view that was supported by the Local Plan Inspector in 2003. 10.29 Consequently, whilst the designation of 
the eastern/ north eastern part of this Green Infrastructure Corridor is highly questionable, the 'extra' protection 
inserted into Policy DM25 in relation to housing growth is wholly inappropriate on landscape grounds alone. The 
impact of this designation on delivery is addressed below. 10.30 Notwithstanding the landscape characteristics of 
West End Nursery which have been highlighted above, the designation of land to the east of Roundstone Lane, 
together with the extra restriction of preventing housing growth within it as currently proposed in Policy DM25, will 
have a serious impact on the Council's ability to deliver the necessary amount of housing in Angmering. 10.31 The 
delivery of 'approximately 490 new homes' is proposed in Angmering over the Plan period. Further comments in 
relation to housing numbers have already been made in these representations and in Appendix 2 and it is considered 
that the Council's strategy of seeking either 400, or even the higher target of 565, dwellings per annum is too low. 
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Notwithstanding this, development in Angmering forms a substantial element of the spatial strategy for the District 
for the whole Local Plan period. The Broad Strategic Location of Growth in the Key Diagram comprises land to the east 
of Roundstone Lane, plus land immediately north of that. 10.32 A planning application for 150 units has just been 
submitted for land immediately north of Worthing Rugby Club. North of that lies a proposed allocation for 8.5ha of 
employment land and these two sites together comprise the majority of the Broad Strategic Location of Growth. In 
addition both of these sites lie south of Water Lane. 10.33 Therefore, that leaves 340 new homes to be delivered to 
the north east of Angmering, north of Water Lane. This land is much more open than West End Nursery, comprising a 
proliferation of smaller horticultural holdings but predominantly greenfield. Whilst West End Nursery, being a 
horticultural industry, is not brownfield land, it is previously intensely used land and these is no 'green field' land on 
the site as it is covered with hardstanding (outside and inside the glasshouses) and a substantial brick office building. 
10.34 Further the David Wilson application site and the proposed Water Lane employment allocation have been 
identified as being more sensitive in the local landscape and is adjacent to the South Downs National Park. It is also 
further from the train station. Consequently, it is a far less sustainable site to develop than West End Nursery. 10.35 
Therefore, notwithstanding the principle of developing land north of Water Lane, it would need to accommodate 
substantial numbers of houses to meet the strategic growth requirements for Angmering for the Plan period. This is a 
heavy over reliance on one site to deliver the majority of the growth st rategy, in an area more landscape sensitive 
than West End Nursery. 10.36 As such, the restriction on 'no housing growth' in the Angmering Green Infrastructure 
Corridor will call into serious question the ability to deliver the necessary number of dwellings, even at the lower 
figures of 400 or 565 dwellings per annum currently being proposed by the Council. 10.37 Notwithstanding the 
proposed higher annualised housing requirement of 610 dwellings per annum that is advocated in Appendix 2 to 
these representations, this would still call into question the ability of the Plan to deliver its spatial strategy, leaving an 
Inspector with little choice but to find the Plan unsound given that this is such a fundamental aspect of the Plan. 
Recommendations 10.38 That West End Nursery, along with Haskins Garden Centre and Worthing Rugby Club be 
removed from the Green Infrastructure Corridor designation, but recognising the Rugby Club's valuable function as a 
public open space facility and community asset and that it should be retained. 10.39 That the text 'not housing'  
contained in parentheses in Policy DM25 under Type B Green Infrastructure Corridors in relation to Angmering is 
deleted. 10.40 That 'housing'  be specifically referenced as being suitable on the West En d Nursery site to enable the 
required number of dwellings to be delivered in Angmering over the Plan period, regardless of what annualised 
requirement is eventually proposed. Â  
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1582 Green 
Infrastructure 

Representations on behalf of The Angmering Park Estate – Draft Arun Local Plan (2013 – 2028) We write on behalf of 
The Angmering Park Estate to submit comments on the Draft Arun Local Plan. These comments, which are set out 
below, are supplemented by representations provided by Fabrik on landscape matters and Corylus on ecology matters 
and are appended to this letter. Representations are made to the following policies: · Policy DM25 – Green 
Infrastructure Corridors; and · Policy DM37 – Non Designated Sites. General Comments The current consultation seeks 
to provide a new Local Plan for the District in accordance with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) and 
the newly published National Planning Policy Framework (2004) (NPPF). This new Local Plan will eventually replace 
the existing 2003 Local Plan. The 2003 Local Plan contains a number of policies which are no longer consistent with 
current national planning policy contained within the NPPF, including Policy Area10 Strategic Gaps which sought to 
prevent development in certain areas. One such area is the identified 'gap' between Arundel and Littlehampton. The 
reason for Policy Area10 is set out as to prevent coalescence and retain the separate identity and amenity of 
settlements. The further explanation text also set out that proposals would be subject to rigorous examination and 
assessment on the impact on the reduction of openness. Strategic Gap policies in Development Plans have now been 
widely discounted on the basis that such policies sought to apply the level of protection afforded to Green Belts 
without the rigorous testing process required to demonstrate that such a level of protection was necessary and 
appropriate. First introduced into PPG7: The Countryside in 1997 , significant overlap with Green Belt policy was soon 
identified. It was considered inappropriate to extend such levels of control and long-term rigidity through the 
application of Strategic Gaps. As such guidance in PPS7, when first published in 2004, omitted such designations, 
favouring a more targeted and evidence based approach to local designations on landscape grounds. Whilst Arun 
District Council has not sought to retain its Strategic Gap Policy, as it is clearly not supported by National Guidance, it 
is strongly contended that the Local Plan seeks to replicate its aims through the application of Green Corridors and 
Biodiversity Opportunity Areas. Whilst such designations are supported by the NPPF, these should be based on ' up-
to-date information about the natural environment and other characteristics of the area and should include an 
assessment of existing and potential components of ecological networks' (NPPF paragraph 165). It is strongly asserted 
that a Strategic Gap level of protection is sought in particular for the Coast to Downs Green Corridor and Climping to 
Houghton Area Biodiversity Opportunity Area, through policies DM25 and DM37, without undertaking the necessary 
rigorous testing supported by the NPPF. As such, the Council is still seeking to apply a broad brush approach to 
restricting development in the former 'strategic gap' between Littlehampton and Arundel by layering landscape and 
ecology designations but has not backed this up with the evidence to support the extent of the designation. The 



Page | 1000  
 

application of designations on landscape and ecological grounds ought to be more targeted in approach. 
Consequently it is considered that Policies DM25 and DM27 are not robustly evidenced and are contrary to the NPPF 
and would be found unsound if retained and examined by an Inspector at EIP. Summary Through the application of 
Policies DM25 and DM37 the Draft Arun Local Plan 2013 -2028 seeks to retain the broad brush approach to restricting 
development currently achieved by Policy Area10 of the Local Plan 2003. These policies are not sufficiently targeted or 
robustly formulated on landscape or ecology grounds to support the current extent of the designations and if retained 
on the existing basis would be found unsound when examined by an Inspector. I trust that the enclosed will be 
sufficient for your consideration of our representations. However, please do get in touch if you have any questions. 

1349 Green 
Infrastructure 

5.9 Draft POLICIY DM25 5.9.1 Draft local plan policy DM25 specifies 'green infrastructure corridors' that encompass a 
number of existing high-investment horticultural employment sites. 5.9.2 Type B green infrastructure corridors 
include provision for strategic housing development sites allocated in policies SP8 and SP20. 5.9.3 It is unclear 
whether the provision of housing allocations would mean the retention or removal of glasshouse sites or whether the 
glasshouse sites are seen as necessary to retain the 'strategic gaps' between different settlements. 5.9.4 The presence 
of a housing allocation covering horticultural employment sites is of concern to the Industry with the sort of 
development pressures described in the reasoning behind the protection of employment sites in policy DM. [1] 5.9.5 
WSGA members are concerned that development allocations will:- - Intensify the development pressures on existing 
horticultural employment sites. - Restrict existing businesses ability to expand. - Affect the financing of existing 
horticultural businesses. This combination of factors could threaten existing employment and seriously inhibit the 
stability and development of the Horticultural Industry. [1] Draft local plan paragraph 9.5.4 

1744 Green 
Infrastructure 

I wonder if you could possibly help me to understand some details of the so called 'Green Infrastructure Corridor' B, 
so that my ultimate comments can be more insightful. First, the map shows that building would be allowed in what 
has until now been a strategic gap between the villages of Barnham and Eastergate. Cllr Bower's video talks of not 
allowing the village borders to coalesce, so why have Strategic Gaps been dispensed with, here in particular, and what 
protections are there in the plan to ensure that no building takes place in that and other similar areas. (You will 
understand that this is a particularly sensitive issue in that it was the error by Arun District Council in failing to ensure 
that the built-up area was properly defined and drawn, despite it's Strategic Gaps policy, that led to recent 
developments in gardens of houses within this area, threatening to advance the very coalescence that is not wanted 
by the council or the residents). Second, if the Plan seeks to build economic job density, why has the corridor been 
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extended across the Barnham Road to include the PMC site? In conjunction with the horticultural sites to the south of 
the road, it seems strange to make the removal of enterprise in the Villages a facet of a plan for jobs. Third, the map 
seems to show that the Area of Special Character still exists as a concept in Barnham Road, except it excludes 4 
properties nearest to the gap. What consideration has been given to the extension of the ASC to include all houses in 
that area? .................... Dear Mr Truin, The Local Plan does not include any options for potential A29 tie ins to the A27 
or A259. This is not possible until a study has looked at this potential. We aim to have the results of the study 
considered by this Council prior to the next round of consultation on the local Plan which is scheduled for the 
beginning of January 2013. Please do comment on any aspect of the current round of consultation - both matters you 
agree or disagree with and by all means suggest any alternatives. With best wishes, Simon [Meecham] 

1728 Green 
Infrastructure 

DM25 page 221 chapter 17 Green Infrastructure Corridors. I/we strongly support this concept. 

1759 Green 
Infrastructure 

Thirdly the proposed development is on Greenfield sites which would destroy the rural nature of the area; a totally 
unnecessary loss when there are many Brownfield sites within the immediate locality. Furthermore such destruction 
runs contrary to Government declared policy. 

1926 Green 
Infrastructure 

Green corridors should extend north across the A259 to cover all Ferring parish boundaries and West as far as A27 slip 
road adjacent to Roundstone farm lands 

1818 Green 
Infrastructure 

On page 221 Policy DM25 there is mention of Walberton and Barnham Green (?) Infrastructure Corridor under Type A. 
I assume the reference should be Walberton Green to Barnham but as Fontwell is within the parish of Walberton and 
that the corridor between Walberton Green and Fontwell covers all the requirements in that section it should also be 
included. (It is interesting to note that this year the BBC chose Fontwell as a location for its national programme on 
the Night Sky.) I consider that the hatched area on Arundel, the Six Villages and Surrounding Area Map 2 be extended 
northward from Eastergate Lane to the old Arundel Road as far eastward to Copse Lane to embrace woodland, 
springs, emerging streams and ponds shown on the accompanying Ordnance Survey Map GI Corridor Walberton 
Green and Fontwell pdf doc. The name Fontwell is made up of Font – Old English from Latin fons, font 'spring, 
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fountain'  and Well – 'a shaft sunk into the ground to obtain water'  and although this may be recognised on pages 
11 of Sequential Test October 2009 development is endorsed in the Site Ref FON1, 3 AND 5 Appendix 4 and 5 covering 
Sites outside settlements with future potential. Map G 1 Indicative Risk of Groundwater Flooding shows Fontwell at 
High Groundwater Flood Risk and under Flooding from Groundwater pages 2-4 to 2-5 of Arun District Council SFRA 
(February 2008) it recognises 'Groundwater can often emerge over a large or diffuse area but can also emerge from a 
single point. The location of the emergence points cannot be accurately located.'  Any development in Fontwell may 
be at risk therefore but more importantly such development may have significant effect on the subsurface and surface 
drainage of the environs within the catchment. [Supporting Documetns attached] 

1792 Green 
Infrastructure 

Policy DM25 Type B GIC – contradictory: I agree that the corridor between Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate plays 
an important role in retaining the distinctive landscape character of the individual villages; building a road and 
housing on them would completely destroy this. The historic nature of Eastergate and the local character of the three 
villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate cannot possibly be protected by this type of corridor. 

2048 Green 
Infrastructure 

DM25 On page 221 Policy DM25 there is mention of Walberton and Barnham Green (?) Infrastructure Corridor under 
Type A. I assume the reference should be Walberton Green to Barnham but as Fontwell is within the parish of 
Walberton and that the corridor between Walberton Green and Fontwell covers all the requirements in that section it 
should also be included. (It is interesting to note that this year the BBC chose Fontwell as a location for its national 
programme on the Night Sky.) I consider that the hatched area on Arundel, the Six Villages and Surrounding Area Map 
2 be extended northward from Eastergate Lane to the old Arundel Road as far eastward to Copse Lane to embrace 
woodland, springs, emerging streams and ponds shown on the accompanying Ordnance Survey Map GI Corridor 
Walberton Green and Fontwell pdf doc. The name Fontwell is made up of Font – Old English from Latin fons, font 
'spring, fountain'  and Well – 'a shaft sunk into the ground to obtain water'  and although this may be recognised on 
pages 11 of Sequential Test October 2009 development is endorsed in the Site Ref FON1, 3 AND 5 Appendix 4 and 5 
covering Sites outside settlements with future potential. Map G 1 Indicative Risk of Groundwater Flooding shows 
Fontwell at High Groundwater Flood Risk and under Flooding from Groundwater pages 2-4 to 2-5 of Arun District 
Council SFRA (February 2008) it recognises 'Groundwater can often emerge over a large or diffuse area but can also 
emerge from a single point. The location of the emergence points cannot be accurately located.'  Any development in 
Fontwell may be at risk therefore but more importantly such development may have significant effect on the 
subsurface and surface drainage of the environs within the catchment. 
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2025 Green 
Infrastructure 

Policy SP21 and DM on Green Infrastructure Corridors Supports – although I think Barnham and Eastergate, 
Eastergate and Westergate, Westergate and Aldingbourne to have a Type A corridor 

2013 Green 
Infrastructure 

These Greenfields are also home to many species of wildlife. Birds of Prey use the area, Butterflies, Bees and Stag 
Beetles, all in diminishing numbers nationwide, can be found in the allocated area for this development. We should be 
protecting these habitats not destroying them. 

1922 Green 
Infrastructure 

17.0.7 All of this covers much of the area identified in the plan for Angmering - therefore another conflict within the 
draft plan of itself. 

2376 Green 
Infrastructure 

9. GREEN I BROWN FIELD SITES All sites currently identified are on -GREEN FIELD sites. This is against the recent 
government directive by Prime Minister David Cameron. 

2180 Green 
Infrastructure 

We have not had time to look fully into the Green Infrastructure proposals and these represent initial views, which we 
may wish to comment further on at a later stage. However, we feel the Green Infrastructure section provides too 
simplified an approach and fails to integrate properly Historic, Biodiversity and Landscape issues across the district as 
a whole. For example, Para 17.0.6 Explains that the green infrastructure framework includes the additional typologies 
of Beaches and Coastal areas and features such as rifes and twittcns. But key features, such as the majority of the 
Aldingboiirne and Lidsey rifes and the stretch of woodland that abuts the Rife through Nyton, lie outside the Green 
Infrastructure areas. These represent important wildlife and landscape features in their own right and we feel that 
protection of these needs to be strengthened. The concepts of 'Sense of place' and Historic Landscape Character were 
also omitted from the original landscape study so that there is no basis for understanding and driving this initiative 
forward in the Green Infrastructure areas nor across the District as a whole. 'Policy DM27 Protection of Landscape 
Character '” The historic character and development pattern of settlements is respected, taking into account their 
distinct identity and setting. This cannot be effectively implemented because there is no historic landscape Character 
Assessment in place to support it. - Either individual or cumulative development does not lead to actual or perceived 
coalescence of settlements or undermine the integrity or predominately open and undeveloped character of the area. 
Presumably thIs policy does not apply to Barnham and Eastergate which would be overwhelmed by 2,000 houses. The 
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policy also fails to identity the need for the assessment of the historic aspect of landscape Character. There is also no 
policy towards promoting tranquillity in its broadest sense, covering both noise and light pollution and maintaining 
the integrity of the landscape. 

2129 Green 
Infrastructure 

DM25 The concept of green corridors in which building is permitted is a complete contradiction in terms 

2277 Green 
Infrastructure 

Policy DM25 The Green Infrastructure Corridors (GIC) is in direct conflict with other stated aims in the plan, as they 
cover such large areas. This contradicts many policy aims and will make it harder to allocate sites in due course. 
Fundamentally the success of green corridors (as stated) relies upon linking existing isolated wildlife sites. This can be 
also be achieved through more narrow corridors, extending for longer, and following poorer quality land. Following 
roadsides, (and rifes/twittens as stated) with reference perhaps to the flood risk maps to provide guidance on areas 
which can be safeguarded precisely because they offer limited or no economic reason to be developed in the first 
place, would be a practical measure. The GICs are not so much corridors as vast swathes of land that elsewhere in the 
plan might otherwise be considered suitable for enterprise and housing, which can bring with it the financial and 
physical means to improve ecology, precisely as stated in 17.1.1. and SP23. Green Infrastructure Corridor at Shripney 
Our concern is whether the proposed GIC at Shripney is in the right location. It could conflict with Arun/WSCC's 
new/future road schemes or other protected corridors, (for example, the Woodgate crossing (relief) being an example 
of this potential conflict with draft policy SP20.) 

2485 Green 
Infrastructure 

17.0.16 This whole GI thing is really bollocks. It attributes a logic to decision making that the reasonable man would 
make without needing to codify it in this inane way. In summary it means, it's best if we don't build anywhere (type A) 
but we're going to have to build somewhere so let's not just concrete over everything (type B). Try and make it look 
like we haven't devastated everything (which is type C with edging). Creating a Stepford Wives Parkland as we call 
your Daft GI scheme is no substitute for maintaining grade 1 agricultural, productive, beautiful open land. Covering it 
with urban street furniture and floodlit unwanted amenities whilst thrusting traffic down a 60 mph central road to 
nowhere in order to pay for it is not green infrastructure. It is the stuff of limiting damage to quality life, not 
enhancing it. Move on. 17.2.9 Whoops. The canal goes right through your building zone. Pity. 
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2280 Green 
Infrastructure 

The above document raises many important issues affecting the village of Angmering but I would like to comment 
particularly on what I think is the most important issue of all and that is the nature of Angmering Village and the green 
open spaces on its outskirts. Basically the whole identity ofAngmering as a community is bound up with its rural 
origins and is still valid to-day because of the open space surrounding it. Once those spaces have gone whether by 
commercial or residential development, then the village as such will cease to exist. Let us not forget that Angmering 
has already absorbed a large increase in population (35% since 2001) and done so reasonably successfully; that 
residential development was made on brownfield sites inside the parish, it seems the latest proposals would cover a 
great deal of green fields way beyond any brownfield sites. The proposed development of Angmering would greatly 
affect all residents adversely and at the very least would need considerable revision; in its present form it should 
therefore be rejected. 

2669 Green 
Infrastructure 

[Rep realtes to Chapters 17 - 21] In the time available for consultation over the school summer holidays, juggling 
children with work and the distraction of the Olympics, I have not had time to read all thesc and comment on them 
properly before the closing date, However, these are an equally important part of the document as the focus on 
employment. I would like to see them strengthened, so that the focus of the plan becomes 'Greening Ann' , 
'Sustainable Arun' . I find it sad that so little is made of the fact that the coastal towns have a quality rural hinterland 
or the scope for linking it with the South Downs: It is as if they are two separate areas, yet in one District. In both 
landscape, tourism and recreational terms the two should sit together, one supporting the other. Furthermore the 
wildlife linkage's between the two are not made (eg corridors from Downs to Coast need particular protection, like 
that in Aldingbourne). In particular I support the need to strengthen wildlife corridors, to designate more Areas of 
Special Character in the towns and villages and to preserve the character, tranquillity and landscape of the remaining 
rural areas. 

2469 Green 
Infrastructure 

17.0.6 / 17.0.7   DM27 The aims of, and related definitions in, this chapter apply to most of the area identified in the 
plan for Angmering. The aspects denoted have been identified for their environmental value and will be protected, 
which conflicts with the proposed development sites for Angmering. 

2494 Green 
Infrastructure 

My final point is the criminal irresponsibility of covering any more Greenfield sites with concrete. The ever-rising 
population needs feeding so we need farms! 
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2496 Green 
Infrastructure 

I will not comment on the individual proposals as such. The idea of 2000 plus houses on green field sites is bordering 
on criminal. The number of houses proposed is not realistic. Road, rail, sewerage, drainage, schools, policing and GP 
services could not cope as they barely do now. To reroute the A29 as proposed is unsupportable. It merely takes one 
hold-up area and puts it somewhere else. We all know that if 2000 plus houses were built and sold the builders would 
then plead insufficient funds to build the road and push off elsewhere. 

2578 Green 
Infrastructure 

Green Infrastructure Corridor Type B Barnham and Eastergate STRONG objection to the designation of Green 
Infrastructure Corridor Type B. This is a poor policy because the 'Green Infrastructure'  would be immediately 
compromised by the exceptions, i.e. infrastructure and housing. There is a divergence of disparate objectives which is 
going to result in meaningless guidance. Developers will exploit the situation. Residents will not feel secure and safe 
from excessive change. 

2796 Green 
Infrastructure 

DM25 We strongly support the west Bognor Regis green infrastructure corridor having previously supported the 
strategic gap in the local plan and county structure plan. 

2790 Green 
Infrastructure 

DM25 We support the protection given to the type A green infrastructure corridor of west Bognor Regis. This is 
consistent with the undertaking given in chapter 13 paragraph 13.7 

1123 Green 
Infrastructure 
Corridors 

There has always been a Strategic Gap between Middleton and Climping and this appears to have been replaced by an 
all encompassing Type A Green Infrastructure Corridor. This is defined as a "Coast to Downs Green Infrastructure 
Corridor" and whilst shown on a Draft Map, the council believe it should be clearly defined in words i.e. "between 
Middleton and Climping. The basis on which development can be restrained within the corridor has also been 
weakened when compared with the Strategic Gap definitions and the council believe the stricter development terms 
of the former POLICY AREA 10 (iii) i.e. "attention is given to the long term enhancement to the landscape, amenity and 
conservation value within the gap and, where possible, to the improvement of public access" must be retained. 

1275 Green 
Infrastructure 
Corridors 

This is new and important because there is a Type B Green Infrastructue Corridor (GIC) allocated to Angmering (see 
Map 4). Policy DM 25 says the following:- 'Within the Angmering Green Infrastructure Corridor, community and road 
infrastructure growth (not housing) will be permitted. The enhancement of Worthing Rugby Club and the creation of a 
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community woodland, will be supported alongside improvements to the A259 as defined by policy SP 20' This throws 
up a number of questions:- This contradicts the strategic housing area identified on the VHB site. You cannot have 
housing excluded and then say it is strategically important. Why does the GIC not include the land covered by the 
Barratt site and the fields up to Water Lane– it is greenfield not brownfield, it is outside of the built-up boundary, it is 
agricultural land. Worthing Rugby Club has talked of moving away – will this stop that? Where does the concept of a 
Community Woodland come from and where is it envisaged that it goes? Surely, GIC requirements would form part of 
the Neighbourhood Development Plan. 

1080 Development 
and Biodiversity 

Development and Biodiversity Policy DM6 – in its current form does not appear to acknowledge that in some cases 
nature conservation interests may outweigh the need for development, especially where mitigation or compensation 
are unlikely to succeed. It may be more helpful to state that development will not permitted unless certain criteria are 
met. Clearer reference to the NPPF – and other guidance and legislation would help to clarify the approach. 

786 Development 
and Biodiversity 

The building of 2000 New Homes within the area of the five villages will not enhance Biodiversity, by removing 
existing wildlife corriders which run along the existing Riffes hedgerows and meadows between the Five villages, this 
will destroy their unique identity and community cohesion. 

1511 Development 
and Biodiversity 

DM26 SUPPORTS 

102 Landscape I struggle to understand how the claims in this section are being met with the re-routing of the A29 - building roads 
across the green spaces should be avoided at all costs. Protection of the green spaces is the number one priority of 
the Arun residents, so why is this even being considered ? I object to this. 

597 Landscape The likely imminent demise of the South East Plan removes a specific policy conserving and enhancing the setting of 
the national park. This is very much regretted. Although the NPPF stresses the continuing importance attached to 
national parks, it is now incumbent on the local planning authorities to make specific policy provision to discharge 
their responsibilities under Section 62, as outlined above. The Society therefore urges the Council to include specific 
wording to that effect. 
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590 Landscape Paragraph 17.2.9 - English Heritage welcomes and supports the reference to the Portsmouth and Arundel Canal as a 
historic feature in the landscape, although the reference might be more appropriate in the section on Conservation 
and Archaeological Heritage. 

602 Landscape Policy DM 27 - English Heritage welcomes and supports this Policy, but would a reference to the historic landscape 
characterisation of the district be appropriate ? Policy DM 28 - English Heritage welcomes and supports this Policy. 
Presumably is it based on a study of the setting of Arundel and important viewpoints ?   

452 Landscape Policy DM 28 The Setting of Arundel :- The section "Development will not be permitted within the town of Arundel or 
beyond which would adversely affect the rural views outwards from the town" lists very specific locations with "in 
particular". However, the section concerning "the long distance views of Arundel Castle or Arundel Cathedral." has no 
specific list of locations. My concern is that this section is therefore too vague and open to interpretation. 

819 Landscape Policy DM 27 states that landscape character, including natural features should be preserved or enhanced, but the 
building of 2000 unnecessary houses and adding an unnecessary road is hardly doing either! it will only destroy what 
is there and the villages "distinct identities" will be lost forever which can only be deemed as a bad thing and 
completely goes against the policy. 

903 Landscape Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

1466 Landscape DM27 Support 

1467 Landscape DM28 Support 
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1415 Landscape DM27 Consideration needs to be taken of existing planning consents which affect the integrity of the remains of the 
Portsmouth and Arundel Canal within Yapton particularly Y/81/10 Land north of Burndell Road. 

1273 Landscape Policy DM 27: Protection of Landscape Character - Support 2.83 Policy DM27 is considered to strike an appropriate 
balance between protecting landscape character and recognising that it will be possible to develop certain sites whilst 
respecting landscape character. Policy DM27 requires proposed development to demonstrate that it is acceptable in 
landscape terms. This is considered necessary to ensure the proper planning of the area, but allows the effect of 
development on the landscape to be assessed on a site by site basis. This reflects the unique circumstances of each 
site and each development in terms of the extent to which it affects the landscape. 

1553 Landscape COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 30. Paragraph 17.2.8 '” this understates the landscape value of Arundel and should refer to the NDP 
setting out policies on protecting and enhancing the setting of the town 

1554 Landscape COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 31. Policy DM28 '” in which case, this policy should be deleted and included in the NDP, having been 
reviewed as part of the NDP evidence base 

1583 Landscape 2.64 The site lies immediately outside the built up area boundary and between the Greater Bognor Area (immediately 
to the south and east) and Chichester to the north. As such the site is lies within a strategic gap covered by Local Plan 
Policy Area 10 – Strategic Gaps and within a Type A Green Infrastructure Corridor (West Bognor Regis) in emerging 
Local Plan Policy DM25: Green Infrastructure Corridors. 2.65 Therefore, the impact of the development of the site on 
local landscape character including the gap between Bognor Regis and Chichester is an integral element to the 
consideration of the suitability of the site for residential development in principle. 2.66 Attached as Appendix 3 is an 
Initial Landscape and Visual Assessment of the site. This has been produced on behalf of Taylor Wimpey by CSa 
Environmental Planning. 2.67 This assessment describes the existing landscape character and quality of the site and its 
visual characteristics. The report then goes on to assess the suitability of the site to accommodate residential 
development and any potential landscape and visual impacts on the wider area. 2.68 The conclusions of the Initial 
Landscape and Visual Assessment include the following: • The site is not covered by any statutory or non-statutory 
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designations for landscape character or quality; • The site is well contained in views from the surrounding areas due 
to the vegetation along the site boundary, the level topography of the local area and the adjoining residential 
development; • The site is capable of being developed without compromising the purposes of the Strategic Gap; • 
Development in accordance with the landscape principles set out in Section 5 of the Assessment can be 
accommodated at the site without materially impacting on the character of the adjoining area or the visual amenity of 
public vantage points in the surrounding area. Master Plan 2.69 Enclosed at Appendix E of the Initial Landscape and 
Visual Assessment (Appendix 3) is drawing no: CSa/2038/104: Development Concept Plan. This shows indicatively how 
the site could be developed for approximately 370 dwellings. This plan shows the following: • Access from Sefter Road 
at approximately the position of the existing access to the site and a secondary access onto Rose Green Road, through 
the demolition of 80 Rose Green Road over which Taylor Wimpey has an option; • A spine road that connects both 
accesses, with focal points and a large central area of open space with Childrens' play area; • A proposed new scout 
hut and parking on the ancillary part of the site to replace the current dated building used by the Aldwick and Pagham 
Scout Group and secure the long term future of the scout group on site and within the local area; • Amenity open 
grass area and informal open space along the western boundary of the ancillary site, including a balancing pond, and 
along the northern boundary of the main site to the countryside beyond; • Significant planting to all boundaries, 
including to reinforce existing significant screening to the open countryside to the north and west; • Residential 
development focussed on the main site and the northern part of the ancillary site. 

1860 Landscape There is much I could say regarding future proposals, but no doubt many others - especially developers - will have 
their well-worked-out arguments and lawyers ready to go. The arguments will be littered with tempting words such as 
'future prosperity', 'new jobs', 'business opportunity' and 'answering housing need' but you'll struggle to find anyone 
considering the natural environment or arguing for saving nature. It's all about mankind's wants and needs. I am not 
some tree-hugging loner, but a very concerned long-standing Arun resident. Green open spaces and quality of life are 
essential to me and a good many others who remain silent. The problem is that existing residents seem to get less 
consideration than the supposed needs of those awaiting housing. There has never been a time when there was 
sufficient housing for all. I do care about others, but have seen more and more land swallowed up in the name of 
housing. Nowadays you go to Bognor and English is the second language. No, not racist but realistic. Many on the 
housing list will be east Europeans and their families - the more house building you allow, the more you create the 
need as others want to follow. The area of West Sussex in which I was born is now a very different place. Over-
crowding is now a daily issue. So, a plea to consider existing residents and the natural environment and special 
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creatures that live here. Go and look at Climping beach/West beach now - one vast dog toilet as more and more 
residents equals more dogs, more cars, less wild places. The area in which I live was recently flooded; the houses at 
the bottom of my road were built on flood meadows - and guess what - they flooded! Where are the Council staff who 
allowed the development? And the developers have made their pile and are long gone. So - no I am far from happy 
with your plans - far too much development and far too little consideration for nature. For the sake of our 
grandchildren, don't spoil this lovely county for short-term gain. Once it's gone it's gone forever. 

1793 Landscape Policy DM27 The historic character and development of the three villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate is 
not respected by the proposed re-routing of the A29 & the large housing development. I cannot find any mention at 
all of the Environmental Impact with regard to noise pollution, air pollution or light pollution. I cannot understand why 
only Visual Impact seems to be worth consideration. These other issues are very important to quality of life. 

1923 Landscape Policy DM27 'Any development that is subject to the preparation of an Environmental Impact Assessment shall 
include a Landscape Character Assessment and Visual Impact Assessment. In this regard all proposed development 
either adjoining or in close proximity to the South Downs National Park planning authority boundary (see Proposals 
Map) shall have particular regard to the views in to and out of the South Downs National Park. Developments shall 
only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no or a minimal negative visual impact on either 
the landscape character of Arun or the South Downs areas.'  This applies to almost all the proposed development 
sites for AngmerÃ¬ng. In particular, a Landscape Character Assessment and Visual Impact Assessment study needs to 
be conducted for the actual proposed Employment Site (Site 7)North of Water Lane, that was assessed by 'Nathaniel 
Lichfield and Partners Employment and Economic Land Assessment, December 2010 Final Report' . This site shares its 
eastern boundary with the National Park and is in the foreground of views towards the Downs from the vicinity of the 
adjacent footbridge over the bypass which leads into the South Downs National Park. 

2094 Landscape Policy DM27: 'Any development that is subject to the preparation of an Environmental Impact Assessment shall 
include a Landscape Character Assessment and Visual Impact Assessment. In this regard all proposed development 
either adjoining or in close proximity to the South Downs National Park planning authority boundary (see Proposals 
Map) shall have particular regard to the views in to and out of the South Downs National Park. Developments shall 
only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that there will be no or a minimal negative visual impact on either 
the landscape character of Arun or the South Downs areas.' This applies to almost all the proposed development sites 
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for Angmering Village. In particular, a Landscape Character Assessment and Visual Impact Assessment study needs to 
be conducted for the proposed Employment Site (Site 7) North of Water Lane, that was assessed by 'Nathaniel 
Lichfield and Partners Employment and Economic Land Assessment, December 2010 Final Report'  . This site shares 
its eastern boundary with the National Park and is in the foreground of views towards the Downs from the vicinity of 
the adjacent footbridge over the bypass which leads into the South Downs National Park. 

2360 Landscape 3. Other comments I would like the new Local Plan to provide more effective protection for green fields, agriculture 
and horticulture, similar to saved policy GEN3 of the 2003 Local Plan. 

37 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

A comprehensive section which among other matters recognises that unscheduled historic assets are also important 
to the District's character and individual distinctiveness. 

393 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

8. Chapter 18, Conservation & Archaeological Heritage, para 18.1.2 The Plan fails to indicate where such buildings are 
located. For the benefit of readers and residents, it should be amended to include a short summary of the locations 
and numbers of the Listed Buildings in the District. 9. Chapter 18, Conservation & Archaeological Heritage, para 18.3.5 
The Plan fails to indicate the locations of the Conservation Areas. For the benefit of readers and residents, it should be 
amended to include a summary list of the locations of the 33 Conservation Areas in the District. 10. Chapter 18, 
Conservation & Archaeological Heritage, para 18.4.2 The Plan fails to indicate the locations of the Areas of Special 
Character. For the benefit of readers and residents, it should be amended to include a summary list of the 13 Areas of 
Special Character in the District. 

663 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

Increased traffic in Angmering is contributing damage to old buildings in the conservation area. Also, any of our 
villages which are overwhelmed with traffic cannot present an attractive proposition for tourism. 

598 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

The National Planning Policy Framework explains that Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing 
to the achievement of sustainable development. The Framework makes it clear that conserving and enhancing the 
historic environment is part of delivering sustainable development. Accordingly, the Framework requires local 
planning authorities to set out in their Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment, and strategic 
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policies for the conservation and enhancement, of the historic environment, underpinned by an up-to-date evidence 
base on the historic environment. In English Heritage's opinion, subject to the detailed comments below Policy SP 22 
is good strategic policy, that together with the associated DM policies and other DM policies of the Plan in which 
reference is made to the historic environment (e.g.DM4, DM5 and DM11), forms a positive strategy for the 
conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment in the district. English Heritage welcomes this detailed 
section on the historic environment, particularly but not exclusively, paragraphs 18.0.5, 18.0.7. 18.0.12 and 18.0.13. 
English Heritage welcomes and supports in principle Policy SP 22. However, it might be better to have a clearer 
distinction between designated and non-designated heritage assets e.g. having registered historic parks and gardens 
after nationally listed buildings.  "For" would be better than "Within" at the beginning of the criteria relating to 
conservation areas and historic parks and gardens, and "including its setting" should be added at the end of the 
criterion for conservation areas..The requirement for development proposals within residential areas to respect the 
intrinsic character of these areas is slightly odd in a historic environment policy as it refers to neither the historic 
environment nor heritage assets. Should the requirement be for development proposals within areas of special 
character ? There is also a slight anomaly in that for statutory listed buildings, the Policy requires development 
proposals to preserve any features of special architectural or historic interest it possesses, whilst for locally listed 
buildings, the Policy requires development proposals to preserve any features of value, which could be seen as a 
stricter requirement. For both criteria, rather than the building or its setting  or features, the requirement should 
apply to the building and its setting and features. The commitment to the Council encouraging the reuse of vacant or 
underused listed buildings is welcomed and supported, as is approving proposals that contribute positively to 
conservation areas, but it is not clear why the former is to be achieved apparently only through the latter - vacant and 
underused listed buildings can be elsewhere than in a conservation area. 

437 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

The Blake Trail http://www.greenerbognor.org.uk/william-blake--felpham.html   

627 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

I support the Heritage Trail idea suggested by Greener Bognor Network: http://www.greenerbognor.org.uk/ . There 
are strong feelings in the town about the heritage and charm that has been destroyed in the past. We have to protect 
what is left and possibly consider new build design to be in keeping with the town's past. 
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790 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

Conservation areas most include important hertiage assets that are valued highly by the community and give a sense 
of place.  Specifically, over 1100 people have signed a petition asking for Church Field in Felpham to be part of the 
Conservation Area.  It is an important viable link with our agricultural past, it gives meaning to numerous listed 
buildings in the villag.  It is part of our cultural heritage as the last remaining field in the Felpham painting by William 
Blake, an important link to Jerusalem and song with national importance which was birthed in Felpham according to 
scholars including Peter Ackroyd and Alexander Gilchrist.  The petition which will be with Arun District Council before 
the end of this month shows the will of the community and it must be considered in any meaningful democratic 
consultation. 

1103 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

Conservation & Archaeological Heritage To avoid confusion with nature conservation, it might be clearer to change 
the title to: 'Building Conservation & Archaeological Heritage'. 18.5.1-2: The draft Local Plan is potentially unsound in 
terms of its approach to archaeological issues because it does not follow NPPF guidance in terms of handling 
archaeological issues. Para 18.5.2 (followed by table 18.1) gives the impression that archaeological mitigation for 
development proposals begins and ends with designated / statutorily protected archaeological sites. It does not 
reflect paragraph 169 of the NPPF which highlights the need for LPAs to make an assessment of the likelihood that 
currently unidentified heritage assets, particularly sites of historic and archaeological interest, will be discovered in 
the future. For example, the regionally important prehistoric and Roman discoveries at Bersted Site 6, which until 
tested by archaeological evaluation contained no identified archaeological deposits according to the West Sussex 
Historic Environment Record (HER). There have been other discoveries from the Arun district coastal plain which were 
similarly 'blank' before evaluation pre-determination or investigating by archaeological planning condition. Equally, 
housing land allocation sites which contain no known heritage assets (based on the existing information in the HER) 
should not be assumed to be devoid of features and should be assessed and, if appropriate sampled by field 
investigation before the determination of the application. Section 18 and Policy DM33 make no reference to the HER 
which again is out of step with the NPPF. Please refer to paragraphs 128 and 169 of the NPPF. The paragraph 17 of the 
NPPF also refers to 'landscape character assessments'¦integrated assessment of historic landscape character'. The 
West Sussex HER includes historic landscape character assessment (The Sussex Historic Landscape Characterisation – 
HLC- and the Sussex Extensive Urban Survey [which includes Bognor, Littlehampton and Arundel] – EUS- prepared on 
a pan-Sussex basis with support from English Heritage are a useful 'quarry of information for historic land use data 
and character assessments). The EUS provides a detailed synthesis of known records and archaeological investigation 
of historic town development and could inform the validation of the status of Conservation Areas and Areas of Special 
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Character. For further information see 'Heritage in local plans: how to create a sound plan under the NPPF'  English 
Heritage, 25 July 2012 Table 18.1: 5 th (last) site Scheduled Monument – Romano-British villa shown on the table: this 
is colloquially known as Angmering Roman villa Please add Arundel medieval Blackfriars site to the table list. The 
National Park boundary takes in the southern range of this scheduled site to the south of Mill Road, but the northern 
range on the other side of the road is just outside the park boundary and therefore should be included on the list for 
the purposes of the Local Plan. 

797 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

From what I understand of the plan, it seems that ADC aren't bothered about the environment, otherwise this plan 
wouldn't have been suggested in the first palce. 

905 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

1209 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

Chapter 18 Conservation & Archaeological Heritage 18.3.13 Should allow for NDP's to propose making Article 4 
Directions DM32 Needs to reflect the wording in para 18.4.5 allowing NDP's, not the ALP Proposals Map, to define 
Areas of Special Character DM40 Amend to read 'all development proposals should demonstrate how they will 
address the issues and proposals identified in approved Surface Water Management Plans '¦ measures to address 
surface water management problems will be identified in Management Plans and by NDP's and will be funded by 
S106/CIL' . 

1180 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

Conservation and Archaeological Heritage We can find no assessment in the draft plan of the District's historic 
landscape character so we cannot see a clear basis for identifying the District's rural historic landscape and heritage 
assets. There are arguably further areas in the District which qualify as Areas of Special Character; Policy DM32 needs 
amending to provide a more pro-active policy in this respect, working with parish and town councils. Whilst Policy 
SP22 states the Council will take 'a pro-active stance towards heritage assets which are at risk' , this approach is 
arguably insufficient. The Arun to Chichester Canal is an example of a heritage asset which, though not at risk, would 
merit investment and could contribute to improving wildlife and recreational assets. The policy should therefore be 
extended to cover both heritage assets which are at risk or have the potential to provide recreation, tourism or other 
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public benefit. 

1052 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

Conservation of our cultural and built heritage, environment and landscape is vital not only for future generations but 
as a source of a strong and vibrant base for the development of national and international tourism 

1399 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

18 Conservation and Archaeological Heritage The Parish Council considers that remaining structures and formation of 
the Chichester and Arundel canal should be identified and preserved due to its importance to the area as a heritage 
asset. 

1468 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

SP22 Support 

1303 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

Chapter 18. Conservation and Archaeological Heritage 18.2.9. The proposal that Arun will revise its list of Locally 
Listed Buildings as and when possible additions are drawn to its attention represents an unduly passive response. The 
NPPF tells local authorities they should have up to date evidence about the historic environment in their area; they 
therefore need to take some positive action to ensure that their lists are up to date. Arun should circulate parish and 
town councils, and local amenity societies, every five years, inviting them to propose additions to the List. 

1523 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

k. Chapter 18, Conservation & Archaeological Heritage. paras 18.1.2, 18.3.5 and 18.4.2 The Plan should be amended to 
include a short summary of the locations and numbers of the Listed Buildings in the District (see para 18.1.2), a 
summary list of the locations of the 33 Conservation Areas in the District (see para 18.3.5), and a summary list of the 
13 Areas of Special Character in the District (see para 18.4.2). As presently drafted to Plan contains insufficient 
information on these three topic to allow any reader to determine the location of such buildings and areas. 

1642 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

We can find no assessment of the Historic Landscape Character of the District so we cannot see a clear basis for 
identifying the district rural historic landscape and heritage assets. 
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1644 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

While Policy SP22 states the Council will take 'a pro-active stance towards heritage assets which are at risk'  this does 
not go far enough. The Arun to Chichester Canal is an example of a heritage asset which, while not at risk, would merit 
investment and could contribute to improving wildlife and recreational assets. This policy should be extended to 
heritage assets which are at risk or have potential to provide recreation, tourism or other public benefit. 

1677 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

18.0.12 This policy underlines the need to prevent the erosion of the quality of an area and its setting by poor 
planning decisions which do not evaluate the situation fully. 

1580 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

2.4 Within the Local Plan, and specifically the Conservation and Archaeological Heritage Chapter, the NPA is 
disappointed that there is no reference to the conserving and enhancing the National Park's setting. There is a 
requirement for particular care over development proposed on the areas of the district fringing the National Park. As 
such proposals could potentially have a significant impact on the landscape of the South Downs National Park careful 
consideration must be given to the impact of any proposals on the setting of the South Downs National Park and its 
two Purposes, in accordance with Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995. 

1794 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

Chapter 18 – Conservation & Archaeological Heritage The Eastergate war memorial roundabout on the A29 is within 
the Eastergate Square Conservation Area. If the proposed new route of the A29 goes ahead, traffic to Bognor Regis 
would need to make a sharp left hand turn (maybe 60-70 degrees) onto the Barnham Road; traffic from Bognor Regis 
would need to make a right hand turn of maybe 290-300 degrees. The fact that the roundabout and area surrounding 
it is within the Conservation Area makes it impossible to 'improve'  the junction without impacting on the 
Conservation Area. 

1795 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

Policy SP22 The proposed road could not possibly preserve or enhance the character of the Eastergate Square 
Conservation Area. Also, given the challenges posed by the junction as mentioned above, traffic might choose to 
divert along Church Lane. This would have an adverse effect on the Eastergate (Church Lane) Conservation Area. 

2182 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

No assessment has been made of the Historic Landscape Character of the District so there is no clear basis for 
identifying historic landscape I heritage assets. There is only one Area of Special Character in the 3 villages yet there 
are a considerable number of listed buildings. Local village histories have been produced which set the local historical 
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context. There are arguably further areas in the District, including the 3 villages, which qualify as Areas of Special 
Character. Policy DM32 needs amending to provide a more pro-active policy in this respect. Policy SP22 states the 
Council will take a 'pro-active stance towards heritage assets which are at risk' . However, in our view this is not 
enough. The Arun to Chicliester Canal runs south of Barnham, Eastergate and Aldingbourne, of which parts survive. It 
is an example of a heritage asset which we have not seen identified in the Plan which could contribute to improving 
wildlife and provide a recreational asset for people from Bognor. We suggest this policy is extended not only to 
heritage assets which are at risk but also those with potential to provide recreational, tourism or other public benefit. 

2130 Conservation & 
Archaeological 
Heritage 

18.3.13 Should allow for NDP's to propose making Article 4 directions DM32 Needs to reflect the wording on para 
18.4.5 allowing NDP's, not the ALP Proposals Map, to define areas of Special Character DM40 Amend to read 'all 
developments proposals should demonstrate how they will address the issues and proposals identified in approved 
Surface Water Management Plans'¦.. measures to address surface water management problems will be identified in 
Management Plans and by NDP's and will be funded by S106/CIL' . 

600 Listed Buildings Policy DM 29 - English Heritage welcomes and supports this Policy. 

438 Listed Buildings The Blake Trail http://www.greenerbognor.org.uk/william-blake--felpham.html 

1469 Listed Buildings DM29 Support 

1507 Listed Buildings DM29 SUPPORTS 
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1593 Listed Buildings 18.1: The University is committed to maintaining its Listed Buildings, and at present intends for them to remain in 
University ownership and use. However, the provision of higher education is expected to change significantly in the 
next fifteen years and it may be that an alternative use may become more appropriate for the current Listed Buildings 
It would therefore be helpful if there was a clear and transparent policy that underpinned the provisions within this 
section. 

1796 Listed Buildings Policy DM29 There are at least 12 Listed Buildings in the Church Lane area of Eastergate. The re-routing of the A29 
and the proposed large house development are very likely to have an adverse effect on the setting of these buildings; 
it would not protect or enhance the setting. 

603 Buildings or 
Structures of 
Character 

English Heritage welcomes and supports Policy DM 30. 

1470 Buildings or 
Structures of 
Character 

DM30 Support but would like to see the policy requiring planning permission for the demolition of any Buildings or 
Structures of Character. Without it, the policy has no ability to protect or preserve these buildings at even the most 
basic level. 

2026 Buildings or 
Structures of 
Character 

DM30 - Laudable 

622 Conservation 
Areas 

English Heritage welcomes and supports Policy DM 31, although should there not be an "and" after "It can be 
demonstrated that the removal of the structure and its subsequent replacement would lead to the enhancement of 
the area" ? (It is assumed that this requirement is to ensure that there is no unsightly gap left in the conservation area 
following demolition and is therefore to be an adjunct to the other circumstances rather than it being a stand-alone 
circumstance in which conservation area consent would be granted for demolition or substantial demolition. If, 
however, it is intended to be a stand-alone circumstance, then this would be of concern as it would imply that 
conservation area consent for demolition or substantial demolition could be justified solely by a planning permission 
having been granted, which would be a confusing of the two currently separate consent regimes). 
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1471 Conservation 
Areas 

DM31 Support but would like to see Article 4 Directions throughout all ADC Conservation Areas to remove PVCU 
window replacement and the demolition of lowflint front garden walls from Permitted Development rights. Waiting 
for an area to become "at risk" before acting is too late and will merely lead to the piecemeal loss of say flint walls 
over time, to the detriment of the character of a Conservation Area. 

1555 Conservation 
Areas 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 32. Paragraph 18.3.13'”should allow for NDP's to propose making Article 

1508 Conservation 
Areas 

DM31 SUPPORTS 

1797 Conservation 
Areas 

18.3.4 The farmland identified as the site for the housing development must contribute to the special character and 
appearance of the Eastergate (Church Lane) Conservation Area which includes Manor Farm purely because it is the 
farmland linked to the farm! In my opinion the development would be inappropriate and damaging. 18.3.5 It is 
interesting to note that the authors have omitted to mention the two Eastergate Conservation Areas in this 
paragraph. They are particularly relevant owing to their close proximity to major changes proposed within Arun 
district. 18.3.6 It does not appear that the two Eastergate Conservation Areas have been a material factor in the 
option proposed for both the new route for the A29 and the large housing development. The views from these 
Conservation Areas, particularly the Church Lane area, would be destroyed; no amount of 'masking'  would replace 
the view over open farm land that contributes to the area around Manor Farm. 18.3.9 By its own admission, ADC 
should not grant planning permission on the green fields site, i.e. the farm land identified in the GIC type B between 
the three villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate; such development cannot preserve or enhance the 
character or appearance of either Conservation Area; or their settings 18.3.11 Similarly, traffic will be generated by 
the building of so many houses in the locality; a change of use from farm land to housing should therefore not be 
permitted. 18.3.12 The setting, character and views in to and out of the two Eastergate Conservation Areas will be 
adversely affected by the proposals; they should not even be considered in this area. 
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1798 Conservation 
Areas 

Policy DM31 As stated above, the proposed A29 and housing development between the three villages of Barnham, 
Eastergate and Westergate will harm views into, out of and within the two Eastergate Conservation Areas so the 
proposals should not even be under consideration. 

2038 Conservation 
Areas 

Policy SP 24, DM 39, DM 40, DM 31 regarding water really needs to be reconsidered in the light of the flooding 
experienced recently. It fails to address the issue adequately. The issue regarding sewers leading into Lidsey is not 
being given the urgency deserved. 

2219 Conservation 
Areas 

On behalf of the members of the Feipham Village Conservation Society, and indeed many of the local Residents who's 
views are known, we request that Church Field in Felpham, be included in the Feipham Conservation Area, in the new 
Local Plan. This field, as you will be aware,is the very last natural area left in our Parish following the sacrifice of the 
fields to the north. Not only ¡s this the final open space between Felpham and Bognor Regis,but the vista from the five 
barred gate along the footpath along the A259, across the still cultivated field,to the Norman Church, is one to be 
treasured and protected, To include Church Field in the Conservation Area would give protection to a view which must 
be very rare in the whole of the Arun District,whilst at the same time protecting the Rife Way/North Way area from 
the consequences of further development. Also,in the South-Eastern corner of this field adjacent to the church yard 
boundary wall,is a Saxon stone,which may be a clue to the possibility of other ancient articles in the locality. All in 
all,there is a strong case for the inclusion of Church Field,within the Felpham Conservation Area. 

2540 Conservation 
Areas 

18.6.13 Arundel Conservation Area The content of the section on Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas is excellent. 
The difficulty arises when house owners make alterations which they think are minor, (removing chimneys, installing 
uPVC windows etc) which are bound to alter the appearance and integrity of the building. I feel that Arun should 
produce a short booklet to be distributed to house agents, who should be persuaded to pass one on to every buyer of 
a building in a Conservation Area, Listed or not. New owners often plead ignorance of planning laws. 

623 Areas of Special 
Character 

English Heritage welcomes and supports Policy DM 32. 
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439 Areas of Special 
Character 

Bognor Regis, Swansea Gardens should be protected as an area of special charachter. Blake Trail: 
http://www.greenerbognor.org.uk/william-blake--felpham.html 

1473 Areas of Special 
Character 

DM32 Support 

1643 Areas of Special 
Character 

There are arguably further areas in the District, which qualify as Areas of Special Character. Policy DM32 needs 
amending to provide a more pro-active policy in this respect, working with parish and town councils. 

1509 Areas of Special 
Character 

DM32 SUPPORTS 

624 Archaeological 
Heritage 

English Heritage welcomes and supports Policy DM 33. 

610 Archaeological 
Heritage 

This section is drafted in such a way as seeming to deal only with scheduled monuments and their environs, which are 
already protected.  It is essential to have some assessment of sites which might reveal archaeological potential.  There 
should be a presumption at least in favour of a Desk Based Assessment for any relatively large-scale development, and 
reference to the HER for all applications. This should be included in the Plan. 

1474 Archaeological 
Heritage 

DM33 Support 
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1104 Natural 
Environment 

Natural Environment Table 19.5: Middleton Shingle SNCI (Site Code Ar19) should be included in this table. 19.1.11: In 
West Sussex, Local Geological Sites are known as Regionally Important Geological & Geomorphological Sites (RIGGS). 
This should be altered in this paragraph and the title to Table 19.6. Policy DM37: It is unclear as to why Marine 
Conservation Zones (MCZs) have been included in a policy concerning Non-designated Sites. MCZs are designated 
under the Marine and Coastal Access Act (2009) and thus are a statutory site designation. It is recommended that 
advice is sought from Natural England. Policy DM38: No. (iii) should read 'an arboricultural impact assessment' and 
not implications assessment. In the 'background studies and supporting evidence' section, the correct version of the 
British Standard needs to be referred to i.e. 'BS5837: 2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction – 
recommendations'. 

1181 Natural 
Environment 

Natural Environment The scope of habitat and species conservation is sound but we consider that Natural 
Environment issues could be better integrated into Landscape and Biodiversity policies for the District as a whole; this 
might be intended but it is not clear from the text that this is the case. 

1310 Natural 
Environment 

BIODIVERSITY OPPORTUNITY AREA The proposed Biodiversity Opportunity Area extends across a large area to the 
west of the Green Corridor, south of Arundel and extends further to the north east. The Green Corridor to the south 
of Arundel largely follows the strategic gap area previously identified in the 2003 Local Plan. Biodiversity Opportunity 
areas are described in the draft local plan as representing the ' targeted landscape-scale approach to conserving 
biodiversity and provide the basis for an ecological network. They identify areas that provide the greatest opportunity 
for habitat creation and restoration and they have multiple benefits including improving the natural environment and 
providing quality areas in which people can live, work and enjoy. Information relating to BOA's is constantly emerging 
however, currently, the three BOA's within Arun district include the Chichester Coastal Plain, the area between 
Climping and Houghton and the Lidsey Rife. BOA's do not contain the entire BAP habitat or all the areas where BAP 
habitat creation or restoration is possible however they provide guidance with regard to areas that would benefit 
from some form of protection which may make it necessary for development schemes to be designed to incorporate 
certain areas, either in whole or in part.'  Policy DM37 of the draft Local Plan states: 'Within Biodiversity Opportunity 
Areas (BOA's), development shall: (i) retain and sympathetically incorporate locally valued and important habitats, 
including wildlife corridors and stepping stones; (ii) be designed in order to minimise disturbance to habitats Where 
development proposals are likely to have an impact on species or habitats within either the BOA's, any application for 
planning permission shall include a properly conducted survey of the presence of that species and habitat and any 
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impact that development may have on either. Development proposals that do not reasonably address opportunities 
for enhancing BOA's the recommended MCZ through their design, layout and landscaping shall not be permitted. 
Where a development scheme would result in a habitat loss, mitigation measures shall be proposed as part of the 
proposed scheme and such measures agreed with the planning authority prior to the determination of any planning 
application. Developments shall also be consistent with all other Local Plan policies.'  Within the Green Infrastructure 
Plan it states: Large parts of the District are designated as Biodiversity Opportunity Areas which are the regional 
priority areas of opportunity for restoration and creation of Biodiversity Action Plan habitats.'  The Climping to 
Houghton BOA is described as being an 'Extensive stretch of the River Arun floodplain providing opportunities for 
wetland and river restoration and enhancement of floodplain grazing marsh.'  The BOA is also of importance for 
water voles. Biodiversity Opportunity Areas are not statutory 'designations'. They are areas that have been identified 
within the South East Biodiversity Strategy by the South East England Biodiversity Forum which is an independent 
advisory group made up of statutory bodies, local authorities and non-government organisations. It identifies, advises 
upon and responds to the biodiversity challenges in the South East. It 'engages key regional stakeholders to ensure 
that development in the South East is truly sustainable' . Within the South East 275 Biodiversity Opportunity Areas 
have been identified. The South East Biodiversity Strategy describes BOAs as: 'regional priority areas of opportunity 
for restoration and creation of Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) habitats. They are a spatial representation of the BAP 
targets and are areas of opportunity, not constraint. The BOAs shown in the map do not include all the BAP habitat in 
the region, nor do they include all the areas where BAP habitat could exist' . The National Planning Policy Framework 
defines Green Infrastructure as 'A network of multi-functional green space, urban and rural, which is capable of 
delivering a wide range of environmental and quality of life benefits for local communities.'  The BOA areas extend 
north beyond the Green Infrastructure Corridor into the residential areas of Arundel. COMMENTS The draft Local Plan 
suggests that the BOA's are areas which would benefit from protection, whilst the SE Biodiversity Strategy states that 
the areas should be considered to be areas of opportunity, not constraint. We would question whether the wording of 
the draft Local Plan puts a greater emphasis on the protection of the BOA's than was originally envisaged. Such an 
interpretation also risks being contrary to the notion that BOA's are areas of opportunity, not constraint. Insofar as 
concerns the habitat surveys by EDAW, these appear to have been undertaken to support the draft Local Plan, 
although these are now quite dated being concluded in 2008. These surveys identified areas to the south of Arundel 
as being Potential Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI), including areas owned by The Angmering Park 
Estate. The EDAW habitat surveys are based on aerial photographs with ground truthing Phase 1 Habitat surveys and 
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not all areas will have been covered on foot. We are not aware that the areas owned by the Angmering Park Estates 
have been subject to a ground level survey as part of this study. Within the habitat survey report, EDAW used generic 
criteria rather than any specific Sussex based criteria for the  identification of the potential SNCI's. We believe that it 
remains the case that within Sussex there are currently no standardised criteria for the selection of Local Wildlife Sites 
(LWS), such criteria have existed in Kent for a number of years. As far as we know, at least concerning the land owned 
by Angmering Park Estate, the identification of these potential SNCI's are also not based on detailed surveys of sites. 
There is no evidence to indicate that the EDAW report and recommendations is based in whole or in part on any on-
site specific ground based assessments which should be undertaken to inform in the identification of SNCIs. It is not 
sufficiently robust to reach this conclusion based on geographical information and aerial photography alone and gives 
rise to the question of how accurate the assessment is. The area owned by the Angmering Park Estate appears to 
include lowland grazing marsh, a habitat type identified within the client's land on Figure 5 of the EDAW report. 
Lowland grazing marsh is a UK BAP habitat type. Whilst the principal of identifying the lowland grazing marsh within 
the BOA would appear sound, questions remain about the quality and extent of lowland grazing marsh in this area, 
particularly with respect to the large area covered by the designation. We would also comment that certain areas, 
particularly around the immediate Arundel area, should be subject to detailed surveys to provide informed 
boundaries to the BOA and the GIF and also to determine the ecological value of the areas . SUMMARY The evidence 
supporting the proposed Climping to Houghton BOA is not sufficiently robust. Insofar as the Angmering Park Estate is 
concerned, the process of identifying the BOA appears to have been informed by a blanket based, non-site specific 
approach. It is considered that the process should be informed by detailed site specific surveys to enable a targeted 
and evidence based approach to the identification of the BOA. 

1645 Natural 
Environment 

The coverage of the principle habitats is sound. However we think that the issue of the Natural Environment could be 
better integrated into Landscape, and Biodiversity policies for the district as a whole. This might be intended but it is 
not clear from the text that this is the case. 

1739 Natural 
Environment 

Description: It is the policy of the Council to maintain, protect and where possible enhance the conservation value of 
Designated Nature Sites as listed. Potential Effect: Designated nature sites can attract anti-social behaviour due to 
their isolated position. This can result in incidents of litter and damage. Suggested Considerations: Protect and 
enhance designated nature sites Planning Policy Comments: Policy 34 in the Draft Local Plan aims to maintain, protect 
and where possible enhance conservation value of these sites. Where development or increased presence of wardens 
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is required to protect these sites, the policy is flexible enough to allow this where resources allow. 

1880 Natural 
Environment 

Section 19 Natural Environment The destruction of green fields to build an unnecessary road funded by unnecessary 
houses creating additional flood risk and additional traffic. This appears to be in direct conflict with Policy SP 23 "Arun 
District Council will encourage and promote the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity and the natural 
environment ...". Once more an unsustainable plan. 

1872 Natural 
Environment 

Natural Environment 19.3.1 agree that trees and woodlands should be kept as mentioned in the section. I don't think 
that any proposed development out weighs the loss of trees and the all the natural environment that goes with it. The 
biodiversity would be affected during the development and may well not recover afterwards. 

2183 Natural 
Environment 

Key sites have been identified but it is not clear evidence of an assessment of the impact of development on these 
'Natura 2000 sites' and the mitigation measures that might need to be put in place other than Pagham Harbour. There 
is no mention of climate change in this section though this might have been covered in the Green Infrastructure 
Report which we have not yet bad the time to review and will wish to reserve or position on this. Whilst mention is 
made in the text to other policy areas the Natural Environment, Biodiverstity could be better integrated with 
Landscape issues within the Plan overall. 

2316 Natural 
Environment 

19. Natural Environment Draft Policy SP 23: Natural Environment states that: 'Arun District Council will encourage and 
promote the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity and the natural environment through policies for the 
protection of both designated and non-designated sites '¦'  In developing policies for the protection and 
enhancement of green infrastructure, and the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity, Bourne Leisure 
considers that the District Council should recognise the need to balance environmental considerations, such as the 
establishment/protection of green spaces and nature conservation areas, with the economic and social benefits of 
individual development proposals. This revised and balancing exercise would then be entirely consistent with the 
approach to achieving sustainable development that is set out in the National Planning Policy Framework, and its 
'presumption in favour of sustainable development'. In short, policies for the natural environment in the Local Plan 
should include consideration of the benefits potentially arising from the enhancement (and where appropriate, the 
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extension) of existing developments (including tourism facilities and accommodation), as well as the benefits arising 
from the development of new sites and uses (again including tourism facilities and leisure uses). All of these factors 
will be key to ensuring that Arun remains an attractive and importance tourism destination on the South Coast. The 
Company therefore considers that Policy SP 23 should be revised to allow for the extension of existing facilities and 
for new development to be considered on its merits, including where located on sites within areas adjacent to 
sensitive areas, provided that commensurate mitigation measures (such as the inclusion of a buffer zone and 
appropriate landscaping) can be implemented to mitigate both direct and indirect impacts. We trust that the above 
comments are clear and will assist in progressing the Local Plan further. However, please do not hesitate to contact 
either Frances Young or myself if any of the above points require clarification. We would also be grateful if you would 
continue to keep us informed of progress on the development of the Plan, and all other emerging local development 
documents for Arun. 

2553 Natural 
Environment 

5. Wildlife This a very important area when planning new roads and housing in rural areas. Good planning councils 
would be looking at getting the balance right and improving wild life corridors in such a sensitive areas. We are talking 
about leaving a legacy for future generations '” not just filling every space with extra concrete.   

17 Designated Sites I am very pleased at the importance given to these areas, but consideration should also be given to including for 
protection the water meadows south of Eastergate/Barnham/Yapton up to the new development at Flansham and 
the proposed Bognor Regis Northern Relief Road this area is home to a large heronary and this year was visited by 
some rare cranes 

269 Designated Sites Policy SP23 – Natural Environment We are pleased to see that this policy now makes reference for the need for 
developments to conserve and enhance both designated and non-designated sites. 

381 Designated Sites 9. Chapter 19, Natural Environment, para 19.1.18 to 19.1.21 These four paragraphs seem to apply more to the section 
of the River Arun that is within the SDNP, rather than to the lower section of the river to the south of the SDNP 
boundary in Arundel. This needs to be corrected, especially as it is doubtful if the statement in paragraph 19.1.18 
applies to the area of Arun District covered by the Plan. 
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425 Designated Sites Chichester DC supports this policy and recognises the need to apply a consistent cross-boundary approach to ensuring 
that any development impacts on Pagham Harbour are minimised and adequately mitigated. 

446 Designated Sites The area chosen for building the 2000 homes is a natural flood area, the local rifes act as natural drainage channels, if 
these are blocked flooding may well occur in other parts. The area supports a diverse range of wildlife which will be 
lost, it is a wonderful place for walking without having to use a car to get there. 

878 Designated Sites   Policy DM35 - Pagham Harbour - Support We note and welcome the overall approach to this policy which sets out 
the Council's expectations for mitigation measures where development is proposed within 5km of the Pagham 
Harbour SPA. As explained above in our representations on policy DM25, the BREQ application incorporates a package 
of mitigation measures that includes all of the elements set out in this policy (and which in reality, helped to shape the 
policy as a recent example of the issues being negotiated).   

1081 Designated Sites Natural Environment Policies SP23 and DM4 - we welcome the broad thrust of these policies but it is less clear how 
they relate to current guidance and legislation. DM4 in particular appears to conflate local, national and international 
designations in one policy, nor does it reflect the NPPF. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss these policies 
further with the District. Pagham Harbour As the District will be aware the RSPB have recently taken over 
management of Pagham Harbour, and it would be helpful to have detailed discussions to inform the text in the 
section. It is not immediately clear to us how some statements and assumptions have been derived, and hence the 
content of Policy DM25. We would welcome further detailed discussions on this matter. Arun Valley Similarly the 
RSPB owns and/or manages significant parts of the Arun Valley SPA/Ramsar site, and whilst we welcome the overall 
thrust of this section, we feel it could be better integrated as whole, not is it clear why Policy DM6 occurs here when it 
clearly apllies to all Natura 2000 sites. We would welcome further detailed discussions on this section. 

1017 Designated Sites Policy DM35: Pagham Harbour Chichester DC supports this policy and recognises the need to apply a consistent cross-
boundary approach to ensuring that any development impacts on Pagham Harbour are minimised and adequately 
mitigated. 
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1154 Designated Sites 2. Support: Policy DM35 Pagham Harbour. The proposed policy requires future development in Zone B to create easily 
accessible new green spaces for recreation within or adjacent to a development site (or contributions) which is 
capable of accommodating predicted increases in demand for local walking and dog walking, and with good 
pedestrian links between the housing and green space. The location, nature, size and character of the land north of 
Summer Lane (and within the larger related SHLAA site 117) provides a rare opportunity to provide such a SANG (if 
justified) which meets such policy criteria at Pagham. Therefore, it can be demonstrated that suitable land could be 
made available as part of future development proposals to implement this policy in Pagham. 

1130 Designated Sites Policy DM35 - It is not immediately clear whether the policy has been tested with colleagues in Chichester, with a view 
to generating harmony and in the context of the Duty to Cooperate. Whilst this information may be elsewhere, the 
plan should indicate the technical case for SANGS and provide clarity about what sort of sites should be provided, 
where, and how they should be managed. In the absence of details or, in the case of development close to European 
sites, an HRA - I have not made comments on individual allocations. I trust that all allocations (including those of 
Parish and Town Councils, Rural Housing and Exceptions) will be tested against a range of policies and criteria 
(particularly relating to designated landscapes and biodiversity) to ensure that development takes place in the right 
location and that the natural environment is protected and enhanced. 

1129 Designated Sites We remain concerned that Policy DM 34 treats all designated sites equally. Whilst some of the principles may be the 
same, the consideration of development impacting on international sites should be appropriately robust compared 
with consideration of a local site. This should be reflected in the Policy and (certainly) the supporting text. 

975 Designated Sites It is unclear how non-desinnated natural sites and green spaces are protected under the Plan. It would be helpful to 
have list of sites under different designations, and none, listed by area. There is no mention of Bersted Brooks wihch is 
designated as Nature Reserve. Does this mean that the list shown is incomplete or out of date?   

1475 Designated Sites SP23 Support 
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1476 Designated Sites DM34 Support 

1477 Designated Sites DM35 Support 

1478 Designated Sites DM36 Support 

1274 Designated Sites Policy DM35: Pagham Harbour – Object 2.84 It is recognised that Policy DM35 is appropriate in principle. 2.85 
However, it is questioned whether the requirements of Zone B of Policy DM35 should apply to new residential 
development only. For example, tourism development between 400m and 5km of Pagham Harbour is highly likely to 
increase visitor pressure on Pagham Harbour and therefore should contribute to mitigation measures as well as 
residential development. 2.86 As such Policy DM35 is not considered to be the most appropriate strategy when 
considered against the reasonable alternatives and therefore fails the justified test of soundness set out in paragraph 
182 of the NPPF. 2.87 The mitigation measures will clearly represent a cost in terms of net developable area and/or an 
offsite payment. These costs need to be developed as soon as possible, alongside the amount of green space that 
would be required per dwelling or per each additional occupant should on site green space be provided in mitigation. 
Without this information the true impact of Policy DM35 cannot be quantified. 2.88 The penultimate paragraph 
appears to suggest that a tariff will be directed towards a communal alternative green space. Such an approach may 
well have advantages in terms of creating a high quality open space in the right area that is likely to act as a 
reasonable alternative to visiting Pagham Harbour. It is noted that Figure 6.1: Green Infrastructure opportunities 
within the study area of the LUC produced Arun Green Infrastructure Study (June 2012) indicatively shows a high 
quality local green space to reduce visitor pressure on Pagham Harbour to the north west of Bognor Regis. 2.89 It is 
considered important that Policy DM35 retains the flexibility to make contributions and or provide new green spaces 
on a particular development site. 
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1502 Designated Sites SP23 SUPPORTS 

2027 Designated Sites SP23 - Laudable 

1189 Pagham Harbour We support the proposed Exclusion Zone but object to the the Mitigation Zone (5km). 

1479 Non designated 
sites 

DM37 Support 

1307 Non designated 
sites 

Policy DM37 – Non-Designated Sites Consideration of the designation of the Climping to Houghton Biodiversity 
Opportunity Area is provided by Corylus. This identifies that the BOA appears to have been informed by a blanked 
based, non-site specific approach. Corylus identify that the designation, which covers a wide area, does not seem to 
be informed by any site assessment work and is not sufficiently robust to support the extent of the designation. Such 
designations should be targeted and evidenced and perform certain functions. Paragraph 117 of the NPPF sets out 
components of local ecological networks as comprising: 'international, national and locally designated sites of 
importance for biodiversity, wildlife corridors and stepping stones that connect them and areas identified by local 
partnerships for habitat creation or restoration.' It is not clear from the evidence that the area identified fulfils any of 
these functions. Whilst reference is made to opportunities for wetland and river restoration and enhancement of 
floodplain grazing marsh, the area included covers a wide geographical area and the extent of the designation is not 
robustly justified. Concern is also raised about the robustness of including areas around the Arundel Bypass area, 
which ought to be subject to more detailed surveys to inform boundaries. This is particularly in view of the fact that 
the background evidence is now somewhat dated. It also backs up concerns raised by Fabrik that the presence of the 
Arundel Bypass acts as physical barrier that truncates faunal movement along the corridor and which lessen the 
ecological interest of the area around it. Finally, the policy is worded as one of constraint, rather than opportunity, 
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which is contrary to the intentions of seeking to restore and create important habitats. Sensitive and appropriate 
development in such areas can assist in delivering these aims and this ought to be reflected within the policy. For 
these reasons and the reasons set out under 'general comments' above, it is considered that Policy DM37 is not 
robustly evidenced. It seeks to restrain development by applying a broad brush approach to ecological protection 
rather than the targeted approach supported by PPS7, and more recently by the NPPF and would therefore be found 
unsound if progressed to examination. 

1222 Non designated 
sites 

Policy DM37: Non Designated Sites (Biodiversity Opportunity Area) SDLL have already undertaken a number of 
ecological surveys on the former LEC Airfield Site and are aware of the ecological value of parts of the site. Any 
application for redevelopment of the site would need to balance the objectives of Policy DM37 against the need to 
bring forward employment land in accordance with Policy SP3. 

1480 Trees & 
Woodland 

DM38 Support 

1503 Trees & 
Woodland 

DM38 SUPPORTS 

2028 Trees & 
Woodland 

DM38 - Laudable 

14 Water 20.0.2 -  SUDS is designed to reduce surface water flows but can increase flows to groundwater increasing the risk of 
pollution in chalk aquifers. Policy SP 24 - The key indicator should be average pcc including measured and unmeasured 
consumption. This will reflect the impacts of metering and water efficiency. Background Studies - there is no mention 
of the Final Water Resources Management Plan published in Sept 2011. 20.1.4 - Aldingbourne Rife is already failing 
the WFD for water quality so it will be difficult to increase WWTW discharges. 20.1.9 - The CAMS documents are out 
of date and the Chichester Chalk WRMU is no longer 'over licenced'. The Habs Regs Assessment correctly states that 
the outcome of the Review of Consents was that none of the licences posed a risk to Pagham Harbour. The Core 
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Strategy AA incorrectly assumed that abstraction impacted on Pagham Harbour and concluded that a water efficiency 
standard of 80 l/h/d was required by 2016. The higher levels of the Code for Sustainable Homes require rainwater or 
greywater recycling which are not sustainable or viable in our area of supply. 20.1.10 - Portsmouth Water is only 
studying one rife as part of the WFD and this is unlikely to result in a licence reduction. Portsmouth Water are 
promoting water efficiency in existing homes but not rainwater harvesting in new homes. Regional storage is a more 
sustainable long term option. Policy DM 39 - There is no justification for setting water efficiency standards above Level 
3 and if they were the solution would be more expensive and less sustainable in terms carbon costs. The viability of 
development sites will be impacted by the higher costs. 

15 Water Following the extensive flooding in the western Arun area in June 2012, the whole flooding question should be re 
addressed and measures taken to prevent any reoccurance, It would seem that by raising the ground levels for new 
housing it move the flood water to areas not previously flooded, therefor any new developments must not be on 
artificialy raised areas. we are told that with climate change we can expect more of the extreme weather experienced 
in June 2012 

158 Water WATER SUPPLY Arun is located in an official water-stressed area. Building more and more houses in the area simply 
does not make any sense. 

270 Water Policy SP24 – Water We are pleased to see a strategic policy that seeks to safeguard water resources and water 
quality within the District, whilst also taking into account flood risk. However, in its current format it appears to be 
very generic. Whilst we note that further detail is provided in the development management policies under this 
section we would wish to see a clearer statement from the Council on these issues. We would be happy to work with 
you on revising this wording if you would find that useful. 

394 Water 11. Chapter 20, Water, para 20.2.5 The Plan's maps fail to indicate the areas of the District that are at risk from 
flooding. This was an important issue addressed at the previous Arun District Local Plan Inquiry. See the Planning 
Inspector's Report PINS/C3810/429/1 dated 21 May 2002, para 3.11.3 and his recommendation at para 3.11.11. This 
Local Plan should include such information for the benefit of the users of the Plan and to aid decision-making. The 
Plan should be amended accordingly. 
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387 Water   12. Chapter 20, Water, para 20.2.5   This para is supported as a fair description of the potential problem and the 
need to find a satisfactory solution. However, the supporting maps fail to show the areas of flood risk (see Objection 
No 11 below).   

284 Water Although some funding is expected as a consequence of the building of 2000 hosues, it is not demonstrated as being 
adequate to fund water + drainage improvements in an area that already has a weak sewerage provsion and is prone 
to flooding. This flooding is certain to be exacerbated by the addition of 2000 houses.  

229 Water Increased housing on such a large scale (Option 2) is going to exacerbate the "serious water stress" of the area not 
only by necessitating complex drainage and sewerage systems but by preventing natural run-off due to increased 
concrete and tarmac. Our position at the foot of the Downs and the existing local natural areas of water will only 
result in more flooding; this has failed to be addressed successfully in the past. 

298 Water I reject this part of the plan because there is no evidence that ADC have followed up of previous promises to ensure 
that (Southern Water) improve the drainage system. Southern Water can not cope with the grey water we currently 
produce; are pumping it out at night; are allowing it into Chichester basin. You have not built or enforced the building 
of the proposed flood defenses arroung the lidsey treatment works as prviously prommised. ADC can not be trusted 
to perform their role to enforce planning or as trustees of the waste water system as a whole. ADC can not simply 
abdicate responsibility to Southern Water. ADC has a legal duty of care to uphlod the rules and patently failed to do 
so. Building more houses is simply not possible with the existing drainage framework and working practices of ADC 
and Southern Water. Building on known flood plains is absurd. Filling in a 'v' cross section drainage ditch with a 
narrow bore pipe is patently going to decrease its water carrying capacity. Planners have patently got it wrong and are 
continuing to be allowed to get their calculations wrong and ADC are failing to enforce this in planning or inspection. 
All new houses MUST collect, and recycle at-least its own rain water. And should not use drinking quality water in 
toilet flushing, washing machines, dish wahsers etc. A water butt is not a water reclamation system for that 'eco' 
credential / marketing term. All existing villages of 1000 homes or more must have its own primary treatment plant; 
i.e. solve the problem close to the source. 
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295 Water 20.1.5 High density housing can only exacerbate the current problem of foul water flooding to roads and property in 
the area. The sewerage system is already overloaded. 20.2.3 The draft plan shows a proposed housing development 
area which begins just to the north of Lidsey - one of the most notorious flooding points on the A29 - and ends at the 
B2233 in Barnham, an area that is identified as having experienced ' significant foul and surface water flooding'. The 
building of 2000 houses in an area where the water table is known to be high and where there are already unresolved 
flooding issues seems to fly in the face of evidence based decision making. 

861 Water Water (Section 20): i. Measures to achieve sustainable water supplies should include the creation/improvement of 
reservoirs. ii. Regarding flood risk from new development, there should be a strategy to deal with developments on 
the borders of Arun which could adversely affect Arun. As an example: the impact of the proposed development off 
Titnore Lane (Worthing) for 700 houses and the creation of swales and balancing ponds, with eventual drainage in to 
the Ferring Rife adding to the potential flooding risk downstream in Arun where the Ferring Rife flows through Ferring 
and Kingston. Note: The Ferring Rife recently breached its banks on three occasions during June 2012 resulting in 
flooding of nearby properties/gardens. 

692 Water YOUR PLANS FOR SIX VILLAGES ARE UNDELIVERABLE - THERE ARE ALREADY FLOODING ISSUES, THE TREATMENT 
PLANTS ARE OVERWHELMED, THERE IS NO CAPACITY TO SUPPORT BUILDING .. SO YOU CAN'T START OR PLAN TO 
BUILD UNTIL THE CAPACITY IS INCREASED -- A POXY PLEDGE TO ENCOURAGE SAVING WATER ? .. TOO LITTLE, TOO 
LATE .. DELIVER THE CAPACITY FIRST OR DON'T BOTHER TO BUILD. HOW DO PEOLE GET INSURANCE WHEN BUILDING 
ON A FLOODPLAIN ? ..  

664 Water There is not enough water for the houses we have, let alone hundreds more. And Southern Water is the worst 
performing water company in the UK. 

358 Water Building 2230 homes in an area that already experiences flooding problems is only going to make it worse.  The fields 
around the village and all our back gardens flood every year, the water table is very high so adding even more housing 
will put more pressure on drainage.  Flood plains should not be built uopn. 
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409 Water Need to increase water supply to met increased population. 

459 Water The June floods were at an unprecedented level north of Bognor. Many properties flooded which had never doen so 
before and local residents draw a direct correlation between the new building at Bersted and the floods endured in 
the area. The Aldingbourne rife carries water which has to go somewhere if you build 2230 houses on the green fields 
in Aldingbourne, Eastergate or Barnham this will reduce areas where water can soak away. It is all very well for 
developers to take measures to prevent a new development from flooding but this disregards the knock-on effect on 
EXISTING homes. Thes eexisting homes which have never flooded before could be affected if this volume of housing is 
built. If ADC disregards all the information from local well-informed residents with regards to the future likelihood of 
flooding and goes ahead with development in the villages of Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Barnham then it can 
expect a class action suit from any residents in existing houses who subsequently find their homes are flooded. 

477 Water As a life long resident of the villages I know that flooding has always been a problem. The high water table is a major 
contributor to this. The water table cannot be influenced by man made infrastructure, and excessive development of 
the green fields can only exacerbate this often dangerous problem. For example the when the A29 at Lidsey flooded 
earlier this year damage to property was catastrophic, in addition the road itself was inaccessible and remained closed 
for 3 days. 

803 Water As stated in 20.0.1 this is an area of serious water stress. Adding another 2000+ homes will put an even greater stress 
on this precious resource. Encouraging water efficiency will not be enough to alleviate the problem. Sustainable 
drainage systems would need to feed into the current drainage systems which already struggle to cope (often not) in 
adverse weather conditions which are becoming more frequent. 

995 Water Flood risk is the most serious issue in the whole document and ADC and the Government have to accept that laying 
more and more concrete will only make matters worse. 



Page | 1037  
 

765 Water 20.0.2The first sentence omits to state the risk of flooding caused by inappropriate development of high risk flood 
plains. Concreting over vast areas of natural soakaway land is a cause of flooding, although the council appears to be 
in denial of this. Councillor Bower admitted in a recent letter to the Bognor Observer that run-off from new-build 
areas such as 'site 6' caused overloading in downstream areas, with much older drainage systems, contributing to the 
disasterous flooding. Many local residents protested that this would happen, but they were ignored by ADC. This was 
stated in a letter to the paper from Hugh Coster, Deputy Chairman of Bognor Civic Society. He fears that the Draft Plan 
for yet more houses up stream of Bognor will cause flooding via the overloaded rifes in the Shripney, Bognor, Felpham 
and Middleton areas. He highlighted the need to listen to local people that know the area and not do anything to 
endanger their environment ie the Council has a duty of care. 20.2 I'm a Community Staff Nurse and work for the 
overnighrt service based in Chichester. During the June floods I had to travel from Petworth to Fontwell and on to 
Bognor. At Westergate, I was confronted by a 'Road Closed' sign which was due to floods at Woodgate and Shripney, 
which regularly flood, although this time the road was shut for several days. I was forced to re-route through Oving to 
the A259 and on to Bognor. A colleague from Bognor was flooded out, having never been flooded before and 
experienced serious problems in reaching patients, with burst drain covers and abandoned cars making progress 
impossible, particularly as our work is at night. Another colleague became stranded in floods at Felpham whilst 
attempting to visit a patient and she along with another nurse were not rescued until the early hours of the morning. 
Councillors, before making planning decisions, should think about the wider community, their needs  and the people 
who try to support them. A couple of weeks after the main floods had subsided I was again travelling from Westergate 
to Bognor to visit a patient. Rain had started earlier in the evening and it was dark. There was no flooding until I 
reached the new road at Shripney. In fact the only parts flooded were the road and new roundabout which was 
surprising. The water was deep and we were lucky not to become stranded. This begs the serious question, that if a 
brand new road and roundabout built in a flood area, promptly floods, what does it say about the drainage system 
installed during the roads constuction? Bersted Parish Council is extremely concerned about flooding issues, rightly so, 
as they are also under pressure to have a large allocation of houses built in the area up to 2028, all adding to the 
increased risk of downstream flooding in the Bognor area. Bognor area has a large number of residents supported and 
cared for by social services and community nursing services. If extensive flooding occurs, it could mean that these 
people would become acute admissions to hospital or respite facilities. Many live alone and rely on carers/nurses 
being able to visit them, several times a day. The recent flooding proved a difficult and worrying time for carers and 
the cared for alike. 20.2.6 The evidence for serious flooding in this area, should mean that the Draft Plan housing 
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scheme would be a complete non-starter. I understand that the Council has an accepted level of flood risk. What 
would individual councillors deem to be acceptable risk if this scheme made their own properties more liable to 
flooding? 

643 Water During the past few years, flooding has become an increasingly serious problem with normally 10 minute journeys 
taking an hour or more.  This appears unlikey to improve with the additional housing as the funding from the 2000 
houses would be insufficient to allow for adequate drainage and flood prevention strategies.  The loss of fields will 
give less drainage and run off areas resulting in further road flooding as the water has no where else to go. The 
flooding has serious consequences for the local economy with many people being unable to get to work or having to 
take time off to look after children from closed flooded out schools as happened in Bognor this year. 

1071 Water d. Water (Section 20): i. Measures to achieve sustainable water supplies should include the creation/improvement of 
reservoirs. ii. Regarding flood risk from new development, there should be a strategy to deal with developments on 
the borders of Arun which could adversely affect Arun. As an example: the impact of the proposed development off 
Titnore Lane (Worthing) for 700 houses and the creation of swales and balancing ponds, with eventual drainage in to 
the Ferring Rife adding to the potential flooding risk downstream in Arun where the Ferring Rife flows through Ferring 
and Kingston. Note: The Ferring Rife recently breached its banks on three occasions during June 2012 resulting in 
flooding of nearby properties/gardens. 

1105 Water Water 20.0.2: ''¦sustainable drainage systems which reduce the volume of surface water rapidly entering 
groundwater flows which can result in surface water flooding and water pollution' -this sentence needs clarification. 
Surface water does not enter groundwater flows as such (they are separate hydrological systems). Although of course 
it will eventually filter through and restock groundwater. An increase in groundwater flows does not cause surface 
water flooding (or not very often) and it does not follow at all that it will cause water pollution - although you may get 
an increase in road grit for example, generally it will be so much more dilute that it does not cause a problem. 20.1.2: 
''¦the South East river basin district relies on groundwater for 72 per cent of its public water supply yet the aquifers 
(groundwater storage) also provide flow for rivers and wetlands' – this sentence is not required. Aquifers provide both 
public water supply as well as river flow: that is what they are designed for. If it is necessary to make this point, the 
two parts of the sentence should be separated. 20.1.3 & 4: Please refer to the 'sewerage network'; not the 'sewage 
network' (the sewage is what actually flows through the pipes). 20.1.5: 'Surface water flooding has also occurred, 
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possibly due to capacity in the main river network and its tributaries being exceeded':rain causes surface water 
flooding. If it's the river being too full, then it's 'riverine' flooding. There is a difference as to where it comes from and 
where it ends up. 20.1.6: Please provide the acronym for SWMP. 20.1.8: This paragraph needs to explain what CAMS 
is (an explanation has been provided in 20.1.9). 20.1.9: ''¦water efficiency standard of 105 litres per person per day, 
rising to 80 litres per person per day by 2016': this should read 'reducing', not 'rising'. This should also be amended in 
policy DM 39. 20.1.9 & 20.1.10: These paragraphs run too many unrelated ideas together in the same sentences. They 
should be re-written with shorter sentences and perhaps bullet points for some of the actions. 20.2.1: A map of the 
referenced flood risk areas for the District would be useful. 

707 Water Building 2,000+ houses on land that is needed to allow drainage is mad. There are already flooding problems in the 
area and removing this land as a flood plain will make things much worse. Apparently no proper survey has even been 
conducted yet to assess the damage that could be done. It seems this will be done after the plan is approved. This has 
to be done before any housing can be agreed on. 

787 Water The proposal to build 2000 additional Homes on the flood plain between the villages of Barnham Eastergate and 
Westergate will increase the risk of flooding not reduce it, since the Riffes and watercourses which drain the area wiil 
be destroyed or overburdened by the run-off from newHousing and theaddition storm water drainage required from 
new roads.No apparent concideration for this eventuality has been included in the Local Plan. 

772 Water The addition of substantial development within the Barnham area will not be supported by sufficient infrastructure - 
the cost involved is too high.  Consequently the existing flooding will be exacerbated.  Sewage  capacity is already 
exceeded and thus there is not the scope to add thee proposed number of new houses without major expanson of the 
sewerage system and the number of houses needed to fund this would greatly exceed what the Council is suggesting 
be constructed in option 2 

808 Water Waste water disposal and the rise in flooding are serious issues that should stop this plan before it causes massive 
damage. Developers don't actually give a damn about their commitments made at the planning stage, they are usually 
hot air. The flooding caused by water run off from the new Bersted development is a good lesson. Also look at the 
example of the East Dean Valley, where Southern Water are having to pump the sewers into tankers to alleviate 
residents drains from flooding. This water is being pumped into the river Lavant. This is all due to inadequate drainage 
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when the drains were built. Take note ADC, poor decisions now will come back to haunt you - except it won't be your 
problem. 

908 Water Response includes DM39, DM40 and DM41 - Arun District Council are urged to consider a study of the operation of 
Ford WWTW with respect to the storm flow management facilities as this protects Ford and surrounding area. Large 
sections of the greenbelt that is earmarked for development currently serves as a flood plain – a study needs to be 
made to address the alternatives. 

1182 Water Water The draft Local Plan acknowledges (para. 20.0.1) that the District is identified as an 'Area of Serious Water 
Stress', yet a significant level of new housing is proposed that can only exacerbate an already potentially serious 
problem . In the Environment Agency's Final Classification of Water Stress , the Portsmouth Water Company area is 
identified as the fifth most stressed in England. The draft Local Plan admits (para. 20.1.9) that 'the Chichester Chalk 
Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy which covers the majority of Western Arun is assessed as being 'over 
licensed', which means that if existing licences were used to their full allocation they would have the potential to 
cause unacceptable environmental impacts at low flows .'  The Arun Infrastructure and Funding Study of 2006 
moreover cites the Environment Agency in stating (p. 144 para. 7) that 'Water resources are finely balanced between 
meeting the demands on existing abstractions and the need to protect river flows to meet environmental and other 
in-stream requirements. There is a general presumption against any further consumptive abstraction from the chalk 
aquifer and from rivers during the summer.'  We are therefore surprised that the draft Plan does not seek to identify 
the scale of the impact on water resources of building 6,000 to 8,000 houses, but in SP24 simply supports the general 
principle of encouraging water efficiency. Full consideration also needs to be given to the impact of such development 
on waste water treatment and disposal, along with a full analysis of potential flooding. However it would appear that 
'strategic' housing allocations will place considerable strain on the existing infrastructure, requiring substantial 
upgrading. 

1060 Water This section of the Plan only provides evidence of an assessment of the sewage capacity at Ford and Lidsey. It does not 
provide any assessment from Southern Water on the sewage capacity of any of the other locations in Arun where 
development is proposed. The lack of an assessment by Southern Water of sewage capacity in Angmering as a major 
omission in the Plan, especialy as the background documentation provides evidence (below) that indicates forther 
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development will exacerbate existing known problems:: "North Angmering: Medium probability of flooding from 
sewers. Likely to be limited existing sewer infrastructure at the site although some recorded incidents of sewer 
flooding in the vicinity" "South Angmering: Medium probability of flooding from sewers. Some recorded incidents in 
the site and vicinity" This must be included and addressed in the next version of the Plan 

953 Water Option 2 A29 Bypass LOCAL INFRUSTRUCTURE CAN NOT COPE. Flooding is also a major issue in the area, on the A29 
and surrounding land. Many areas along the A29 Bognor through to Shripney, Lidsey and up to Westergate already 
flood, with increased frequency. The new road does not by pass any of these areas! This will still cause problems, 
delays and congestions on the A29. If the present Greenfields are filled with concrete, houses, development on such 
large scale, the areas that currently flood will continue to do so but on a much larger scale. Areas that don't presently 
flood will be susceptible to flooding as the Greenfield land that currently absorbs so much of the rainwater brought by 
our ever unpredictable and increasingly worsening weather, will not be there to absorb the water. MORE HOMES will 
be ruined, peoples belongings and treasures damaged and destroyed, through no fault of their own. The Housing 
Insurance Industry is already refusing to insure areas / claimants that have experienced previous flooding. In this 
current financial climate of repeated recession, which it would appear will be with us for well into the foreseeable 
future, people cannot afford to repair flood flood damaged homes, replace damaged goods and could be left 
homeless. 

1028 Water This is a section of further aspirations, supported by contradictions. Earlier in the Plan there are proposals to build 
thousands of houses on prime agricultural land, on a flood plain and in an area with a history of flooding. At the same 
time Arun DC has failed to progress the activities of the Barnham Drainage Group to address the very real needs and 
concerns within the villages. 

1416 Water Within the area of water quality, the District Council should also consider a study of the operation of Ford WWTW as 
well as Lidsey. Ford WWTW is currently being operated in an increasingly unsustainable manner given that it has no 
stormflow management facilities. This is necessary to protect both Yapton and the remainder of the District. 

1304 Water Chapter 20. Water 20.1.4. The proposition that developers should finance improvements to the Waste water 
Treatment Works at Ford and Lipsey relates to large developments. As nearly all development under the Plan will be 
on small sites, the Infrastructure Levy should be used to help to finance these improvements. 
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1390 Water There are no other key points arising from the Plan, with one exception. The need for improved water supplies and 
delivery are fundamental to the growth envisaged in the District and need to be intrinsically linked. Similarly the need 
to address flooding is an absolute priority. 

1144 Water Section 20 Comments on the Water section will follow in a separate submission. 

1481 Water SP24 Support 

1616 Water There is no reference anywhere to specific action which should be taken to prevent any further recurrence of the 
various areas of flooding highlighted by heavy rain events this year. These events have been referred to as 
'exceptional' , but apart from the fact that flooding events in these areas have occurred many times previously, 
nobody has any knowledge as to if, when or how frequently these 'exceptional'  events will recur. All that is known 
that climate change is a fact, and for that reason alone it is imperative that real action is taken now to ensure that 
homes and communications are not flooded again. It is further known and plainly obvious to all that surface water 
run-off from new developments will inevitably (unless they have their own special route to the sea) run into and add 
to the load taken by older drainage systems downstream. This will happen regardless of any 'sustainable urban 
drainage systems,'  balancing ponds or the like, and no amount of tinkering or fancy language will make any 
difference to this. It is also known that the older drainage systems are already unable to cope in many areas, and it is 
obvious to all that additional load from new building run-off has and will contribute to further flooding unless drastic 
action is taken now. Therefore, it was the unanimous view at the Society's meeting that in view of the disastrous 
nature of recent flooding and the inevitability that it will be repeated sooner or later, no new housebuilding should 
take place until positive and real action has been taken to solve flooding problems in all areas where it has occurred or 
is likely to. It was felt that in the interests of all the residents of the district the Council has a duty of care to 
incorporate this within the Local Plan together with a clear commitment to action in solving the flooding problems as 
stated. 
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1699 Water page 282. If you put 2500 houses in the villages 106 money will be needed to upgrade Lidsey WWTW will there be 
enough left for the road proposals. 

1873 Water 20 Water I agree with 20.0.2 No mention of how Southern Water are going to ensure continuity of water supply, only 
that new homes are going to be more water efficient. Earlier this year southern Water had to impose a hose pipe ban 
and were very near to having standpipes before we had the unseasonal rain. How can they guarantee water supply, 
which will increase with new developments? They can not rely on sufficient rainfall for the reservoirs and aquifers that 
we have. Flood Risk Developing green land encourages flood risk as these areas would no longer be able to absorb 
water so it then has to go into the drainage system. 

2143 Water 1 - 7 Concreting over large tracts of greenfields would increase the drainage problems. Arun know the problems 
caused by heavy downpours with water unable to drain away quickly due to poor drainage system and a high water 
table. With the fields as they are, the water percolates through, eventually- concrete stops this happening and as the 
land slopes towards the sea, Bognor could get the flooding. 

2035 Water Policy SP 24, DM 39, DM 40, DM 31 regarding water really needs to be reconsidered in the light of the flooding 
experienced recently. It fails to address the issue adequately. The issue regarding sewers leading into Lidsey is not 
being given the urgency deserved. 

1991 Water 2. Services (Chapter 20, Policy No: SP8) Drainage (of both surface water and sewage) is already at full capacity (if not 
beyond it) in the Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate area. The proposed number of buildings would over-stress this 
capacity. The area is also at a risk from flooding which would be increased by the proposed building of houses. The 
present number/size of schools in the area is not sufficient to cope with the increased number of children. The large 
village Barnham has no Medical Centtre – patients living in the area have to attend the centres either Eastergate or 
Yapton. Additional homes would mean more patients and the need for moreor larger Medical Centres. 

1937 Water Paragraph 1 The experts tell us no more houses until the drains and sewers are made larger. Local flooding tells us no 
more concrete until we deal with the flood problem. Also S Water had a hosepipe ban because there is not enough 
fresh water to go around in a drought. Fix these problems first then build your houses 
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2300 Water Flooding This area is essentially a ' flood plain'  ! The clue is in the wards. By concreting over fields and meadows, you 
will remove natural bridleways? This has been simply demonstrated by the recent flooding at Felpham recently to 
new houses upstream. I can see no evidence of any satifactory research project or methods to eliminate flooding as a 
result of housebuilding. Why not? Surely the rash assessment/plan should have been done before not after? 

2185 Water It was a criticism of the Regional Plan that the region lacked much of the critical infrastructure to deal with the level of 
development and in particular the Housing figures proposed. A key issue was the lack of water as a natural resource. 
The Arun Local Plan acknowledges that the area is identified as an 'Area of Serious Water Stress' yet a significant level 
of housing is proposed that will exacerbate an already stressed problem. Portsmouth Water score 39 in the 
Environment Agencies final classification of Water Stress, the 5I niost stressed company area in England. The Draft 
Local Plan identifies in Par 20.1.9 that 'the Chichester Chalk Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy which 
covers the majority of Western Arun is assessed as being 'over licensed', which means that f existing licences were 
used to their di allocation they would have the potential to cause unacceptable environmental impacts at low flows. 
Yet the plan does not identify the impact of building between 6,000 to 8,000 houses, but simply supports the general 
principle of encouraging water efficiency. Po 11cv DM39 states that development will be permitted where: 1. 
sufficient water supplies can be provided in time to serve the development and, ii. provision of a water supply is not 
considered detrimental to existing abstraction, river flows, water quality, fisheries amenity or nature conservation. 
The policy proposes that all new development is water efficient and ... must meet a water efficiency standard of 105 
litres per person per day reducing to 80 litres / day by 2016. The cost implications of achieving water efficiency 
standards of8O litres / day could reach £2, 000 per home. The Arun Infrastructure and Funding Study 2006 indicates 
that (Page 144 par 7); a range of comments from the Environment Agency; 'Water resources are finely balanced 
between meeting the demands on existing abstractions and the need to protect river ows to meet environmental and 
other in- stream requirements. There is a general presumption against any further consumptive abstraction from the 
chalk aqz4fer and from rivers during the summer The sustainabilily of abstractions and their impact on river flows will 
be reassessed in line with the requirements of the Water Framework Directive to bring all water bodies up lo good 
status. Water bodies already identijÃ¬ed by the Environment Agency as not meeting the desired status are; Lower 
Arun (BlackDitch,) - moderate status, Aldingbourne Rife (Lower) - poor status and Lidsey Rife - bad status. The 
Environment Agency note there is a trend of rising demand from existing households in addition to the projected 
demand JÃ²r water to supply future development. As a minimum they require all new development to meet water 
efficiency standards of 105 liters / head / daj' (as required by Code for Sustainable Homes level 3,) moving to 



Page | 1045  
 

80/liters/head/day (level 5) after 2016. Against this background the construction of an additional 6,000'”8,000 new 
homes therefore appears unsustainable and the proposed efficiency measure probably unattainable. This point is also 
not effectively addressed in the Sustainability Study The Sustainability Study's assessment of Water Resources against 
the Strategic Housing and Parish and Town allocations states 'This will not have a direct impact but will have a 
signfÃ¬cant indirect negative impact through increasing pressure on supplies although this is indeterminate at this 
stage '. This is a less than credible assumption because it will certainly have a direct impact, because each house will 
use water. Waste Water Treatment is also discussed in the Arun Infrastructure and Funding Study 2006. in relation to 
Waste Water Treatment at Lidsey WWTW: This WJ'VTW serves Yapton, Barnham, Westergate, Easlergate, walberton, 
Fontwell, Slindon, Norton, Flansham and Middelton on Sea. The current number of dwellings is circa 8,500. Circa 10% 
increase in utliLcation of the WJ4TW would be likely to trigger consent review with the EA. Works capacity and 
environmental constraints in the receiving water course would be necessary. Whilst land is available to accommodate 
additional plant capacity, options for disposal of the increase in wastewater would depend on discharge consent 
standards set by the EA, perhaps necessitating discharge to the sea, or transfer of treated waste to another location. 
In relation to costs Page 155 Para 8 indicates that; In terms of infrastructure cost dijferences between the options*, 
the most sign ij'Ã¬cant primary cost dftrence is the works required to the WWTWs. Even through these costs are likely 
to be funded through the regulatory process, the cost of overcoming the environmental constraint for Option 3 
should be avoided fpossible. The option 1 'Urban Extension' and Option 2 'Ford' would require works to Ford WWTW 
possibly with a budget of say £20 million, whereas Option 3 'Expansion of Inland Settlements ' would also require 
works to Lidsey WJ4TW, possibly with a similar or even larger budget due to the probable need JÃ¶r transfer of 
treated wastewater lo another location. It is considered most unlikely that the regulator will sanction the cost of 
works to both WWTWs within the same AMP period, 2015 -2020, which is what would be required for Option3. 
Furthermore, there is limited environmental capacity in the receiving waler courses downstream of Lidsey WWTW 
with competing demand within the environmental capacity from proposed development at Chichester. It is 
considered highly probable that development at Chichester will be given higher priority over the expansion of Inland 
Settlements within Arun District. Accordingly, Option 3 is not recommended as it is most unlikely that this option will 
deliver the required growth.'  (* Options here relates to 1,2,3 in the original 2009 Arun Plan. Option 3 includes 2,500 
houses proposed in the Aldingbourne, Barham Eastergate area) The observations of the 2009 Infrastructure and 
Funding Study are equally relevant in considering the current Draft Local Plan in that upgrading the Lidsey site is 
expensive (.25 Million at 2009 costs), raises key environmental concerns over water discharge and the likely hood of 
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additions costs of transferring waste water, competing for resources against WWTW works at Ford and Chichester. 
Flooding is a key area of concern within the District and there is also an increasing flood risk associated with the 
development. While developers would propose the construction of balancing ponds to deal with excess water from 
new housing, the villages of Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Baruham have suffered a number of serious flood incidents 
in recent years and would expect any development to provide the finance to remedy these problems. Communities 
towards the coast suffered serious flooding in the summer 2012, a warning of the possible implications of climate 
change for the area. There are also insurance implications given the current lack of agreement between the 
Government and the insurance industry on flood risk policies. 

2166 Water 20.0.2 Flooding will not only come from the sea and rivers but from the existing drainage network which now cannot 
cope with even moderate quantities of rainfall. ( Observations made over the past 16 years of living in Felpham. 20.1.6 
Are you planning a surface water management plan for Felpham ( Notably Felpham Way, Limmer Lane and The Beach 
Estate ) All surface water has to discharge via ONE outfall pipe, historically beset with problems, hence the flooding of 
roads and properties. 20.1.7 Will these contributions apply to all developments where you have approved planning 
applications? ALL minor building works add up to increased pressure on the existing drainage network 20.1.8 What 
powers if any do you have to make Southern Water improve it's drainage network. Suds is not the answer as this 
water is still fed into the old drainage network. UPDATE The Network fast . 20.2.4 Ensure the SWMP includes areas of 
Felpham which Historically flood due to the existing drainage network. 20.2.6 The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment is 
now an outdated reference document. The SFRA must be updated to reflect the June 2012 flooding of roads and 
properties. It is a LIVE document. 

2169 Water 20.02 Adverse effects of climate change adding extra surface water to existing OUTDATED drainage systems. 20.16 
Felpham has recently suffered severely from recent flooding. What are your plans to manage surface water. A 
separate and important issue is the sewage which became mixed with the clean water. 20.14 Will the planned 
contribution to improving sewage and drainage systems come from ALL developers as well as major developers. 20.18 
Does SW have a statutory duty to remove waste water due to inadequate drainage system. DM39 How does planning 
application be obtained when known problems of flooding risk are known. Deal with flooding first and then building. 
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2170 Water 20.1.8 Re Southern Water responsibilities. 1) The drainage in Felpham has proved insufficient, is it their duty to 
remove waste water? 2) If we pay our Southern Water charges and waste water isn't removed should the present 
drainage network be reassessed and updated to cope with new housing developments and changes in rain trends. 
Should Southern Water be told to update their network as they receive payments from residents for this service. 
20.2.6 The assessment dates looking at the strategic flood risk has not been updated to include and reflect the 
significant floods that have taken place this year, ( 2012 ) in Felpham. In my view, the risk assessment is , therefore, 
out of date. 

2223 Water Water run offs are stagnant now. This has to be a NO NO! who thinks up these ? Back to the drawing board. If you 
want a bridge pay for it! Or forget it!. This is not very logical, but you get the drift? 

2278 Water Policy SP24: Water is a vital resource for agriculture and horticulture and ADC's own research and inputs from West 
Sussex Growers Association and many others supports the necessity to conserve water and use it intelligently. The 
policy does not specifically address the encouraging of reservoir development where it is required to irrigate soils 
suitable for crops which are of the types that require water. Further the real effects of climate change, producing 
more extreme weather events, including period of drought and sharp intense rainfall, underscores the need to 
capture water when it is available. Such policies can help to mitigate flood risk by pluvial flows. The omission of any 
reference to farm scale reservoirs should be corrected. 

2486 Water 20.0.1 There have been no hosepipe bans in the last 20 years in Arun. There is no evidence that water supplies, a 
civilising force for good, are compromised or in need of drastic protection. This is green gobbledegook. 20.1.7 
Stopping building too many houses would be a good measure. In June 2012 flooding in parts of Barnham had not been 
seen in the previous 20 years. This was particularly evident close to the new Greenoaks development where the trees 
and soil have been replaced by partially built houses. 20.2.3 'parts of Arun are prone to specific flooding problems, 
including Barnham which has experienced significant foul and surface water flooding' . No sh*t Sherlock. Does this 
sound to you like the place to build 2230 houses? 20.2.6 The area to the south of the planned development area is 
frequently flooded for extended periods every winter. Any increase in flow from the north will increase the level of 
that flooding and push the problem south towards Bognor. The Lec site at the heart of the Enterprise zone floods. The 
Lec factory, now Wileys, has flooded when the storm drains have not been able to cope with the drainage needed 
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when it rains hard and fast. The Rifes flood the Caravan park and Tesco. You guys are playing with fire. Will you 
compensate people for flood damage after you have done your development and will you arrange insurance to cover 
people from the increased risk and real flood damage when the insurers cease to cover them? Have you factored that 
into your budget? How will you sell uninsurable houses to locals or out of towners? DM40 iv Evacuation plans. Says it 
all. DM41 suds Do they do a rural version? 

2470 Water 20.1.4   DM40 / 41 There is no assessment by Southern Water of sewage capacity in Angmering, which appears to be a 
major omission given the level of proposed development and current concerns relating to part of the existing drainage 
system collapsing. Concerns regarding flooding have been addressed in earlier sections. 

2853 Water The area's schools and doctor's surgeries cannot accommodate more families on waiting lists. The infrastructure 
needed for the scale of housing suggested in Option 2 seems not to have been considered. The sewerage system in 
our villages is a long standing and a major problem. Building more houses and roads on a recognised flood plain can 
only exacerbate a serious problem. 

121 Water Supply 
and Quality 

My main concern about building 2000+ homes in the six villages area is the extra pressure on the already overloaded 
drainage system. Lidsey sewage works and connecting sewer network cannot cope in periods of prolonged rainfall. 
This area has a high water table so a small amount of rain causes surface water flooding of roads and fills ditches. The 
A29 regularly floods on Lidsey bends which leads to road closures and cuts off Bognor and Shripney residents from 
travelling North. Pumps and pipes lay along side the road for weeks trying to alleviate the flooding.  The extra 
concrete from the proposed housing will only make things worse as there is less greenery to absorb rain, causing 
more surface water runoff. 

271 Water Supply 
and Quality 

Policy DM39 – Water Supply and Quality Given the specific water quality concerns in some parts of the District we are 
pleased to see a detailed policy designed to manage new development within this context. Water Supply Whilst we do 
wish for Local Plans to ensure the efficient use of resources and have recommended the phased approach to applying 
the Code for Sustainable Homes we would recommend that this is considered in terms of viability and the evidence 
base available to support those higher standards. Paragraph 20.1.13 discusses the costs associated with meeting the 
requirements of different levels of the code. We would recommend that this is reflected in the policy. There may be 
further justification for developments needing to meet higher standards of the Code in certain parts of the District. 
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For example, the constraints on the sewer network in Barnham. We would recommend that this could be reflected in 
the policy. Water Quality We are pleased to see that this policy makes provision for developments helping to deliver 
the objectives of the South East River Basin Management Plan. However we would recommend that part (a) of the 
policy reads: ' Illustrate, where necessary , how they have contributed to the protection and enhancement of 
waterbodies identified by the South East River Basin Management Plan objectives ' . We support the statement in 
part (b) of the policy that you will have a general presumption against the use of non mains foul water drainage. This 
may need to be clarified in that it only applies in sewered areas. Whilst we are pleased to see the recognition in your 
Plan of the specific pressures on the Lidsey WwTW catchment we would reiterate some earlier comments regarding 
the reference to a full Drainage Impact Assessment being submitted alongside applications for major development. As 
drafted this policy effectively suggests this should be a tick box exercise and does not identify what would be assessed 
as part of these documents and how their conclusions would be taken into account in determining an application. This 
should be fully understood before a policy is adopted to ensure that it is actually useful. 

521 Water Supply 
and Quality 

20.1.5 - 20.1.7  It is not enough to comment that there is a recognised problem within the catchment of Lidsey Waste 
Water Treatment Works and that a Surface Water Management Plan is being undertaken. The proposed development 
of 2000 homes is in the LWWTW catchment so the drainage assessment should have been carried out and the results 
analysed prior to devising the Local Plan. If the LWWTW requires upgrading, the costs would run into many millions. 
How is this cost going to be met? 

426 Water Supply 
and Quality 

It would be beneficial for Arun and Chichester Council to work together where there are cross-boundary impacts, e.g 
in relation to the possible upgrade of Tangmere WwTW which discharges to the Aldingbourne Rife (which does not 
currently meet acceptable standards under the Water Framework Directive). 

465 Water Supply 
and Quality 

It is not clear if the water use targets described in 20.1.13 are part of this specific plan.  They are very agressive but 
dates for achievement are not defined.  More clarity is needed. 

534 Water Supply 
and Quality 

20.1.3 The waste water systems currently throughout the villages are at capacity, with issues of raw sewage flooding 
fields and homes in the villages on numerous occasions. There is no evidence in the Draft Local Plan that this issue has 
been fully addressed, placing instead the responsibility for improvements and upgrading on developers. Again, I refer 
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to the Arun Infrastructure & Funding Study 2009 in which development at Aldingbourne, Eastergate & Barnham was 
not recommended as, "It is considered most unlikely that the regulator will sanction the cost of works to both 
WWTWs [Ford & Lidsey] within the same AMP period, 2015 - 2020, which is what would be required for Option 3. 
Furthermore, there is limited environmental capacity in the receiving water courses downstream of Lidsey WWTW, 
with competing demand within the environmental capacity from proposed development at Chichester. It is 
considered highly probable that development at Chichester will be given priority over the expansion of Inland 
Settlements within Arun District. Accordingly, Option 3 is not recommended as it is most unlikely that this option will 
deliver the required growth." P156   I appreciate that Option 3 in this regard refers to the Arun Plan, 2009 

704 Water Supply 
and Quality 

Sewage capacity in Angmering has not been addressed in the plan - there are already issues with sewage 
infrastructure in Angmering which have not yet been properly resolved. It is perhaps worth noting that press coverage 
suggests Southern Water's record as a utility company is not good according to official figures. Have Southern Water 
provided all the answers and information required for this plan to be effective and meaningful? 

1039 Water Supply 
and Quality 

20.1 Water Supply and Quality Paragraph 20.1.5 Page 281 Paragraph 20.1.5 states that communities within the Lidsey 
catchment have experienced foul water flooding, which 'is assumed to be caused by the sewerage system being 
overloaded'  . This is not correct. It is recognised that – unfortunately – foul water flooding has occurred due to 
inundation of the sewerage system by surface water and groundwater. This is extremely distressing for those 
affected. However, the fundamental problem is not the sewerage system, but surface water flooding and 
groundwater infiltration which overwhelms the infrastructure, and compromises its functioning. The system is not 
designed to accept surface water which should be dealt with by appropriate land drainage (surface water 
management systems). Southern Water therefore requests the following amendments to paragraph 20.1.5: 
Communities within the catchment area of Lidsey Waste Water Treatment Works have been experiencing foul water 
flooding of roads and property, which has led to pollution of watercourses. This is assumed to be caused by the 
sewerage system being overloaded, as a result of groundwater infiltration and surface water inundation of the 
sewerage system, which compromises its functioning, as it is not designed to accept surface water which should be 
dealt with by appropriate land drainage . Surface water flooding has also occurred, possibly due to capacity in the 
main river network and its tributaries being exceeded. 
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1043 Water Supply 
and Quality 

Policy DM39 – Water Supply and Quality Page 284 Southern Water supplies water to parts of Arun District. Water 
supply We support the Council's intention to promote water efficiency. We note the planning authority's intention to 
require water efficiency standards in residential development of 105 litres per person per day (Level 3 of the Code for 
Sustainable Homes), reducing to 80 litres per person per day (Level 5) by 2016. We support the planning authority's 
aspirations to deliver housing that meets high water efficiency standards. However, we have concerns with regard to 
the deliverability of per capita consumption of 80 litres per head per day. Southern Water has no powers to enforce 
this level of water efficiency. The enforcement role would therefore fall to the planning authority. Water Quality 
Southern Water supports this section of Policy DM39, in particular bullet point b which requires that adequate 
drainage capacity, including both foul and surface water, is provided prior to the completion and occupation of 
development. We anticipate that the planning authority will impose planning conditions to support implementation of 
this policy. Ofwat, the water industry's economic regulator, takes the view that the local infrastructure required to 
serve new development should be paid for by the development. This ensures that the cost is passed to those who 
directly benefit from it, and protects existing customers who would otherwise have to pay through increased general 
charges. Although we support the section as outlined above, we are concerned that the protection of drinking water 
supplies may not have been adequately addressed. A key role of Arun's Local Plan is to ensure that the quality and 
potential yield of water resources are protected from any adverse effects caused by new development. This will help 
to ensure that public water supplies are not put at risk. Development should not be allocated in groundwater Source 
Protection Zones (SPZs) unless the risk of contamination is acceptable to the Environment Agency, and/or mitigation 
measures are possible to the Agency's satisfaction. We are concerned that this point has not been fully recognised in 
the wording of the Water Quality section of Policy DM39. We therefore propose the following additional bullet point: 
Not have an unacceptable impact on the quality and potential yield of local water resources used for public water 
supplies; Lidsey Wastewater Treatment Works Catchment Area Southern Water supports this section of Policy DM39, 
which attempts to address the impact of new development in the Lidsey catchment which suffers from poor surface 
water drainage and high groundwater levels during periods of wet weather. This water inundates the sewerage 
system and compromises its functioning, as the system is not designed to take water which should be dealt with by 
appropriate land drainage. The Policy refers to a Drainage Impact Assessment. We would welcome clarification on 
how this Assessment will guide planning decisions, as this is not currently clear from the policy wording. The principle 
from Southern Water's perspective is that development can progress provided the existing situation is not made 
worse, i.e. as a minimum, the risk of flooding is not increased as a result of new development. From a foul water 
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drainage perspective, this can be achieved if the development connects to the sewerage system at the nearest point 
of adequate capacity, and sewerage infrastructure is constructed to prevent inundation of surface water and 
groundwater. Only foul water should be permitted to discharge to the sewerage system (i.e. no surface or 
groundwater should be permitted; whether by direct connection, underground leakage or inundation from the 
surface). Surface water management measures will also be required and will need to ensure that the risk of flooding, 
both on-site and downstream of the site, is not increased. We anticipate that the planning authority will impose 
planning conditions to ensure that the above is achieved. 

1018 Water Supply 
and Quality 

Policy DM39: Water Supply and Quality It would be beneficial for Arun and Chichester Council to work together where 
there are cross-boundary impacts, e.g in relation to the possible upgrade of Tangmere WwTW which discharges to the 
Aldingbourne Rife (which does not currently meet acceptable standards under the Water Framework Directive). 

788 Water Supply 
and Quality 

The realisation that the existing sewage and drainage network is inadequate and will require significant upgrading as 
the part of any planning application. The expectation that this will be met by  Private Enterprises ultimately additng 
building cost, in any major housing development at a time when there is a general and sustained recession. This can 
only place the affordability of any new property on the scale propose. out of reach of  Local low income earners. 

1482 Water Supply 
and Quality 

DM39 Support 

1647 Water Supply 
and Quality 

The Arun Local Plan acknowledges that the area is identified as an 'Area of Serious Water Stress' yet a significant level 
of housing is proposed that will exacerbate an already serious problem. In the Environment Agency's final 
classification of Water Stress, Portsmouth Water is the 5th most stressed company area in England. The Draft Local 
Plan identifies in Par 20.1.9 that 'the Chichester Chalk Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy which covers the 
majority of Western Arun is assessed as being 'over licensed', which means that if existing licences were used to their 
full allocation they would have the potential to cause unacceptable environmental impacts at low flows. The Arun 
Infrastructure and Funding Study of 2006 indicates that (Page 144 par 7); a range of comments from the Environment 
Agency; 'Water resources are finely balanced between meeting the demands on existing abstractions and the need to 
protect river flows to meet environmental and other in-stream requirements. There is a general presumption against 



Page | 1053  
 

any further consumptive abstraction from the chalk aquifer and from rivers during the summer. We are therefore 
surprised that the plan does not seek to identify the scale of the impact of building between 6,000 to 8,000 houses, 
but simply supports the general principle of encouraging water efficiency. Full consideration needs to be made of the 
impact of development on Waste Water Treatment and subsequent disposal of waste water along with a full analysis 
of flooding. The additional housing will certainly require the upgrading of the local Waste Water Treatment Works, 
with significant infrastructure costs and environmental impacts. We do not feel that these have been adequately 
addressed within the Plan. 

1606 Water Supply 
and Quality 

Policy DM39 - Water Quality 2.12. Criteria B of the Policy sets a general presumption against the use of non-mains foul 
water drainage to facilitate development. This is inconsistent with Circular 03/99 which allows provision where not 
possible to connect to mains drainage for on-site treatment works to be acceptable. In this instance, a full Drainage 
Impact Assessment is required as part of the assessment under Circular 03/99 and this is assessed by the Local 
Authority and the Environment Agency. Where a connection to the mains sewerage system is not viable or feasible 
on-site self-contained treatment packages allow development to take place, meeting both the strategic need of the 
district and reflecting a practical solution. 2.13. We therefore object to Criterion B and request that it is re-worded as 
follows: 'Demonstrate where it will increase foul and/or surface water discharges, adequate drainage capacity exists 
or can be provided as part of the development. Where adequate capacity does not exist, there will be a requirement 
to demonstrate, under the provisions of Circular 03/99, if there is a suitable alternative to mains connection.'  2.14. 
The policy also refers to the Lidsey Wastewater Treatment Works Catchment Area and requires a contribution to be 
made to the measures, as set out in a forthcoming surface wall on management plan for Lidsey Wastewater 
Treatment Works Catchment Area. The timescales for this document are not confirmed and whilst the aspirational 
requirements to upgrade this facility have not yet been costed or set out, the requirements for developers to make 
contributions to measures as yet not provided for, costed or reasonably agreed, should be deleted from the policy. 
Any such contributions as part of infrastructure provision could be incorporated within the Council's community 
infrastructure levy should the Councils seek to adopt one. 

2036 Water Supply 
and Quality 

Policy SP 24, DM 39, DM 40, DM 31 regarding water really needs to be reconsidered in the light of the flooding 
experienced recently. It fails to address the issue adequately. The issue regarding sewers leading into Lidsey is not 
being given the urgency deserved. 
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1924 Water Supply 
and Quality 

20.1 .4 Public wastewater networks and treatment facilities are the responsibility of Southern Water throughout the 
whole of Arun district . . ... SAV objects to the lack of an assessment by Southern Water of sewage capacity in 
Angmering as a major omission in the Draft Plan. This section of the Plan only provides evidence of an assessment of 
the sewage capacity at Ford and Lidsey. It does not provide any assessment from Southern Water on the sewage 
capacity of any of the other locations in Arun where development is proposed. The 'Strategic Flood Risk Assessment - 
Arun District Council - Volume IV - Assessment of Sites of Search - February 2OO8'  provides the following assessment 
for AngmerÃ¬ng: Sewers: . North Angmering: Medium probability of flooding from sewers. Likely to be limited existing 
sewer infrastructure at the site although some recorded incidents of sewer flooding in the vicinity. . South Angmering: 
Medium probability of flooding from sewers. Some recorded incidents in the site and vicinity There needs to be an 
assessment in the Plan from Southern Water on the wastewater network capacity for ALL proposed strategic 
development locations, as evidence that the existing sewage network is able to cope- or not - with the predicted 
increased use resulting from the scale of the proposed development. 

2082 Water Supply 
and Quality 

Water – Existing Sewage and Drainage Network Note Point 20.1.4, "Public wastewater networks and treatment 
facilities are the responsibility of Southern Water throughout the whole of Arun district . . . . ." There seems to be a 
lack of an assessment by Southern Water on the sewage capacity in Angmering which is a major omission in the Draft 
Plan. This section of the Plan only provides evidence of an assessment of the sewage capacity at Ford and Lidsey. Will 
these sites be able to take the sewage from Angmering? Also it does not provide any assessment from Southern 
Water on the sewage capacity of any of the other locations in Arun where development is proposed i.e. Angmering. 

2165 Water Supply 
and Quality 

20.1.6 I feel you should undertake a surface water management Plan for Felpham. Over the years I have lived here we 
repeatedly flood in the same places ie Felpham Way, Limmer Lane and the Beach Estate. This causes sewage to be 
discharged out to sea which cannot be good and must be the main reason we have just lost the Blue Flag Status. 
DM39 This suggests in planning applications that they are granted regardless of the potential flood risk. It states you 
consider flood risk but you allow more development even though the current drainage system is insufficient and out 
dated. Even small developments can have a major impact on the drainage and sewage system in Felpham. 

2317 Water Supply 
and Quality 

20.1.4 It is well known that the foul water network is operating at and often beyond capacity.This has been pointed 
out in the past and yet building developments have been permitted and this has added to the problem. Unless the 
drainage system is significantly updated then we will continue to cause problems. The A29 at Lidsey continues to flood 
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and the proposed development would not improve the situation. 

59 Flooding I have serious concerns about the impact of the proposed increase in housing on localised flooding, having worked at 
St Philip Howard School and seen the flooding there caused by heavy rain. I am aware that the flooding this summer 
submerged a portion of at least one garden in Lake Lane. Also my garden in Orchard Gardens floods often in heavy 
rain. This year the flood water actually began rising against the rear wall of my bungalow. Surely any development of 
an area with a high water table must be carefully considered. 

64 Flooding There are areas within Arun that unless there is a new deal between the Insurance Industry and Central Government 
that may not be able to get Building Insurance, the implications of this are wide ranging, obtaining a mortgage will be 
very difficult, leading implicitly to a lowering of house prices and an ageing of the polulation as only cash purchasers 
will be able to purchase.  I do not see any reference implicitly to this issue in the document. Sea Defences: - I have 
been in communication with colleagues in the Environment Agency (EA) about the work being done at Clymping due 
to the leagal agreements etc, spending in their planning horizon £17m to defend a field seemed excecive to me.  I 
note that there is no mention of the planned Bund to be built between the sea and the A259. The document does not 
address, as far as I can see, the loss of coastal land, the EA cannot justify defending all the coast and there will most 
likely be breakthrough soon. It is not clear to me as to what links as regards Flooding ADC has with the South Downs 
National Park, as if as I understand it South Downs are in charge of planning issues with in the Park area in Arun, there 
are implicitly no linkages referred to and the Arun Valley above Arundel is in the Park. 

43 Flooding Flooding Will flood prevention improve on existing drainage systems as well? [The consultee was concerned that new 
houses will feed into existing drainage system, she would like it to be made muh clearer in the plan that this is not the 
case (if it isn't the case!). 

177 Flooding There is a history of concerns about flooding being ignored, or side- stepped by developers, resulting in the floods we 
have seen this year which climate-forecasters warn us can only get worse. Even if infrastructure improvements could 
be guaranteed (which local history suggests they can't), I see no benefits for local people, the county or the country as 
a whole in destroying for ever valuable agricultural land that will be increasingly important in the future, especially as 
climate change will mean Britain may well become the food bowl of Europe. A world population explosion and 
demand for biofuels is set to make food imports unaffordable. We will need more agriculture land in the future, not 
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less and the fertile plain south of the Downs will prove a vital survival resource that must not be frittered away for 
short-term personal gain or misguided pipe-dreams of councillors worried about making a name for themselves. 

157 Flooding FLOODING As will be seen in recent years - and in particular June this year - Angmering village is prone to flooding and 
has been for the whole of its history. Water floods into the village centre from Water Lane, Dappers Lane, and the 
High Street. Water run-off from new developments in the areas proposed by ADC can only exacerbate the 
problem.   The Draft Plan does not appear to comment on the state of the site proposed for new housing which is 
close to Bramley Green. On the commencement of building Bramley Green, the land was found to be "floating", which 
necessitated a massive drainage basin at the south of Bramley Green as the structure was not capable of taking away 
water through the existing drainage system. 

186 Flooding Is the NPPF Technical Guidance and CFMP fit for purpose, based on the extent of surface water flooding we 
experienced on Monday, 11 June throughout the Felpham/Flansham area;  never experienced prior to the Site 6 
development.  Is the loss of amenity of a flood plain and the environmental impact it will have taken into account 
properly within SUDS - ponds are obviously not the answer!  

113 Flooding Angmering Village - Improved employment site (between Water Lane and A280). 1. 1/3 road of site is a flood plain of 
the black ditch - which flooded Angmering a month ago. The first priority for this site is to improve Angmering's flood 
defenses. Building on it will weaken Angmerings's flood [defences - CB]. 2. The plan appears to have loads of flood 
policies but nothing to improve flood defences. 

142 Flooding The drainage in the six villages area can barely cope after rainfall and has a lot of history of flooding. Surface water 
flooding of roads and fields, sewage pollutions from overloaded sewers, road closures are all issues in this area. 
Building 2230 homes on greenfield land including flood plains, will exacerbate the above problems especially with 
global warming predicting more high intensity rainfall. Housing = concrete which means faster runoff into the 
watercourses and moving off downstream. Places like Felpham, Bognor and Bersted will be put at greater risk of 
flooding and we can all remember the disruption caused in June 2012. Flood plains should not be built on because of 
the knock on effect to other areas. 
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272 Flooding Policy DM40 – Flood Risk Overall we support this policy. We are pleased to see reference to the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment in the policy. However, for clarity we would recommend you make some reference to the specific types of 
flood risk being considered here as the SFRA is comprehensive. The supporting text in paragraph 20.2.6 refers to the 
need to avoid areas likely to be at risk as a result of climate change. If this is something that you would like the policy 
to achieve you may need to make that more explicit. We support the requirement that where necessary strategic 
flood defences are incorporated as an intrinsic part of a scheme, however, this could be strengthened to make 
reference to their timely delivery. We would recommend the following amendments to Para 20.2.5 of the supporting 
text: Remove the sentence that reads, ' Flood protection measures within this sub-area will need to be reviewed to 
reduce flood risk and provide environmental benefits ' . The following sentence should be amended to read, ' The 
Lower Tidal River Arun Strategy is currently being prepared to identify a range offlood risk management measures for 
the River Arun and the Black ditch .'  It should noted that the term 'flood protection measures'  itself is misleading as 
this implies that you can be protected from any flooding, when in fact only the risk of flooding can be reduced. 

364 Flooding Drainage Everyone who lives here knows how high the water table is and how groundwater rapidly becomes a 
problem at time of heavy rain. The presence of raw sewage in the roads is well documented and acknowledged at 
previous council meetings. It seems now that this serious health issue is to be ignored. How can this be so? And how 
can we seriously consider making matters worse by pouring more concrete over the landscape. 

522 Flooding It appears that the Council acknowledges the very significant flood risk in Arun District as a whole and particularly in 
the Barnham area. However, I am unable to find any evidence of research into the impact of building over 2000 
homes on flood-prone land which currently acts as a natural soakaway, protecting not only the immediate 
surrounding area but also the areas of Bognor Regis further downstream. I am unconvinced by the SuDS which are 
quoted as minimising the impact of urban development on the water environment. They may protect the new homes, 
but the increased run-off and sewage generated by 2000 extra homes needs to end up somewhere. Recent 
experience in Bersted and Felpham would indicate that this increased drainage water results in unprecedented 
flooding of surrounding  areas. 

319 Flooding Flooding Any future development that is carried out in Felpham or the surrounding area must have adequate 
provision to cope with substantial rainfall as certain areas of the parish are currently prone to flooding .This is 
particularly important with the Lec airfield site which is prone to flooding at times of heavy rain. 
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693 Flooding HOW DOES ANY INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATELY DEAL WITH THIS WHEN THE SHARED RESOURCES ARE 
ALREADY OVERWHELMED ? .. THIS IS DODGING THE ISSUE AND SETTING DEVELOPERS, HOME OWNERS AND 
INSURANCE COMPANIES UP FOR A DISASTER. HOW IRRESPONSIBLE OF ADC PLANNING !  

372 Flooding 4. Risk of flooding Being an Aldingbourne resident, on a the boundary between Arun and Chichester County Councils, 
the increased risk of flooding is a genuine concern due to the proposed developments of Tangmere/Oving/Shopwyke 
as well as the Arun plan in question. The environmental impact could be a big problem in an area known to flood 
regularly. With such massive development across these villages, the risk of flooding can only increase. Is there 
sufficient capacity to accommodate the increased discharge into the Aldingbourne / Lidsey Rife? I hope you will give 
my views careful consideration, and I look forward to receiving some answers to the points raised. 

410 Flooding With increased building there  is likely to be an increased risk of flooding and drainage of the area might prove 
expensive. 

337 Flooding Another problem with this proposal is the flooding issue! My Mother who is in her eighties had a very distressing 
experience when the Rife overflowed, I had to rescue her from her flat with the water lapping round her door. Luckily 
this time she was not flooded! But with all the fields covered with houses surely the problem will only be worse, as 
there will be even less places for therain water to soak away. I don't expect my comments will make any difference as 
it probably has already been decided what's going to happen! But I suppose it's worth a try. 

805 Flooding There is already flooding in the area from Bognor to Barnham which has not been addressed. Additional housing in a 
concentrated area will further exacerbate the problems. Very large investments from both the developers and 
council, which is unlikely, would be required as the old drainage systems would also have to be updated. 

535 Flooding 20.2 Flooding I have serious reservations about the logic of building housing on fields directly south of Eastergate & 
Barnham which currently flood with increasing regularity. The impact of flooding has been felt never more keenly 
than this year, both in the target area and further afield at the coast at Elmer, Middleton, Felpham and Bognor 
Regis.   I refer to WSCC Sheet SC9: Chichester to Yapton Coastal Plain:   "Over time a large part of this area has been 
reclaimed from the sea, and remains below the current high spring tide level... Climate change may increase the risk 
of storm surges associated with flooding."   This is only one example of a whole range of evidence of flooding in this 
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area over a considerable period and I would ask what evidence is there in the Draft Local Plan that these real concerns 
over the viability of building on flood plans has or will be adequately addressed? 

511 Flooding With parts of Barnham, Eastergate and Aldingbourne already affected by significant flooding the impact of large scale 
further development on greenfield sites, replacing earth with concrete increasing the run off into drains already 
unable to cope. I favour limited development withi the village area to allow the drains to cope. 

554 Flooding The proposal to construct in excess of 2,000 dwellings in the Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate areas would 
present a potentially disastrous risk of flooding unless some extreemly effective and excessively expensive solutions 
are put in place to deal with both surface water and foul water drainage prior to any more development works. Arun 
District and Environment Agency are well aware of the existing problems and even a very small developement of just 
a few houses could have major repercussions. If this is not fully resolved immediatly for any new development 
whatever the size then existing residents are at risk. Failure would effect insurance premiums in the area, another 
imposition on existing residents, unless Arun or the E.A. are prepared to make reparations for flood damage. 

587 Flooding In the Walberton/Fontwell area, along Eastergate Lane, there are many shifting underground rivers/streams. The 
Water Authority know about this, because this is the reason they gave why Eatergate Lane's road has collapsed - I 
think twice. No roads should be built in the shaded area in question (see Arun's maps). 

705 Flooding There continues to be a flood risk in Angmering and no evidence that this has been properly and effectively 
addressed. 

679 Flooding Regarding 20.2.6 Risk of flooding. Barnham is at a very high risk of flooding every year. Earlier this year for instance a 
lorry was pumping water  and/or waste from one drainage area to another day and night for 5 days on the road 
outside the Barnham Primary School so that the liquid would not leak into the school or the nearby houses. With the 
increase of over 2,000 houses this problem would get much worse. 
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1059 Flooding rather than putting flood warning and evacuation procedures in place, developers should not be permitted to build at 
all where flooding can occur, and the full impact of hundreds of new homes on the existing 
settlements/buildings  throroughly analysed and reviewed before building large new housing estates;/developments  

818 Flooding Section 20.2.4 proposes that you work with Southern water to improve your understanding of the potential risks. Why 
is this being done after the consulatation for the local plan? We have had significant issues concerning flooding (and 
sewage problems) in this local area. What be the impact of 2000+ houses on the flood plain between the six villages 
and Bognor Regis? How can you propose this without knowing the possible consequences to the area?  

1149 Flooding Section 20.2 and Policy DM40 do not address existing flood risk issues. The plan should be extended to include actions 
to improve existing drainage infrastructure and prevent a reoccurrence of recent flood events. 

1020 Flooding The idea to use temporary storage areas for excess water is excellent and should be encouraged.  What I am 
concerned about is that some of the ideal zones are also being recommended for future industrial/commercial 
development.  Unfortunately, by their very nature, such developments cover more of the land and prevent natural 
drainage as the buildings are large and surrounded by tarmac.  Whilst it is possible to say that additional drainage will 
be provided, the changing nature of the world's climate is not yet understood (only this last week scientists have 
reported that the polar ice caps are melting at a rate far in excess of that previously predicted).  It is not clear to most 
of the general public how the 1:100 and 1:200 year events are predicted - if the baseline data does not include for 
example the recent increases in the regularity of flooding, then the outcoming probabilities will themselves not be 
valid.  

1040 Flooding The area of Shripney is particularly prone to flooding due to its low-lying nature and the high water table.  These 
factors need to be taken into account and policies put in place by a responsible local government.  The idea to use 
temporary storage areas for excess water is excellent and should be encouraged. What I am concerned about is that 
some of the ideal zones are also being recommended for future industrial/commercial development. Unfortunately, 
by their very nature, such developments cover more of the land and prevent natural drainage as the buildings are 
large and surrounded by tarmac. It would be non-sensical to allow existing businesses to flounder because of high 
insurance costs, poor staff access during flooding, whilst at the same time and in the same area trying to entice new 
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businesses to start up.  Empty/abandoned properties caused by failed businesses are a blight to the economic 
prospects of the whole area. 

1057 Flooding Flooding is becoming a national issue.  Following the flooding in June of this year, the Shripney Community Flood 
Action Group (SCFAG) was established in conjunction with the National Flood Forum.  As a neighbourhood, we have 
huge concerns that new changes are not even yet in place (earth bund carrying the new relief road over the flood 
plain for example) when other potential areas which could serve as overflow areas are being put forward for 
designation as industrial/commercial sites.  These are the worst forms of development as the roof areas of the 
buildings are expansive and the surrounding land covered with tarmac.  Whilst drainage systems might be able to deal 
with the run off water, the loss of these areas (salt box, rowan park, etc) to our community as potential relief storage 
areas could be catestrophic.  Certainly the group would not wish any such designation to be made at this stage until 
the long term effects of the site 6 housing and relief road has been proved in the field.  Shripney is already carries a 
large proportion of the town's commercial and industrial properties and there is the site 6 land at Oldlands Farm and 
the former LEC airfield site already in the pipeline which would have a much lesser effect on the village of 
Shripney.  We consider ourselves the gateway to the town and the village is attractive and should be retained as such 
with the existing open areas protected for both their amenity and possible future use. 

1369 Flooding Sustainability of the proposed land use in the Local Plan Flood risk The area delineated in the LP proposal is a local 
flood plain which historically has not been taken up for development due to flood risk and the recognition that it 
forms a natural resource for run-off from the built-up areas surrounding it. The Barnham Rife and tributaries drain the 
area towards the south and joins the Aldingbourne Rife before discharging into the sea between Bognor and Fe 
Tangmere Waste Water Treatment Plant discharges into the Aldingbourne Rife as does the water run-off from the 
Tangmere Airfield greenhouse complex which adds to flow rates approaching Bognor and Felpham. Possible further 
development at Tangmere will add to the burden. In the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) of 
May 2012, the majority of the proposed area, designated 124 and other related areas bordering Westergate 
designated WE 4 and 6 are all Flood Risk Category 2 or 3 which is medium to high flood risk and there is a recognised 
high water table throughout the district. During times of high rainfall the area tends to flood while holding water 
which percolates into the Rifes and drains to the south. Area 124 mentioned above, extends to the south of the 
railway line and the Lidsey Treatment Works form the southern boundary of the designated area. This area also acts 
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as a flood meadow and has been the site of pollution incidents as the treatment works discharges untreated sewage 
onto the land when inundated by surface water. ................................ Loss of flood meadows It is clear that loss of this 
area will have a profound affect on the capacity to act as natural sponge for run-off from the surrounding built-up 
areas. Recent events have shown that there is a need to improve the drainage capability, not exacerbate it by 
development. Additionally the land has value for agriculture being graded ito 3. It is government policy to safeguard 
the long term potential of the best and most versatile agricultural land. The Environment Agency states'  that it is 
expected that the area of land at flood risk will increase substantially by 2050 due to climate change' . It follows then, 
that any flood risk assessment must assume a higher risk of flooding and protect the natural features capable of 
mitigating the effects of flooding. ................................ Foul Sewer problems There is a historically recognised problem 
with flood control and sewer treatment capacity in the whole district. A study of the problems encountered in the 
district was begun in April 2010, known as the Surface Water Management Plan, by Atkins on behalf of Southern 
Water which clearly identified major problems with the entire Lidsey Catchments Area including Aldingbourne Parish. 
The study was estimated to take 2 years to include one year of monitoring groundwater flows and levels. The work 
has been suspended recently because winter rainfall was too low for measuring the high drainage flow rates needed 
to analyse the improvements required to the system. That work was due to be completed by March 2012 with a 
report to be available by July 2012. The flow rates desired were evident in June 2012 having been caused by extremely 
persistent and heavy rainfall yet no monitoring appears to have taken place. Therefore an important opportunity to 
identify further improvements to the district was lost. It has been reported recently that funding for the Awn Drainage 
Review Group Study has been reduced quite considerably and that it will prove difficult for WSCC for satisfy all the 
demands placed on it. Southern Water stated in May 2011 that there is little spare capacity in the existing sewerage 
system in Aldingbourne'  and that 'The local topography of the Lidsey catchments means that surface water drainage 
area is poor' . LP Para. 20.1 etc recognises the foul water flooding and pollution of water courses events due to 
groundwater and surface water infiltration. It further recognises the possibility of river and tributary capacity 
exceedence. LP Para. 20.2 states that development should consult the latest Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and 
avoid development in areas at risk of flooding, or likely to be affected by climate change, or likely to cause flooding 
elsewhere. This clearly indicates that the complete area in question is not sustainable. LP Policy DM 40 only permits 
development where a flood risk assessment demonstrates that it will not increase flood risk elsewhere and that it will 
reduce risk overall. The policy further states that any drainage system must take account of events exceeding normal 
design standards and take into account climate change. ................................ Excessive use of SUDS in food risk areas 
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Much has been made in the LP of the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems. However to validate projections for the 
area, groundwater monitoring for 6 months during winter is required. No mention is made of summer storm 
conditions and rising sea levels that are acknowledged to be a feature of climate change. In recognition of difficulties 
with adequate drainage systems developers have begun to lean heavily on SUDS balancing ponds to accommodate 
run-off from roofs, roads and other non-permeable surfaces. Additionally, where sewers do not exist or found to be 
inadequate, developers are suggesting that reed bed systems discharging into streams and rivers will be sustainable. It 
is questionable if the maintenance of these systems will be assured, whether it could work for a large number or 
houses or whether high water tables will make all of those schemes viable. The overuse of SUDS in areas of high water 
tables will not prevent flooding as the ground will not be able to accept any further loading at times of heavy rainfall. 
The LP also states that there must also be allowance for exceedence routes for exceptional rainfall to flow overland. 
This would virtually guarantee more flood events downstream in Felpham. The Sustainability Appraisal to the LP 
states on Pg. 35, that 'SUDS policy has created a substantial improvement in terms of flooding throughout the 
district' . One can only suppose that the author of the appraisal has confused Arun with another district as there is no 
evidence to support that statement. ................................ Flood modelling and climatic change There is reference in 
the LP to ensure flood risk is based on a 1 in 30 year event. This can not be accepted as sufficient protection nor can it 
be evidence based as climate change and its effects are only just being understood. Whilst winters may be more 
generally wet, violent summer storms can be expected as a direct result of mare extreme weather. This is not a time 
in history to second guess the future rainfall but it is certainly a time to exercise extreme caution in relation to 
development on areas acknowledged to be a flood risk. Any measure of flood events must be predictive and not 
based on reactive statistics. The National Planning Policy Framework has amongst its guiding principles 'Living within 
the planets environmental limits' . We ignore that truth at our peril. The LP SP 24 states that Council will support 
development which is appropriately located taking into account flood risk. To develop the area in question would be 
in contravention of this provision. ................................ Recent flood and sewer discharge events Pollution events have 
been mapped by the Environment Agency and show numerous occurrences in Barnham, near the course of the Rife 
running through the area of proposed development, and at Lidsey Treatment Plant. During the recent heavy rains 
during the 10 to 14th June 2012 there were major floods to property in the Fe area and to the south of Bersted. The 
A29 was closed during the period at Shripney as a direct result of the inability of the land drainage to cope with 
extreme weather conditions. Sewage was forced up onto fields to the north of the railway line and to the east of 
Westergate caused by the inundation of surface water into the sewers and hydraulically lifting sewer access covers. 
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The area of fields to the south of the railway line and adjacent to the Lidsey Treatment Plant, the scene of earlier 
sewer incidents; was observed to be still flooded as long after the heavy rainfall as the 23 June. 

1417 Flooding Within the area of flood risk, the District Council needs to address its delegated responsibilities from County level and 
work with Neighbourhood Groups to prepare Surface Water Management Plans (SWMP) for the Parishes within the 
District, Without this it will be impossible to implement 

1483 Flooding DM40 Support 

1575 Flooding Associated with the flooding threat is the work that the new Lead Local Flood Authority are considering for the 
preparation of Surface Water Management Plans, of which no mention has been made in the document. Serious 
reconsideration of these proposals is recommended as the validity and sustainability of the future plans will be 
compromised especially as the Consultation document makes mention of the Council possibly requiring financial 
contributions from development on sites where measures to address flood risk will be established by the LTRA 
strategy. With a general presumption of not putting homes at risk from flooding the extent of the area at risk of 
flooding, the biodiversity opportunity and the strategic area cannot be defined until all the facts are assembled. The 
question must be asked why would the Council allow the development of land that is at risk of flooding, surely it 
would be best to keep all development out of the potential flood waters? 

1561 Flooding ¢ No study has been conducted on the impact of the Draft Local Plan housing options and road re-routing proposals 
on the existing, well-known & chronic problems with drainage & sewage systems in this area '” acknowledged by all 
Flood and Drainage authorities & utilities to be so serious that a funded study group (the Arun Drainage Review 
Group) has been set up to examine these problems, All development in this area should be put on hold until viable 
solutions to the existing drainage infrastructure are devised and implemented. 

1367 Flooding I am writing on behalf of the Barnham Village Drainage Group (BVDG) to voice our very serious concerns over the 
complete lack of any meaningful, evidence-based flood and drainage strategy for the Lidsey catchment in the Draft 
Arun Local Plan for 2013-2028. Such a major omission is all the more remarkable given the considerable anxieties 
about flooding and drainage issues in the region that have been expressed both by Arun's own officers and by Arun's 
District Councillors for the region over very many years, most recently in the wake of the widespread flooding that 
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occurred on 11th June 2012 following heavy rainfall across the region. The complete absence of any detailed flood risk 
assessment in the Draft Local Plan is all the more serious given the Option 2 proposal within the Plan to build over 
2,300 new houses across the parishes of Aldingbourne (including Westergate and Woodgate), Eastergate and 
Barnham, at the very heart of the flood prone Lidsey catchment. No responsible Planning Authority should consider 
locating new housing in such an area without first undertaking a detailed and thorough evidence-based flood and 
drainage study and producing a surface water management plan for the entire area that will be affected. This would 
include not only the parishes of Aldingbourne, Eastergate and Barnham, but also those areas downstream that are 
prone to regular flooding such as Shripney, Bersted (North and South) and Felpham, The recent serious flooding in 
North Bersted (on 11 th June) of properties along the south side of the Chichester Road and on side roads (with no 
recorded history of flooding) has raised many questions about the increased surface water run-off arising from the 
major new housing development on the north side of the road. There are numerous case studies, in the UK and 
overseas, which clearly demonstrate the detrimental effects of major housing developments on the run-off 
characteristics of the land on which they are built and the resultant knock-on effect on older properties lying 
downstream. Given the long history of major surface water flooding incidents in the catchment, particularly in 
Shripney and Bersted (North and South), which lie downstream of the proposed Option 2 development, and the 
importance of the Aldingbourne. Lidsey and Barnham Rifes in conveying surface water across the catchment, it would 
seem highly irresponsible of Arun DC to even consider locating such a large housing development at the very heart of 
a flood-prone region without first considering the likely consequences in detail. This can only be done once a surface 
water management plan for the entire catchment has been completed. We are also very concerned about the likely 
detrimental effects on surface water flows emanating from further north in the catchment, i.e. from Barnham, 
Eastergate and Aldingbourne (areas already prone to regular flooding) of a huge new housing development sited at 
the very heart of the catchment area. Another very serious shortcoming of the Option 2 proposal for housing in the 
Draft Local Plan is the complete absence of any detailed consideration of the necessity to build a new wastewater and 
sewage treatment works to replace the existing plant at Lidsey to accommodate the combined flows from both the 
proposed new development of over 2,300 homes and increased flows from lesser developments elsewhere in the 
catchment. In Barnham and Eastergate parishes, whenever there is heavy or prolonged rainfall, there are continuing 
issues with surcharging of foul sewers at various sites across the villages, with residents unable to flush toilets. The 
foul sewerage system is not fit for purpose and there is frequent surcharging of foul sewers via manholes in public 
places and discharges into the Barnham Rife. The 'sewage lagoon' that forms adjacent to Farnhurst Road childrens' 



Page | 1066  
 

playground is an ongoing problem that was identified many years ago and still awaits a solution. In previous years 
there were also problems with sewage overflowing in Elm Grove Primary School. Foul and surface water drainage 
systems should remain separate, but this is not the case here when surface water infiltrates the foul sewers leading to 
surcharging. Tankering of sewage often takes place at the junction of Elm Grove and Orchard Way and in Barnham 
Lane at times when there is considerable infiltration of surface water into the foul sewer system. Indeed, there is 
frequent surcharging of foul sewers at locations along Barnham Lane which then flows into an open watercourse and 
down a highways drain. For many years there have been ongoing problems with the capacity of the parallel foul 
sewers that cross the fields south of the railway line from Barnham to Lidsey and there are outstanding serious 
questions about the capacity of Lidsey wastewater and sewage treatment works and its ability to cope with existing 
flows let alone the very significant additional flows that would result from the Option 2 development. The permitted 
overflow at Marshall Close, Barnham has a limit of 74 litres per second; anything over and above this will go into the 
Rife. There is a 6 mm screening in two dimensions. This system has experienced technical problems in recent times 
(e.g. mid-January 2011) and this had a knock-on effect elsewhere in Barnham and Eastergate parishes. Clearly, given 
the many problems that continue to be experienced year on year, the sewerage system within many areas of the 
Lidsey catchment is already unfit for purpose, as acknowledged on many occasions by both Southern Water and the 
Environment Agency. A further 2000-3000 households within the catchment will require a massive investment in 
sewers throughout the parishes affected and construction of the new wastewater and sewage treatment plant 
mentioned above, for which absolutely no consideration has been given in the Draft Local Plan. Funding from the 
planned Option 2 development is already clearly wholly insufficient to provide the total infrastructure in terms of 
additional nurseries, schools, health centres, doctors' surgeries and sport / recreational facilities needed to support 
such a development. The provision of a new wastewater and sewage treatment plant would add (even according to 
conservative estimates) another £20 million to the bill. Surely in the present economic climate Arun DC cannot 
presume that Southern Water will find the money for such a major construction project and given that Southern 
Water is a private company, Arun DC cannot force them to improve their services. For all of the reasons outlined 
above, the Barnham Village Drainage Group strongly opposes the Option 2 'strategic allocation' for housing in the 
Draft Arun Local Plan for 2013-2028. The Group is also greatly dismayed and disappointed at the total lack of any 
meaningful, evidence-based flood and drainage strategy for the Lidsey catchment or of any detailed flood risk 
assessments in a Plan which purports to have a 'sustainable' strategy. In this regard we consider that the Draft Local 
Plan is seriously flawed. 
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1760 Flooding Fourthly insufficient attention has been given to flooding concerns, a situation which came sharply into focus after the 
heavy rains in June which caused major problems downstream in Felpham and Bognor, sufficient to make national 
news headlines. 

1855 Flooding We all understand that a large part of the central government grant to Arun Council is made up based on the number 
of houses in the area. It would seem that the sole aim of Arun Council is to get as many houses built in it's area to 
maximise its grant from central government irrespective of the problems that this action would have on the existing 
local population and infrastructure. It is just this policy that has lead to the serious flooding in Bognor and Worthing 
recently. Had Arun Council had the common sense to listen to, and take action on the local views prior to the building 
on site six we would not need a special committee to investigate the flooding. It was clear that the council had all the 
information on the 'older drainage systems in the area'  and did nothing to deal with the problem before building was 
given the go ahead. This point was made very clear in a letter Mr Bower wrote in the Bognor Observer and I hasten to 
say it still seems there is a lack of understanding in the planning dept that water runs down hill! In my view this lack of 
action in this instance could be considered criminal as the facts were known well in advance but no action was taken 
by the council to deal with the problem. 

1819 Flooding On p 287 Section 20.2 Flooding there is reference in para 20.2.1 to risk of flooding due to high water table and 
reference to Arun and Western Streams CFMP 2009. In the Introduction to that Report the EA Regional Director states 
that 'coverage of surface and groundwater is however limited due to lack of available information' . Also on p 287 in 
para 20.2.3 mention is made of specific flooding problems, including Barnham which has experienced significant foul 
and surface water problems. This equally applies between Fontwell and The Street Walberton as witnessed following 
rainfall events this summer and earlier events referred to in the attached bundle of papers. I consider therefore that 
similar references to Walberton Parish be included in the Local Plan. Risk from flooding should be properly described 
in FON1, 3 and 5. The new wording should embrace the type of flooding as defined on pages 2-4 and 2-5 of Arun 
District Council SFRA (February 2008) and shown on Maps L, G1 and S. The wording needs to refer to 'high risk from 
groundwater flooding'  and 'significant foul and surface water problems'  referred to above and Map S amended to 
include such incidents. The effects of any development on possible pollution to the aquifer also need to be included. 
[Supporting Documetns attached] 
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1825 Flooding I am writing to voice myopostion to ADC's proposed plans to build more than 2,300 houses adjoining the villages of 
Aldingbourne Barnham Eastergate and Westergate. DRAINAGE · The existing drainage system is already overloaded, 
as you and all councillors well know. Perhaps the reasons to some are not so well known. WS Atkins have produced a 
report titled Barnham Flooding and Pollution – Southern Water Position Statement issue 4 dated 25.08.2010. The 
report states that 'the foul sewage system can accommodate direct impermeable runoff flows and summer dry 
weather flow but is not able to cope with prolonged wet weather conditions in the winter months and the additional 
contribution from ground water infiltration and surface water inundation' . When raw sewage over flows onto our 
childrens play ground (See attached photograph)as is often the case in winter wet weather periods, there is 
something fundamentally wrong with planners and councillorswho consider this situation to be perfectly acceptable. 
Any more housing can only worsen the situation. 

2111 Flooding FLOODING- I understand that there has been no meaningful flood and drainage study done! I believe that concreting 
upstream of Bognor Regis will make Bognors flooding problems a whole lot worse. In June, Bognor flooded in places 
where it had never flooded before due to displacement of water from where new houses have been built. The 
flooding was also blamed on the Lidsey and Aldingbourne Rifes ( Bognor Observer ) I wonder what effect the building 
of another 2300 houses upstream will have? 

2154 Flooding To gather evidence I suggested that, from the information contained in your Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) 
and particularly the mapping, you should identify evidence based areas at the lowest risk of flooding in your District 
and thus avoid flood risk. This would have enabled you to identify the reasonably available net area that was at a 
medium risk of groundwater flooding while being at a low to medium risk of flooding from the land and also had a less 
than 0.1% undefended annual probability of fluvial and tidal flooding in 2106. I asked that you would keep me 
informed of developments and let me know how you would consider my Option 4. Did you, in fact, consider my 
Option 4 and what was the outcome? If my safety led Option 4 for development was not considered further why was 
that so? In response to your 2011 consultation I again referred to flooding as one of the most significant issues new 
development might have to face and explained that it was an entirely avoidable risk provided the development was 
safely located. Even more important than flood risk to new development is that if new development is sited 
inappropriately it has the potential to increase the risk of flooding to existing residents and such development should 
always be avoided. England now has a National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and I would ask that you carefully 
consider footnote 9 on page 4 of that document which demonstrates just how significant the material planning 
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consideration of flooding is. It is probably the only material planning consideration which, if ignored, can result in 
people dying. The technical guidance to the NPPF retains much of the spirit and substance of PPS25 (Development 
and Flood Risk) including the sequential and exception tests which seek to guide development to the safest possible 
locations. The document reminds us that 'flood risk'  means flooding from Ji sources of flooding which includes 
surlace water and groundwater. Despite the fact that aH sources of flooding should be considered one of your 
planning officers at the recent village exhibition told me that you only needed to consider fluvial and tidal flooding 
areas mapped on the Environment Agency's flood zone maps and not other sources of flooding and that, anyway, 
development construction would be flood resistant. I think, based upon what I have said above, the former 
contradicts what the NPPF says and with regard to the latter I would draw your attention to paragraph 16 of the 
technical guidance to the NPPF which says; 'FIood resistance arid resilience measures should not be used to justify 
development in inappropriate locations'  In examining in detail a copy of your draft local plan it strikes me that you 
have prejudged issues ahead of the consultation. Section 13.1.6 says: 'The following areas have been identified as 
strategic locations for growth in the district during the life of this Local Plan. The coastal towns of Littlehampton and 
Bognor Regis The villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate and; Areas in and around Angmering'  Arun has a 
large geographical area the majority of which is so very much safer from flooding than these areas. My suggestion of 
an Option 4 was to direct any new development to the safest possible locations with regard to flood risk to all. 

2156 Flooding My final comment on specific sections of your draft local plan relates to Section 13.1.12 which says: With the 3838 
units that would be required with the preferred housing target of 565 units per annum, it would be possible to 
adequately accommodate both broad strategic areas of growth in addition to the town and parish allocations'  Since 
this is your 'preferred'  target does this mean you have already made a decision? . I will repeat what I said earlier that 
flooding is probably the most significant issue new development will have to consider and flood risk is entirely 
avoidable provided the development is safely located. Even more important than flood risk to new development is 
that when new development is sited inappropriately it can increase risk to existing residents and such development in 
those areas must be always be avoided. We residents of Angmering experienced devastating property flooding most 
recently in June of this year, the distressing impact of which was as bad as the awful flooding of March 2002. My 
observations (and I have photographic evidence to demonstrate this) is that a significant contribution to these 
flooding events was from runoff from the land and from emerging groundwater. In your otherwise good SFRA I 
believe you should now reconsider your Map Gi '” Indicative Risk if Groundwater Flooding and Map L '” Areas Prone to 
Flooding from the Land particularly in the Angmering area since they do not accord with current evidence and recent 
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observations. I assume that the yellow and red areas on Map 01 are really an indication of the permeability of the 
underlying geology. As one who regularly walks from Angmering to Storrington my perception is that the higher areas 
of the chalk present a minimal groundwater flooding risk. Conversely ¡n the yellow area of Angmering south of the 
A27 at lower levels there is significant evidence of groundwater emerging at the surface. It can be seen at times from 
sites fronting onto the Arundel Road and onto Dappers Lane as well as along the footpath that runs from Pine Trees 
Close to the A27. I feel you should create a realistic evidence based risk of groundwater flooding map to use as a 
screening tool to identified safest development sites. With regard to Map L my observations have shown that there is 
a significant risk of flooding from the land also in the area coloured yellow bounded by Dappers Lane and the A27 and 
elsewhere in Angmering. I feel you should produce a realistic evidence based risk of flooding from the land map to use 
as another screening tool to identify the safest development sites. A lot of evidence to support the revision of Maps Gi 
and L has become available in recent times and I would be quite happy to share my information on this with you. I am 
sure there are many others in the community with similar reliable evidence. In conclusion, in developing the Local 
Plan I believe: . You should clearly demonstrate the need for any new development having fully considered the use of 
unoccupied property since this has not been demonstrated to my satisfaction. . The avoidance of flood risk from and 
to new development should the paramount constraint in locating new development. All forms of flooding should be 
considered including runoff from the land and emerging groundwater using the latest available evidence. . You should 
not propose development locations and extents just to obtain critical infrastructure. These are my personal views only 
and are not intended to represent the views of any organisation with which I am associated. 

2056 Flooding The atrocious debacle that is the new housing developments at North Bersted and Flansham (notoriously known as 
Site 6) should stand as a stark warning to future development plans. Not only have they caused much ecological 
devastation and widespread flooding this summer, but also the risk to public health is only now being recognised at 
many health surgeries in the area. My own family and many of my friends have all suffered on-going health isues since 
the recent flooding. When raw sewage is pumped up into your kitchen sink because of flooding that is a direct result 
of building houses on natural flood plains, how can we be assured there is no risk to the community's health? Both 
these housing developments have fallen woefully short of sales expectations. How many unsold properties currently 
remain empty? 
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2037 Flooding Policy SP 24, DM 39, DM 40, DM 31 regarding water really needs to be reconsidered in the light of the flooding 
experienced recently. It fails to address the issue adequately. The issue regarding sewers leading into Lidsey is not 
being given the urgency deserved. 

1965 Flooding 2.FLOODING Surely since the dreadful flooding this Summer in the Felptham area you must see these plans are not 
sound? To build further on the flood plane must be seen as ill conceived? Where will this extra water go? Who will 
want to buy in this area when house insurance will be at a premium because of its flood history? 

1976 Flooding Lived here for 44yrs. Very concerned about the increased flooding-very nearly came in the house this time. Further 
homes being built will increase this flooding unless the ditches and Rife problems are cleared first. 

2084 Flooding Flooding The 'Strategic Flood Risk Assessment – Arun District Council – Volume IV – Assessment of Sites of Search – 
February 2008 ' , provides the following assessment for Angmering: Sewers: ï‚· North Angmering: Medium probability 
of flooding from sewers. Likely to be limited existing sewer infrastructure at the site although some recorded incidents 
of sewer flooding in the vicinity. ï‚· South Angmering: Medium probability of flooding from sewers. Some recorded 
incidents in the site and vicinity This Assessment, Section 9.50 also confirms that: 'A large groundwater emergence 
zone (Defra, 2004) stretches across the southern half of the district, including the towns of Littlehampton and 
Angmering.'  The Assessment also found that land at: ï‚· North Angmering: Medium probability of surface water 
flooding. No recorded historic incidents of flooding at site. However several recorded incidents of flooding in the 
vicinity. ï‚· South Angmering: Medium probability of surface water flooding. Some recorded incidents of surface water 
flooding in the site and vicinity Groundwater: ï‚· North Angmering: High potential for groundwater flooding. Located in 
a groundwater emergence zone (Defra 2004). However no recorded incidents of groundwater flooding. ï‚· South 
Angmering : High potential for groundwater flooding. Located in a groundwater emergence zone. (Defra 2004). 
However no recorded incidents of groundwater flooding These findings conclude that both North and South 
Angmering have 'High potential for groundwater flooding' . It also says: Possible Strategic Solutions : "None 
identified. Strategic solutions are unlikely to reduce groundwater flood risk. Site specific measures required' . Surface 
Water Management: "Land is generally Greenfield therefore development of the site is likely to lead to increased 
runoff. Surface water runoff will need to be restricted to the existing rates' . There needs to be an assessment in the 
Plan from Southern Water on the wastewater network capacity for ALL proposed strategic development locations, as 
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evidence that the existing sewage network is able to cope - or not – with the predicted increased use resulting from 
the scale of the proposed incease in housing to 590. Angmering floods roughly every 10 years. The Plan does not 
acknowledge that Angmering suffers serious flooding regularly despite the fact that DoE flood plans show extensive 
flood risk down Water Lane and through the village. Equally with the emergence of climate change the weather is now 
becoming more unpredictable, example this summer's rain, which has caused massive flooding in the south and 
particularly Angmering. Is this a sign of things to come and if this is the case Angmering will be under severe threat of 
flooding on a regular basis which makes it totally unsuitable for major development. Part of Point 4.35 says: "........The 
Arun Strategic Flood Risk Assessment shows that large parts of Arun are already susceptible to flood risk from the sea, 
rivers, watercourses, groundwater, and other sources, and this will increase with climate change. Care must be taken 
to ensure that development is not inappropriately located in terms of flood risk, and does not exacerbate flood 
problems." This is another contradiction against policy as you are going against this Risk Assessment and suggesting 
development in Angmering across an area of predominantly greenfield land where the Background Assessment states 
that probability of groundwater flooding is considered high. Allowing the proposed scale of development put forward 
in the Draft Plan on the remaining greenfield groundwater emergence sites is likely to lead to an increase in incidents 
of flooding, by removing the ground's natural capacity to dissipate run-off from the Downs where the water enters at 
Water Lane. This was the source of the flooding in Angmering on June 14th 2012, yet this is a proposed site for 
development. So why on earth is your plan going against this and wanting to build on Angmering Village greenfield 
sites. 

2375 Flooding 8. FLOODING/DRAINAGE The current sewerage system ¡s not fit for purpose. There is no guarantee that a privately 
owned water company (Southern -Water) -will reduce its profits by major building a new sewage system. 

2167 Flooding Any Development that could influence drainage in the Bognor / Felpham area:- My comments relate to drainage 
alone. Felpham is already prone to flooding _ every 2/3 years. Any consultation should now include the mayor floods 
of June 2012. 

2168 Flooding 20.1.6 Surface water management plan for Felpham must be in place and being enacted before any further 
connections are made to existing drainage network. The drains regularly overflow. 20.0.2 Most of flooding in Felpham 
comes from drainage system. This para focuses on Sea and Rivers so does not adequately consider Felpham. 20.2.6 
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The evidence base is out of date. The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment does not include any flooding events after 2009 
of which we now know there are many- nor does it include many of the flooding incidents caused by overflowing 
drains that cannot cope. This is a big piece of evidence that must be updated. DM40 Flood risk is assessed only in 
connection with remitted development. This does not place sufficient weight on assessing and dealing with flooding 
outside of any proposed development. Flooding is a major problem and needs a dedicated strategy to address and 
resolve it. Insufficient attention is given to the Arun and Weston streams catchment flood management plan. The aim 
of this is to manage flood risk not merely and development.. As ? for the LFMP is from 2009 and does not contain up 
to date evidence. Environment agency maps used as evidence do not show the true extent of flood events and as with 
all evidence on flooding are years out of date.     

2396 Flooding There is consideration of local infrastructure but the implications of the scale of the planned housing development in 
Option 2 have been underestimated. Apart from the sewage and drainage implications, there will need to be 
additional primary schools, major expansion of secondary schools, (one of which has a selective intake), another 
doctors surgery and other community facilities (playgrounds, youth facilities, recreation space, allotments). Option 1 
has already been approved by the district council and the parish councils and is a far more realistic approach to the 
development of the villages. The parish councils are currently working jointly on the Neighbourhood Plans for the 
area, having consulted the parishioners. It is essential that the local plan should be informed by that work to create 
one that can be fully supported by the communities that will be directly affected. This option is consistent with the 
principles included in the document, unlike Option 2. I strongly support Option 1 and totally reject Option 2. 

2523 Flooding Flooding Issues (cont'd) Finally, I believe the whole of the Arun region will be in serious trouble by the end of the 
century due to both coastal erosion and the rise in sea level (somewhere between 1 to 3 metres) caused by global 
warming. The draft plan for extra housing all over the flood plain seems to have conveniently skated over these 
potentially catastrophic threats. 

2516 Flooding Flooding Issues Little account seems to be taken of either existing or future flooding problems. Typically, here at 
Limmer Lane, Felpham for example, recent flooding problems at various points are now much worse because of all 
the previous ongoing housing developments allowed – e.g. building on the Manor House Orchard, building on the 
Manor House garden, building on the Jacken Close 'marsh', infill building on practically every large garden space, plus 
extensive paving-over of many front gardens for car parking. In contrast, very little indeed seems to have been spent 
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on upgrading road drainage, ditches, and sea outfalls. 

2329 Flooding Flooding I live in Elm Grove South, Barnham and back on to the proposed field for development. The ditch regulary 
overflows between my house and the fields and floods part of the fields. If they are built on, not only will the overflow 
have no-where to go but the concrete over the fields will create even more run off of water. Sewage The sewage 
system cannot cope in Barnham at the moment without 2,000 + new houses. 

2364 Flooding No drainage, sewage or flood risk studies have been conducted on the proposed sites for new housing. 

2390 Flooding As I live in Limmer Lane I am concerned about flooding from rain fall. I appreciate that the flooding in June 2012 was 
due to abnormal rain fall, but Limmer lane floods at the junction of the crescent and at the summerly corner during 
moderate rainfalls. Furthermore the drainage system outside my home does not work efficiently, a fact my wife has 
already reported to ADC. The local plan, whilst specific in respect of new developments and their drainage, does not 
clearly state what will be done to improve the existing drainage system; which in Limmer Lane does not operate 
effectively. 

2404 Flooding My second concern regards the flooding we now seem to have each year. We may have had an 'unseasonably heavy 
amount of rainfall' and then coincideÃ¼tly had the same 'unseasonably amount of heavy rÃ infall' the following year 
but, it cannot be dismissed or denied that taking away so much of natures natural drainage and concreting over so 
much green land has become a main contributing factor to the annual floods we now get. This year the main A29 
Lidsey Road was closed for over a week due to these floods and elsewhere over the county the devastation and 
misery caused by our local flooding was regularly on the national news. Laying more concrete and developing on 
Greenland can only be seen as irresponsible and ill-advised when the results and consequences of this building are 
clear for everyone to see. Clearly this development is all about financial gain but I do hope that common sense and 
moral judgement will play a part in the final decision. 

2412 Flooding Environmentally, building on a flood plain is negligent and criminal. We have seen this year how the new build at 
Eelpham has impacted on the flooding in that area. The new build would also destroy the environment as the sewage 
system is unable to cope with the present use so raw sewage will overflow into the area making a health problem. 
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Building on Greenfield sites is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework as there are plenty of brownfield 
sites to be used to accommodate this policy. 

2659 Flooding [Anonymous response - no details attached to letter] Flooding Possibilities. Given the predominately coastal nature of 
the area outside the South Downs National Park, consideration must be given to the effect of Global Warming. This 
was experienced recently with the heavy rain in the area, during the period before the construction of the River 
Lavant by pass scheme and during the Great Storm of 1987. As is evident these events are not 'One Offs'  and have 
recently occurred frequently. Fortunately our coastal protection in the Arun Area seems quite strong. Although I 
believe the possibilities of the River Arun causing serious flooding in some areas is quite strong. 

2668 Flooding Regarding flooding I feel that 2,000 extra houses would seriously worsen the already poorly drained areas around 
here. We need our fields, ditches and meadows to absorb the water. 

2427 Flooding FLOOD PREVENTION 1 Having suffered from the flooding around Bognor an2nd July I would hope that no more water 
will be channelled south (from Westergate or anywhere else) until precautions have been taken to cope with it at our 
end. 2 Construction companies must do more than make just local plans for the excess water 

2461 Flooding This year I have seen the worst flooding in Eastergate ever. Parts of Church Lane went under a foot of water. By 
building 200o houses, filling in ditches, meadows and flood plains. This will increase the flooding risks. Bamham 
already 'back flushes'  with sewage in heav3r rain conditions. The whole surface drainage and sewage system would 
need renewing. I hope ADC consider these issues and give a solid justification for these concerns. 

2506 Flooding A far more serious issue however is the problem of sewage and rain water ground absorption. We have only lived in 
the area for just over 3 years but every year we have had raw sewage laying in the fields behind our house, and at 
times flowing into the nearby stream which runs directly down to the sea at Bognor. To solve that problem, for the 
number of houses proposed, a complete new sewage treatment works would be required, which I have been given to 
understand, Southern Water is not prepared to provide. These fields are also part of a flood plain area and houses 
built upon them would be at high risk of flooding. Building there will also exacerbate the road flooding problems 
which the area already suffers. This flood water would simply end up in Bognor which could create far worse flooding 
than we saw this summer. It is quite obvious from the weather we have been having recently that the issue could get 
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a lot worse. [Chapter 13, section 3.1.8, Chap.20] 

2505 Flooding It is clear that the local infrastructure will be unable to cope with 2000+ houses being built. The capacity at doctors 
surgeries and local schools will undoubtedly become overstretched. In Barnham we have already experienced flooding 
with surface water and sewage on what seems a regular basis. The increased traffic flow that will be generated by so 
many extra households will cause real concern in the centre of Barnham. At present it can be a nightmare to negotiate 
the shopping and railway station area. With so many additional vehicles being squeezed into the locality, I fear may 
well became gridlocked. 

2532 Flooding Drainage and sewerage will not be able to deal with any extra demands as it is already inadequate! 

2798 Flooding DM40 Flooding events are increasing in frequency and we strongly support policies aimed at reducing risks to 
properties. 

2606 Flooding Flooding Many gardens in Elm Grove South and mine flood to 2 feet now!! What happens when the flood plain is 
concreted over with houses and roads – flooding to 4 feet – into houses!! 

2613 Flooding My main concern over this Local Plan is the lack of meaningful flood prevention. It is now an accepted fact that major 
developments cause flooding problems. Unless proper prevention measures are put in place at the outset there will 
be flooding. In this event the houses will remain unsold and no revenue will be generated. 

2631 Flooding The issue of further property development in and around Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate has always been a 
cause for concern with local residents and for good reason. This area is a flood plain and unusual flooding, most 
recently at Felpham and Yapton, is now becoming a regular event. I have lived in Barnham since 1997 and before that 
for four years in Yapton and I have seen both villages swamped on a number of occasions because the infrastructure 
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dealing with sewage and surface run off following heavy rainfall is at capacity and simply not fit for purpose. The 
laying down of concrete foundation for over two thousand new houses in the area can only aggravate this situation 
still further. Such a development would also provide further water catchment areas on roofs and roads, vastly 
increasing the volume of run off while at the same time restricting it from soaking away into the fields and rifes. I have 
no confidence that a commercial developer would deliver improvements to the infrastructure. I am aware that for a 
time there was an alternative plan for a more sustainable development. This was Option 1 and involved the 
construction of a smaller number of houses over a period of fifteen years. This Option now appears to be off the 
agenda and I should like to know why. 

2634 Flooding Sewage & Water Drainage The sewage and water drainage systems in the villages is already under stress and would 
be inadequate. If so many houses were to be built the developers would have to consider the effects of building on 
green fields that currently soak away run-off water. This might very significantly affect the chances of flooding to 
existing houses in the area. We have already witnessed excessive rainfall in 2012 which saw roads flood, particularly in 
June. Such a large development simply will not cope and I'm not convinced that sufficient investment will be made by 
the developers to fully alleviate this problem. 

2817 Flooding Flooding has always been an issue in the Eastergate and Barnham Areas and flooding at Shripney cuts us off from 
Bognor access. 

60 Sustainable 
Drainage 
Systems 

I am concerned that the proposed development as outlined in the draft plan will have an adverse impact on the Lidsey 
Rife. Additionally I doubt the capacity of the Lidsey Treatment Works will be adequate to increased demand. I have 
already contacted Environmental Health regarding a persistent foul smell in the Woodgate area since the recent 
flooding. 

1484 Sustainable 
Drainage 
Systems 

DM41 Support 
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2061 Sustainable 
Drainage 
Systems 

Most of A District could be considered as susceptible to flooding on a lot less than the 100yr event schedule. 
Therefore ant effective drainage system has to be well designed in the first place and, very importantly, has to be 
continually maintained to a very high standard. The existing public sewage system is at its full designed capacity and 
whilst I see that developers are saying they will provide private treatment plants these are likely to be to the minimum 
possible requirement with little or no excess margin. Having seen as an engineer with Activated Sludge Co, that a 
small amount of noxious chemical can disable a very large plant. I wonder what safety measures are in place to cover 
such an event. One can consider that guarantees etc are effectively valueless in practice so the public purse has to pay 
to rectify the faults. 

2040 Sustainable 
Drainage 
Systems 

It is curious that the proposal for the 2000+ houses in the Villages would appear to run counter to DM 41. 

273 Coastal Erosion Policy DM42 – Coastal Protection We support the inclusion of this policy. We would recommend the following 
amendments and additional text be added to the supporting text in paragraph 20.4.5 so that it reads as follows: ' 
20.4.5 The Flood and Erosion Management strategies aim to identify where funding will be required for flood defence 
and coastal erosion risk management. The strategies recognise that securing Government funding for building and 
maintaining defences cannot be guaranteed. Each scheme is ranked against others on a national basis. In May 2011 
the government introduced a new policy, Flood and Coastal Erosion Resilience Partnership Funding . This policy 
describes a new approach to funding projects in England that will reduce flood and coastal erosion risks. The new 
policy allows flood and coastal erosion risk management (FCERM) projects to apply for Flood Defence Grant-in-Aid 
(FDGiA), and encourages funding from other sources to be secured. The proportion of central funding that a project 
receives will depend on the benefits it will bring. Funding to support projects within the Flood and Erosion 
Management Strategy may need to be identified through planning obligations.'  

1173 Coastal Erosion Pagham Parish Councils issues on Coastal Erosian are detailed in the attached document are cover paraagraphs 20.4.3, 
20.4.6,  20.4.4, 20.4.5, 20.4.7/8/9 
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1485 Coastal Erosion DM42 Support 

1106 Natural 
Resources and 
Minerals 
Safeguarding 

Natural Resources and Minerals Safeguarding The Arun Local Plan should align with the West Sussex Minerals Local 
Plan (2003). WSCC is pleased to see the inclusion of a chapter and policy on Minerals Safeguarding in the draft Plan. It 
is the obligation of the County Council to safeguard mineral resources, as is correctly stated in Policy DM43 and its 
supporting text. It is also however the responsibility of the County Council to safeguard: existing, planned and 
potential rail heads, rail links to quarries,wharfage and associated storage, handling and processing facilities forthe 
bulk transport by rail, sea or inland waterways of minerals,including recycled, secondary and marine-dredged 
materials; and existing, planned and potential sites for concrete batching, the manufacture of coated materials, other 
concrete products and the handling, processing and distribution of substitute, recycled and secondary aggregate 
material. Policy DM43: This policy and its supporting text should clarify that the County Council does safeguard 
beyond just mineral resources. Any safeguarded facilities will form part of the Minerals Consultation Area. This policy 
requires proposals to include information on how recycled and secondary aggregates have been incorporated into 
design. However, this is an important strategic issue in order to both drive waste up the Waste Hierarchy (as set out in 
PPS10) and to minimise the need for primary aggregates where possible. The NPPF recognises the importance of 
recycled and secondary aggregates. These can reduce the need for using / extracting primary aggregates, whilst also 
avoiding the disposal of inert materials to land – please refer to paragraph 143 of the NPPF. Greater emphasis should 
be given to the importance of sustainable construction in Arun by incorporating it into Policy DM14. These comments 
can also apply to paragraphs 14.1.14 and 14.1.16 in the 'Design' chapter. 

1486 Natural 
Resources and 
Minerals 
Safeguarding 

DM43 Support 

28 Waste 
Management 

Please ensure that where developers are allowed to change houses into flats, consideration is given to recycling and 
bin storage areas. There are large numbers of flats where residents have no option but to use the pavement or, as 
happened for instance at South Terrace, residents use the bins on the Green to dispose of their rubbish. I would also 
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like to see Arun adopt the practice of regular collection of bulky items - only needs to be monthly or even quarterly - 
on housing estates. This would be very popular and works well in Horsham District and pretty much everywhere in 
Denmark. This would alleviate the need for ADC to collect fly tipping. 

159 Waste 
Management 

SEWERAGE The sewerage system in Angmering is not addressed. The system in Angmering is already under strain and 
failing in some areas such as Station Road which carries a high proportion of sewage out of the village. 

411 Waste 
Management 

Increased need for  waste disposal  and waste water management. 

448 Waste 
Management 

Water and sewerage is already a problem in the Barnham area, it will not cope if so many more houses are built. 

766 Waste 
Management 

22.0.2 Does this mean that Lydsey tip will get an extension to remain at it's current site? This area has been plagued 
by a foul methane gas smell for most of the summer period, seriously diminishing the pleasure of being outside in the 
garden. According to the Environment Agency it was due to the heavy rainfall. Can we expect more episodes like this 
and what will ADC do to address the issue. 

909 Waste 
Management 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 

1107 Waste 
Management 

Waste Management The Arun Local Plan should align with the West Sussex Waste Local Plan Revised Deposit Draft 
(July 2004). It should also consider the emerging Waste Local Plan, which will be published for Reg 19 consultation on 
its soundness in November as a proposed submission draft (at which stage it will replace the July 2004 version). WSCC 
is pleased to see the inclusion of a chapter and policy on Waste Management. 22.0.1-5: These paragraphs clearly 
define the role that the County Council has in Waste Management in Arun District. It is noted however, that there is 
no reference to the protection of West Sussex waste facilities against competing development. The waste that is 
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generated must be managed locally, where practicable and viable, reducing the need for the transportation of waste 
over long distances. Accordingly, there will be a network of waste management facilities within or close to the main 
towns along the coast and in the northeast of the County, and within or adjoining the larger settlements in rural areas. 
The emerging Waste Local Plan sets out a policy (W2) which ensures that development which would prevent or 
prejudice existing sites for waste management will be protected. DM44: This should include wording to cover the 
safeguarding of waste facilities. 

950 Waste 
Management 

Option 2 A29 Bypass . The increased amount of water and rubbish going to local landfill - especially when we as a 
community have a responsibility and European targets to achieve to REDUCE the amount of waste we throw away. 
The area marked for development, wherever the new road goes, currently suffers from potent, unpleasant aromas 
from the Lidsey Landfill Site.   

1487 Waste 
Management 

DM44 Support 

1504 Waste 
Management 

DM44 SUPPORTS 

1771 Waste 
Management 

In the many years that ADC & WSCC have been collecting & disposing of curb-side collections, the number of different 
types of materials has not increased, except for allowing some glass to be collected at the curb-side (when the then 
existing system of glass recycling was, I thought, working very well) and thus between the two authorities you have 
reduced the total amount of recyclable meterials. Also, the brown bin I pay for, which does not allow compostable 
kitchen waste, is a travesty of the recyceling ethos.We used to have a green cone, but because our garden is too small 
to have anywhere we could have it in full sunlight (except the middle of the grass!), it failed to 'digest' all of our 
compostable kitchen waste. Our compost bins also attracted rats, so they had to be removed too. Please, increase the 
types of materials the two authorities will collect and recycle, or at-least publish a schedule of how and when it will be 
increased. I.e. all glassware, the different types of plastic, metal, wood, etc. 
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706 Quality of the 
Environment 

There is no evidence in the plan of an actual need for the scale of development proposed for Angmering. The 
proposed location for growth for Angmering appears to be a 'soft touch' to meet 'perceived' housing targets to suit 
developers in taking up options to purchase land. 

1045 Quality of the 
Environment 

Policy SP25 - Quality of the Environment Page 305 Southern Water supports Policy SP25 and its intention to ensure 
that existing industrial and commercial uses are taken into consideration when assessing proposals for development 
that is sensitive to odour. Southern Water endeavours to operate its wastewater treatment works in accordance with 
best practice. However, unpleasant odours inevitably arise from time to time as a result of the treatment processes 
that occur. For this reason, sensitive development such as housing must be adequately separated from wastewater 
treatment works and major pumping stations, to safeguard the amenity of occupants. 

1108 Quality of the 
Environment 

Quality of the Environment This chapter refers to pollution but there is no reference to water pollution and therefore 
appears to be incomplete. 23.1.3: Please replace 'noise maps are prepared' with 'noise mapping is undertaken'. 
23.1.3&4: When referring to noise pollution from roads, a reference to Important Areas as identified through the 
noise mapping process should be included. In Arun these include sections of the A29 and A259 in Bognor Regis, the 
A284 in Littlehampton and the A24 around Findon. 23.1.4: In the first sentence, please replace 'within' with 'adjacent 
to'. A second round of mapping is to be undertaken by DEFRA imminently, therefore the plan should reflect any 
changes such as 'subsequent declarations'. Policy DM45: A reference to other / subsequent identified First Priority and 
Important Areas should be included. 23.2: If illuminated advertisement signs are to be included in this category, it may 
be appropriate to reference the Institution of Lighting Engineers' 'Technical Report Number 5: Brightness of 
Illuminated Advertisements'  (3 rd Ed.). 23.3.3: In the first sentence, please amend to read 'identify a range of 
measures to improve air quality such as promoting cleaner fuels or reducing traffic congestion through promoting 
sustainable cleaner modes of transport'. Policy DM47: This should include reference to the key document being 
prepared by Sussex-air: 'Air Quality and Emissions Mitigation Guidance for Sussex'  (2012). 

1063 Quality of the 
Environment 

"Development proposals for all types of development must therefore take into account nearby land uses to ensure 
that the right development is located in the right place across the district, in order to safeguard the quality of the 
environment." The key here is 'located in the right place' - additional development in Angmering of the scale proposed 
in the Plan, whether commercial or residential will increase local pollution of noise, light and air. There is no evidence 
in the Plan of how this will be mitigated for the proposed Location of Growth. 
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1488 Quality of the 
Environment 

SP25 Support 

1646 Quality of the 
Environment 

We are disappointed not to find within the Plan any reference to the concept of tranquillity. This is an increasingly 
important issue in the SE where noise, light pollution and hard infrastructure impacts on the Countryside. 

1505 Quality of the 
Environment 

SP25 SUPPORTS 

1799 Quality of the 
Environment 

SP25 Development between the three villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate will NOT contribute positively 
to the quality of the environment. Given that the site is farm land there is no noise, light or air pollution generated by 
the site in its current state. Any development on the site will have an impact upon the residents close by the site. 

1925 Quality of the 
Environment 

23.0.2 The key here is 'located in the right place' '” additional development in Angmering of the scale proposed in the 
Plan, whether commercial or residential will increase local pollution of noise, light and air. There is no indication in the 
Plan of how this will be mitigated for the proposed sites '” particularly the proposed Employment Site. 

2487 Quality of the 
Environment 

23.1.3 Where will be designated a First Priority location in the overall scheme required by this Plan and what will the 
compensation arrangements be for people afflicted? 23.2 SP26 So first the jobs will come to Bognor, then the A29 
road will be built then the houses? Yes? A Category B GI Corridor doesn't get to keep its darkness and tranquillity 
then. Green is a misnomer. 

2471 Quality of the 
Environment 

23.0.2   DM45 / DM46 / DM47 The intention in the Draft Local Plan to protect grade 1 and 2 agricultural land is 
welcome but, in the Draft Local Plan, all the land to the east of the built-up area boundary of Angmering, excepting 
Manor Nurseries, will be affected by the proposed development and this is grade 1 agricultural land. It is vital that 
brownfield sites be used before greenfield sites and there is no evidence in the Draft Local Plan that any development 
in Angmering needs to be built on grade 1 agricultural land. The need to mitigate the effects of light, noise and air 
pollution is appropriately acknowledged in the Draft Local Plan but there is nothing in the plan to show how this might 
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be achieved. 

1489 Noise Pollution DM45 Support 

1800 Noise Pollution 23.1.1 I agree – noise exposure can cause sleep disturbance. Any house building and road building in the rural setting 
between the three villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate will generate noise and disturb the night-time 
silence currently enjoyed by those who sought this rural setting when choosing where to live. 23.2.1 I agree – light 
exposure can cause sleep disturbance. Any house building and road building in the rural setting between the three 
villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate will generate light pollution. The area currently enjoys dark night 
skies. Masking any problems caused by pollution might reduce their impact but could never be totally effective. 

1490 Light Pollution DM46 Support 

1491 Air Pollution DM47 Support 

274 Contaminated 
Land 

Policy DM48 – Contaminated Land We support this policy. We are pleased to see that the Council are promoting the 
use of previously developed land and recognise the important role this provides in remediating contaminated land 
and that it accords with the requirements of the NPPF (paragraphs 109 and 121). Going further we would recommend 
that the Council consider setting an appropriate target for the use of brownfield land. This would be in accordance 
with paragraph 111 of the NPPF. 
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1492 Contaminated 
Land 

DM48 Support 

19 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

In the past in towns it was usual for the space  above retail units to be used as accomodation,if there was a return to 
this there would be less requirement for so much greenfield development and the resultant loss of our home grown 
foods, Having people living there  would also bring life and security to the town centres 

103 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

24.0.6 and 24.0.7 - There is nothing in this plan for how the local community, which has developments imposed on it, 
will hold no control over any CIL or 106 money which can be spent by Arun where and when it likes, and often no-
where near the area that has been developed. Why should Angmering have to have housing to support improvements 
to the A259, where much of the congestion on that road is derived from outside Angmering, such as major 
developments in Worthing, Littlehampton and Bognor? 

275 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Policy SP26 – Infrastructure Provision and Implementation We support the inclusion this policy. We would wish to 
work with the Council as they development their Community Infrastructure Levy. 

395 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

12. Chapter 24, Infrastructure Provision & Implementation, para 20.0.2 and Policy SP 26 This paragraph and its 
associated Policy SP 26 both fail to include any mention of the significant road transport infrastructure deficit in the 
District. This omission needs to be rectified, and the Plan should be amended accordingly. 

523 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

What a short section in such a lengthy plan! It amazes me that the Council can propose the building of over 2000 
homes in a rural area without having first formulated the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. How can costs be assessed 
without having carried out this study?  How can this be called a plan when there is no analysis or costing of the major 
changes that would be needed in schools, healthcare facilities, support of the elderly, early years childcare, social 
services, leisure facilities, hospital beds, emergency services, policing, etc etc? 

2876 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 
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668 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

The infrastrucure in several parts of Arun cannot sustain the proposed amount of development. Already it is one of 
the most congested parts of Sussex and this has an influence on quality of life of the inhabitants. This plan has been 
drawn up with no consultation of local people; indeed, it has been published before the local parishes have published 
their plans. It is time local government listened to local people. Even our so-called representatives seem keener to toe 
their party line than to act in the interests of their constituents. The relaxing of planning restrictions will be a disaster 
unless we can restrict development to brown field areas and areas where the roads and rail can transport both goods 
and people without congestion. Until central government is prpared to invest in this area by building the Arundel and 
Worthing by passes, any expansion outside the present limits will be detrimental to our well-being. 

879 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Policy SP26 Infrastructure Provision and Implementation - Support The Commissioners welcome the overall approach 
taken towards the planning and delivery of infrastructure required to support new development, whether that be 
through the provision of infrastructure itself, the payment of contributions towards its delivery, or payment through a 
CIL, and look forward to discussing the most effective and efficient ways of delivering the necessary infrastructure as 
work on the Local Plan and accompanying Infrastructure Delivery Plan progresses.   

838 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Review of ADC's Application of the Community Infrastructure Levy within the Draft Local Plan 2013-2028   The DCLG 
published a guide booklet "Community Infrastructure Levy - An Overview" in May 2011.   The following extracts 
appear pertinent to the ADC Draft Local Plan   What is the Community Infrastructure Levy?   2. The Community 
Infrastructure Levy (the levy) came into force in April 2010. It allows local authorities in England and Wales to raise 
funds from developers undertaking new building projects in their area. The money can be used to fund a wide range 
of infrastructure that is needed as a result of development. This includes new or safer road schemes, flood defences, 
schools, hospitals and other health and social care facilities, park improvements, green spaces and leisure centres.   A 
crucial phrase within the above paragraph is;   The money can be used to fund a wide range of infrastructure that is 
needed as a result of development.   This very clearly identifies that the CIL is intended to be used to fund 
infrastructure that is needed as a result of development - i.e. the chronological sequence is (1) build the development, 
(2) fund the infrastructure that is needed by the occupiers of the development or as a direct result of the 
development. Note; the need for the infrastructure comes after the development has occurred.   In the case of the 
proposed railway bridge and re-alignment of the A29 to eliminate the Woodgate level crossing, Arun District Council 
have turned the intention of the CIL on its head by identifying a piece of infrastructure that they would like funded - 
then they have identified how many houses they would need to authorise in order to be able to require the developer 
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to fund the infrastructure.   This means that ADC are breaching the principle that the CIL should be used to fund 
infrastructure that is needed as a result of development. The ADC application of the scheme is using the CIL to fund 
infrastructure that the Council believes has been needed for many years before the funding development was 
authorised.   The intention of the scheme is further reinforced in paragraph 5;   5. Under the system of planning 
obligations only 6 per cent of all planning permissions brought any contribution to the cost of supporting 
infrastructure when even small developments can create a need for new services. The levy creates a fairer system, 
with all but the smallest building projects making a contribution towards additional infrastructure that is needed as a 
result of their development.         And is further reinforced in paragraph 7;   7. Almost all development has some 
impact on the need for infrastructure, services and amenities - or benefits from it - so it is only fair that such 
development pays a share of the cost. It is also right that those who benefit financially when planning permission is 
given should share some of that gain with the community which granted it to help fund the infrastructure that is 
needed to make development acceptable and sustainable.   And again in para 8;   and that the money raised from 
developer contributions should be spent in a way that developers will feel worthwhile; namely, on infrastructure to 
support development   and most emphatically in para 10;   The levy is intended to focus on the provision of new 
infrastructure and should not be used to remedy pre-existing deficiencies in infrastructure provision   Regrettably, 
para 10 also includes some weasel words that the weasels in ADC have, no doubt, jumped upon, viz   The levy is 
intended to focus on the provision of new infrastructure and should not be used to remedy pre-existing deficiencies in 
infrastructure provision unless those deficiencies will be made more severe by new development. The levy can be 
used to increase the capacity of existing infrastructure or to repair failing existing infrastructure, if that is necessary to 
support development.   If ADC argued that the proposed 2000 new houses in Eastergate would add significantly to the 
traffic loading of the Woodgate crossing (as the new occupants went to work of to shop or to access services and 
facilities only available in Bognor Regis - then the houses would have been built in the wrong place, contravening 
almost all the fundamental principles of Sustainable Development.   Fortunately, para 10 also goes on to say;   Using 
new powers introduced in the Localism Bill, the Government will require charging authorities to allocate a meaningful 
proportion of levy revenues raised in each neighbourhood back to that neighbourhood. This will ensure that where a 
neighbourhood bears the brunt of a new development, it receives sufficient money to help it manage those impacts. It 
complements the introduction of other powerful new incentives for local authorities that will ensure that local areas 
benefit from development they welcome. Local authorities will need to work closely with neighbourhoods to decide 
what infrastructure they require, and balance neighbourhood funding with wider infrastructure funding that supports 
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growth. They will retain the ability to use the levy income to address the cumulative impact on infrastructure that may 
occur further away from the development.   This appears to make it clear that ADC could NOT use the whole of the 
levy generated from the 2000 new homes in Eastergate to fund an infrastructure project for the benefit of businesses 
in Bognor. The Eastergate / Barnham / Westergate locality would be entitled to a "meaningful proportion of the levy 
revenues raised".   If the 2000 new homes were built in or around Bognor Regis (the beneficiary of the project), the 
whole of the levy could be spent on the level crossing project.   

807 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Following the recent Government announcement section 106 requirements are to be relaxed for the next 3years. This 
will have to be taken into consideration when looking at funding for new infrastructure. 

638 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

The addition of 490 houses planned for Angmering without the associated firm commitment to improvements in 
facilities and infrastruture to support such a large scale development is not sustainable. Currently the plan only 
addresses improvements to the A259 without any specific reference to the needs for other infrastructure and facilities 
improvement provisions. 

774 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Residents in the 'Plan' area need to know what infrastructure is proposed to support a development of this scale and 
concentration. Where will the funding come from to meet the circa £90m cost and what legal enforcements are 
available to ADC to ensure developers fulfill their commitments to support cost? Are developers assessed as to their 
finacial viability to fulfill these commitments.As we know that the A.B.I. has now refused to renew the Statement of 
Principles for flooding, who will help residents if their homes are flooded again,if it occurs after 1st. July 2013?New 
large developements on heavily populated flood plains increase the risk of flooding therefore consultation with 
Southern Water and the Enviroment Agency is essential and adequate drainage systems(not the cheapest option) 
have to be the starting point 

533 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

24.0.2. I find it incredible that in a document of this importance to existing residents of the district there is a mere 
three pages devoted to infrastructure. To just state that 'an IDP will be prepared' is not giving the full picture to allow 
sensible comment on what appears to be a plan to create a small town to the south and west of three existing and 
distinct settlements.   Throughout my comments to this section I refer to the only document that I can find available 
to inform of the thinking done thus far on infrastructure needs and delivery: the Arun Infrastructure & Funding Study 
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from 2009. The information given on p40-41 of this document regarding provision of education in the Six Villages area 
is still broadly current. The study identifies an obvious increase in both primary and secondary places as a result of a 
new development, but fails to deliver on an increase in secondary school places due to insufficient or no capacity in 
either of the area's two high schools. The study also states that the "remaining demand could be met through the 
expansion of Felpham Community College, despite its distance from the growth location" and figures in the study 
suggest this to be in excess of 200 places.   I find it unacceptable and unsustainable that children will be educated 
outside their local area, forcing yet more families to take to their cars to deliver their children to school safely. It is 
also at odds with the statement in the Arun Draft Local Plan on p17 paragraph 3.8 "Those who live and work here will 
have better access to shops, jobs, services, health, education , community and leisure facilities, thereby reducing the 
need to travel and reliance on the private car ." It also contradicts the statement on p29 paragraph 4.49 stating that 
"planning policies can do much to minimise additional car traffic, both by reducing people's need to travel and by 
promoting alternatives to car use..." 

633 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Clearly the building of 2000 or more houses will put huge pressure on local infrastructure. There must be serious 
doubt as to whether the funding required to build the extra doctors' surgeries and schools that will be needed, and 
the upgrading of roads and sewerage systems, will be forthcoming from the developers. If the developers fail to 
deliver, where will the money for these essential facilities come from? The original Option 1, which would have 
allowed housing on a smaller scale would have been sustainable. 

1048 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Policy SP25 – Quality of the Environment Page 305 Southern Water supports Policy SP25 and its intention to ensure 
that existing industrial and commercial uses are taken into consideration when assessing proposals for development 
that is sensitive to odour. Southern Water endeavours to operate its wastewater treatment works in accordance with 
best practice. However, unpleasant odours inevitably arise from time to time as a result of the treatment processes 
that occur. For this reason, sensitive development such as housing must be adequately separated from wastewater 
treatment works and major pumping stations, to safeguard the amenity of occupants. 

1049 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Policy SP26 – Infrastructure Provision and Implementation Page 323 Southern Water is the statutory sewerage 
undertaker in Arun District. The company also supplies water to parts of the District. New and improved water and 
wastewater infrastructure would be required to serve the development proposed in Arun's draft Local Plan. 
Tightening of environmental standards set by the Environment Agency is also a potential driver for new infrastructure. 
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Policy SP26 states that the District Council will work to bring forward infrastructure required as a result of the Local 
Plan. We do not consider that this statement is sufficiently strong to support provision of strategic water and 
wastewater infrastructure. Delivery of the required infrastructure is dependent on a supportive planning policy 
framework at all levels – regional, county and local. The lack of strong planning policies could have a detrimental 
impact on delivery of infrastructure required to support new development. We therefore propose the following 
additional text to the first paragraph of Policy SP26 (new text underlined): The District Council will work to bring 
forward infrastructure required as a result of the Local Plan. Proposals by service providers for the delivery of utility 
infrastructure to meet the needs generated by new development and by existing communities will be encouraged 
and/or permitted, subject to other relevant policies. Southern Water supports the second paragraph of Policy SP26 
which will help to ensure that new development is co-ordinated with provision of the infrastructure required to serve 
it. 

714 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan should come first! Paragraph 158 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
says: "Each local planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant 
evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the area. Local planning 
authorities should ensure that their assessment of and strategies for housing, employment and other uses are 
integrated, and that they take full account of relevant market and economic signals." How can we comment on 
something that is not included in the Draft Local Plan 

884 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

It needs to be understood by the Council that economic growth in the UK and especially in locations like Arun is 
difficult to deliver, if the CIL levels are set at too high a level then this will see all employment sites become unviable 
and undeliverable, which should not the intention. In respect of employment allocations in order to help them come 
forward, the CIL contributions should not be applied at all, or if applied should be at a lower level than that for 
housing. 

910 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Ford Parish Council supports the principles behind this key policy. 
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1195 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Infrastructure issues from the Parish's own community consultation are summarised as - to correct current 
inadequacies - to address potential excess burden upon current weaknesses as a consequence of new housing 
development. Detailed comments on Infrastructure can be found in attached document. 

1210 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Chapter 24 Infrastructure Provision & Implementation 24.0.2 Should state that the IDP should be informed by NDP's 
examination of local infrastructure needs to support future development 4.0.6 As with 15.0.19 above, this needs to be 
clearer about the use of CIL and S106 and specifically, should give an indication of what a meaningful proportion of CIL 
charge (or pooled S106 contributions) will be allocated to NDP's where development is proposed 

1183 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Infrastructure Provision and Implementation CPRE would wish to see infrastructure costs wholly met by developer 
contributions in order to avoid the costs falling on local council-tax payers at a time of financial stringency. An 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan is essential to ensure that developers' plans are effectively costed and timetabled, and 
that realistic assessments are made of developer contributions to avoid subsequent delays and defaults which would 
place affected areas under further environmental stress. 

1109 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Infrastructure Provision & Implementation It is noted that an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) will be prepared to 
identify future infrastructure needs within the District. This should include improvements required to enable the 
provision of County Council services to meet the needs of new strategic development. A Strategic Infrastructure 
Package will be developed to set out improvements associated with a preferred development scenario. The Joint Area 
Committees have been working to identify local priorities to inform the selection of highway schemes. Any work to 
identify future infrastructure needs should also be informed by these Infrastructure Plan Priorities. The proposals are 
generally urban growth with perhaps the exception of Barnham / Eastergate / Westergate, which would be within 
operational reach of Bognor Fire Station currently manned 24 hrs. The Fire and Rescue Service is currently undergoing 
a fundamental service review and any impact would have to be assessed against known changes or proposals such as 
urban growth. Further operational infrastructure changes for which WSCC may seek developer funding may be 
required as a consequence. 

1472 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

SP26 Question deliverability of this policy. See attached Navigus Planning Report from Barnham, Eastergate, 
Walberton and Aldingbourne Parish Councils. 
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1186 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

POLICY SP 26 INFRASTRUCTURE PROVISION AND IMPLEMENTATION We note that the council will seek to bring 
forward infrastructure required as a result of the local plan and that the Council may seek fair and reasonable 
contributions to be made by landowners or developers towards the cost of infrastructure, service or amenity 
provision, to meet the needs of occupiers or users of the development. However, to understand fully the deliverability 
and need for new infrastructure, we will need to review the forthcoming Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). This plan 
should be specific in terms of how new infrastructure will be delivered and funded, and how this supports the 
strategic development planned for the district. The preparation of the IDP is an important part of understanding 
whether the plan can be delivered. 

1556 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 33. Paragraph 24.0.2 '” should state that the IDP should be informed by NDP's examination of local 
infrastructure needs to support future development 

1557 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

COMMENTS FROM THE ARUNDEL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN COMMITTEE OF THE ARUNDEL TOWN COUNCIL ON THE 
ARUN DRAFT 34. Paragraph 24.0.6 '” as with 15.0.19 above, this needs to be clearer about the use of CIL and Si 06 and 
specifically, should give an indication of what a meaningful proportion of CIL charge (or pooled S106 contributions) 
will be allocated to NDPs where development is proposed 

1628 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Many local people are deeply concerned about the collapsing state of the infrastructure and gridlocked roads 
expected to carry the enormous pressure of thousands of new build homes. It is felt by most people aware ofthe 
problem that no more building should be permitted until these underlying problems are addressed. Southern Water 
pleads a 'technical error occurred' so that 40, 0000 litres ofraw sewage were pumped into the sea, to which their 
response was 'oh, sorry'! Is this the same for Littlehampton leakage of sewage? (Not to mention Seaton Park sewage 
problems years ago on a new-build site) Arun say they can do nothing; it is Southern Water's responsibility and 
County's responsibility for roads. But in fact it will be every householder's responsibility if it all cracks up due to huge 
new-build housing projects and no solving of these dire underlying problems. People feel they should be protected by 
the District Council refusing planning permissions until this is sorted out. 
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1648 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

CPRE would wish to see infrastructure costs met by developer contributions to avoid costs falling on local tax payers 
at a time of financial stringency. A Infrastructure Delivery Plan is essential to ensuring that plans are effectively 
coasted and timetabled and that realistic assessments are made of developer contributions to avoid subsequent 
delays and defaults which place existing areas under further pressure. 

1617 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

there is no reference to the level of infrastructure in the District as related to the increase in housing and population. 
In particular, this relates to roads, schools, doctors, dentists, hospitals, police, fire cover etc. It was the unanimous 
view of the meeting that these are all in difficulty at present in meeting the needs of the present population. 
Therefore it was felt that there should be a clear Commitment in the Plan that there must be specific plans to ensure 
that all infrastructure (whether the responsibility of the District Council or not) must be fully adequate and fit for 
purpose before any new housebuilding is permitted. 

1506 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

SP26 SUPPORTS 

1665 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

2. There is no indication in the ALP regarding the availability of any detailed infrastructure funding which is seen as 
VITAL to the plan. The lack of any financial planning, apart from potential contributions from developers, is woefully 
inadequate. If this is the only source of funding identified there surely must be major shortfalls resulting in incomplete 
infrastructure projects. There is also a financial void in the plan relating to the provision of new schools, health 
facilities etc, which are already oversubscribed in the villages. Again where is the funding coming from and how much 
is required? Unless there is a GUARANTEED source of funding, in real money terms, for all infrastructure projects, the 
plan is doomed. Arun D.C. planners appear not to have applied any rigorous and extensive numerical analysis relating 
to job creation and infrastructure finance in coming to their conclusions. Their proposals would suggest that there has 
been a pre-conceived bias, judgement or opinion resulting in unrealistic objectives. Arun D C strategic planners need 
to adopt a step by step process and, by thorough analysis, determine the correct path to take by eliminating the 
barriers to successful implementation. 
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1737 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Description: The Council will seek to ensure that infrastructure services and community facilities made necessary by 
development are available or will be provided at the appropriate time. Potential Effect: Any reduction in community 
facilities in relation to a growing population could lead to increases in crime. Suggested Considerations: The provision 
of services and community facilities must be timed to meet the needs of new communities prior to their completion. 
Facilities also need to be accessible and inclusive allow use by all sectors of the community. Youth facility provision is 
important. Planning Policy Comments: The infrastructure delivery plan, which will accompany the Local Plan, to be 
prepared once the preferred options for growth are agreed, will identify community infrastructure requirements and 
ensure that all infrastructure is accessible and inclusive and that appropriate provision for youth and community 
facilities is provided. 

1754 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Having scanned your plans, my question is ,How is the local infrastucture, ie. roads etc going to cope when it can't 
cope at the moment? The Berstead to North Felpham bypass is not open and already there would appear to be a 
hiccup with this. Did no one notice that there was a railway line there and had been for quite a while? With these new 
plans you are looking at covering even more "soil with concrete" hence increasing the flood risk by diminishing the 
soak aways. Culverting doesn't work as was proven earlier this year. Utilise Brownfield sites and regenerate the 
existing area rather than put everywhere at greater flood risk . 

1761 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Fifthly it is evident that the Plan relies on the developers meeting the cost of the new A29, but independent 
assessments show clearlythat theallowances made by the developers are severelyinadequate in themselves and 
furthermore make no allowance for upgrading of drainage , sewage and infrastructure support in the shape of schools 
etc not to mention a link to the A27. How would these be funded? 

1768 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

The local primary schools are overcrowded, therefore village children have to go by car to outlying areas, further 
increasing the existing road congestion. The Victorian sewerage and drainagesystems already struggle to cope. The 
water supply is barely adequate and this shortage and the risk of flooding increase with each piece of green land being 
covered in development. The present doctors' surgeries are already struggling to cope without any more pressure. I 
trust all these points will be considered before the Local Plan is verified. 
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1770 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

The infrastructure, schools, doctors, public transport, police and fire are already inadequate and creaking under the 
strain and has anyone thought about the flooding impact. The flooding in thje district this year was greatly enhanced 
as a result of the building of hundreds of houses at Bersted and Flansham. This is a ludicrous idea and we are totally 
opposed. 

2068 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

If housing is to increase then significant investment in infrastructure is needed ie roads, railways, water, services and 
general transport, There is also a need to create jobs to stimulate the local economy and to give credence to the ? 
building 

1817 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Those are my main objections. Others will refer to the extra volumes of traffic, the likely flooding, the loss of precious 
agricultural land, the failure to adequately utilise brown-field sites, and so on. 

1837 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Barnham itself is ripe for some careful development, particularly around its centre and the railway station. It could do 
with more shops and better parking facilities, but it needs to be done in a considered incremental fashion with careful 
development of preferably brown-field sites. Please do not go in for 'Spanish style' ribbon development turning all the 
villages of this small area into an urban sprawl. We do not have the need for that or the infrastructure to support it. 

1874 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

24 Infrastructure Continuing the A27 by-pass around Arundel is essential, but this will take years to complete. What is 
going to be done about the condition of local roads, some of which are in a terrible state? 

2192 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

SP26 / DM40 I do not think that enough funding will come from the new 2000 houses (30% affordable) to pay for the 
new Schools, health facilities, public transport, community facilities and new sewage plant (as lidsey is unlikely to 
cope). Due to changes in the weather flooding is likely to be more frequent. Finally I moved here 40yrs ago to live in a 
village. I was brought up in Sussex and always lived here. I do not wish to live in a town this plan will increase the rate 
at which the villages are joined together into an urban area and will lose their individual character 

1967 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

4. SUPPORT SYSTEMS AND INFRASTRUCTURE How can the infrastructure of this area cope with all the extra housing? 
One doctor's surgery, small schools, sewage system already at capacity ? Where in your plan is the money for this? 
Where are the plans in place for this? These surely MUST be in place before building on the scale proposed can go 
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ahead. I object most strongly to these flawed proposals. The Prime Minister David Cameron has spoken of protecting 
village life and Arun District Council seems to be ignoring his words. To justify this pillage of the countryside leaving 
householders with flooding worries, sewage problems, poor medical and education facilities, traffic pollution and 
traffic jams, not to mention the total destruction of village life, based on flawed reasoning, is not what we pay our 
rates for. 

2077 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Doctors and Dentists Doctors surgeries, even with the new health centre, are struggling to cope with the patients they 
have got. Non urgent patients currently can wait anything from one week up to sometimes two to get an 
appointment. There appears to be nothing in the plan for the doctors and surgeries to deal with an increase in 
patients. Just to add to this, the new "flood proof" surgery managed to flood this summer! Equally there is no mention 
of how Dentists will cope. 

2187 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

The proposed Infrastructure Deliver Plan will provide much needed clarity to the production of a Local Plan in 
identifying the scale of infrastructure required, the costs and the deliverability of key aspects of the Plan. An 
Infrastructure and Funding Study was produced by Arun in 2009 to accompany an earlier Plan. Option 3 of that study 
considered the construction of 2,500 Houses in the Barn ham, Eastergate Area. Based on a re-evaluation of those 
costs which included Education, Heath care, Emergency Services, Community Facilities Open Space Transport and 
Utilities these costs now exceed £90,000,000. £20,213,851 Education £3,280,000 Health Care Emergency £2,125,000 
Services Community £1,950,000 facilities £1,400,000 '               ' £1,985,000 Open Space £30,000,000 Transport* 
£30,000,000 Utilities (Lidsey) ** £90,953,851 Total * reflects the current £20 Million costs associated with current 
road option D, up from £14M in the original study, plus an additional 10M to cover the additional road improvements, 
which is likely to be an underestimate). ** Reflects the £30 Million cost of infrastructure costs at Lidsey. An increased 
of £5M on 2009 costs to reflect inflation). In terms of overall cost the proposal is unfeasible. These significant 
infrastructure costs will not be met by developer contributions alone so the scheme would appear is undeliverable 
unless Local Government I Central Government or the Utility Companies provide additional funding, which will fall 
ultimately on local tax payers. At a time of financial stringency public bodies should not be increasing their 
expenditure or exposing their residents to additional direct or indirect taxation. 
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2131 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

24.0.2 Should state that the IDP should be informed by NDP's examination of local infrastructure needs to support 
future development 24.0.6 As with 15.0.19 above, this needs to be clearer about the use of CIL and S106 and 
specifically should give an indication of what a meaningful proportion of CIL charge (or pooled S106 contributions) will 
be allocated to NDP's where development is proposed. 

2232 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

As a resident of Barnham, I am aware that we have already reached a point where our existing infrastructure; that is 
roads, medical, education, sewerage, drainage and water, is unable to meet even the present demands. Studies are 
underway in several of these areas to find possible answers yet the Draft Plan appears to gloss over these matters. 
Rather, the responsibility is passed to the developer to provide funding to upgrade the infrastructure as part of any 
development bid. This just would not work, the imporvements are needed now before any further development. 
Additionally, the likihood of the developer honouring their unertaing is remote; or at the best is is unlikely to be in the 
forefront of their finacial plans. 

2399 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

3. Increased pressure on local amenities The schools in the villages of Aldingbourne, Barnham and Eastergate are 
already at full capacity or oversubscribed. An adult currently has to wait at least a week to get an appointment with 
our own Doctor. An increasing population in our villages will further burden these already struggling services with no 
guarantee of additional facilities to cater for the increased population. The bus routes are ever decreasing (my son 
uses the bus to travel to and from secondary school) and increased housing will only put more vehicles on the roads 
due to poor public transport provision within these semi rural locations. I understand that the process of development 
will mean that housing goes ahead without any guarantee that funding will be forthcoming to provide services to 
cater for the increased demand. In my opinion this is unacceptable. 

2401 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

4. Risk of flooding Being an Aldingbourne resident, on a the boundary between Arun and Chichester County Councils, 
the increased risk of flooding is a genuine concern due to the proposed developments of Tangmere/Oving/Shopwyke 
as well as the Arun plan in question. The environmental impact could be a big problem in an area known to flood 
regularly. With such massive development across these villages, the risk of flooding can only increase. Is there 
sufficient capacity to accommodate the increased discharge into the Aldingbourne I Lidsey Rife? I hope you will give 
my views careful consideration, and I look forward to receiving some answers to the points raised. 
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2414 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Socially the project will adversely impact on village life as the area would no longer be built up of villages but joined 
together to make a town and all the social problems that a town has over a village unless there is provision made for a 
school, doctor's surgery, community participation areas etc. at a cost. Submitted in opposition to all your options on 
the re-routing of the A29 and te new build to support it. 

2415 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

 

2661 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

[Anonymous response - no details attached to letter] Public Utility provisions. The recent drought situation which has 
existed in the South East of England has highlighted the lack of provision of basic services to the population. The 
Electricity supply situation in the Boxgrove area was improved to meet existing requirements of the population, up 
until that time power cuts were very frequent. Our Waste Water disposal limitations have been highlighted recently in 
the heavy rain when flooding was caused, The have also been cases involving raw sewerage being released into our 
rivers and streams causing wildlife deaths as well as a bad smell! .......... Any future housing development will increase 
the requirement for schooling and access to a Doctors surgery. It is known that Aldingbourne, Eastergate and 
Barnham primary schools have all their existing classrooms full, which only leave spaces at Walberton or Slindon 
primary schools. A similar situation probably exists at Westergate and Sir Philip Howard senior schools. There is, I 
understand, outline planning in place for a new Doctors Surgery at Eastergate but this is probably waiting for finance 
to become available to fund its construction. 

2670 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Chapter 24 While I applaud the aim of developers contributing to infrastructure the costs of theproposed A29 by pass, 
the sewerage upgrades required at I idsey and Tangmere, flood proteetionldrainage works, schools, health services 
etc. are unlikely to be met by contributions from 2,000 houses. I suggest this could prove to be a huge drain on the 
publie purse, which the country can ill afford. Moreover, during a House of Lords debate on 17th March 2012 the 
point was made that local government spents half as much per head of urban population (f200) than rural population 
(f400). Building large scale housing development anywhere in the rural part of the district therefore builds up future 
problems for local government, the tax base and the economy. 
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2550 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

3. Infrastructure I don't think anyone in my villa ge would object to cilia housing if it is we11 thought out and in 
keeping with our village. We have seen many developments over the years which have fitted into the village and the 
infrastructure has coped with them. There is no detail in your plans as to how you will improve the infrastructure such 
as schools (ail our primary schools are full up at present); doctors surgeries; waste disposai; sewage; extra traffic flow 
etc. There is also the extra pollution generated by the extra vehicles. 

2460 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

The schools and local amenities are at bursting point. Concrete proof is required to show where extra surgeries and 
schools etc will be built. With the extra houses Lidsey sewage works would need to be upgraded. Costs for that alone 
are estimated at £25,000,000 

2504 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

3] If all these houses are built, where are all the facilities for them going to be built and how is it going to be paid for? 
The last time I went to the doctors for a simple blood test I had to wait 1 ldays for an appointment. All the local 
schools are fully subscribed. Are the children going to be shipped out of the area, leading to yet more congestion? 

2884 Infrastructure 
Provision & 
Implementation 

Comparison of a new settlement and the draft Local Plan 
It is interesting to compare the differences in proposed infrastructure provision for the district  
between any new settlement (by using the former Eco Town proposals as a benchmark) and Arun’s  
draft Local Plan. 
It’s not an easy comparison to make because the draft Local Plan is so vague in many places, and the  
Eco Town process had strict environmental “rules”, but here’s an attempt: 
[See attachment] 
I have excluded the development proposals in Wick and North Littlehampton which, because of the  
delays in Arun’s LDF/Local Plan, have been able to bypass the Local Plan process. More on that later  
in this submission! 
OBJECTION: The council has failed to properly explore how it can maximise planning obligation for  
the district. 

441 Glossary Aging Population http://prorevnews.blogspot.co.uk/2012/02/population-growth-ponzi-scheme.html "Among its 
primary tactics, Ponzi demography exploits the fear of population decline and aging. Without a young and growing 
population, we are forewarned of becoming a nation facing financial ruin and a loss of national power."   
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467 Glossary The reference to the policing responsibility of the GLA reminds us that there is no reference whatsoever to policing 
elsewhere in this plan.  There should at least be reference to the need for proper co-ordination between Arun and the 
police - at the moment it is far from "joined-up".  

1002 Glossary Missing Definition:    The Glossary includes a definition of " Brownfield Land" but NOT for "Greenfield Land" .  This 
needs to be added. 

434 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 
Technical 
Appendix 

It would be good to see support from Arun District Council for community led projects. ADC have helped with the 
Bognor Regis Community Orchard. Can edible trees be planted along the roads? It would be good to get feedback 
from the public/community on the need for allotments. Examples of Community Orchards and Gardens 
http://www.greenerbognor.org.uk/rife-community-orchard.html http://tangmerecommunitygarden.wordpress.com/ 
http://www.petworthcommunitygarden.org.uk/ http://www.communitygardenslondon.ca/     

375 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 
Technical 
Appendix 

The leisure/sporting facilities at Swansea Gardens Bognor Regis should be promoted to visitors and residents. Vital 
signage needed urgently. Arun District Council/Inspire Leisure should liase with local groups and Bognor Regis Town 
Council regarding this tourist attraction and vital green space for local and visiting residents. Possible inclusion in 
Town HeritageTrail. The facilities are near to the Bognor Regis Museum, Bognor Regis Yacht Club and near to the 
Aldwick shops. Links: Tennis For Free UK http://www.tennisforfree.com/ Bowling greens to be given special 
protections under new planning rules http://www.communities.gov.uk/news/communities/1974306 Pitches must be 
preserved for the enjoyment of future generations.   

435 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 
Technical 
Appendix 

http://www.farmgarden.org.uk/farms-gardens/your-region/london Community Empowerment "We are a registered 
charity which supports, represents and promotes community-managed farms, gardens, allotments and other green 
spaces, creating opportunities for local communities to grow. We work with these community groups to help 
empower local people of all ages, backgrounds and abilities to build better communities, often in deprived areas, and 
to make a positive impact on their surrounding environment. Our work contributes to creating better communities 
across the UK in both urban and isolated rural areas." 
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1736 Health, 
Recreation & 
Leisure 
Technical 
Appendix 

Description: Provision of open space and play areas within new housing developments. Residential development will 
be required to provide 2.4 hectares of outdoor playing space per 1,000 population. Planning applications for new 
sports, cultural, leisure and recreational facilities or improvements and extensions to existing facilities will be 
permitted provided they meet identified criteria. Potential Effect: Badly designed and sited play areas can act as 
hotspots for anti-social behaviour and disturbance, provide a location for young people to engage in inappropriate 
activities, such as drugs and alcohol, and be unsafe as an area in which younger children can play. Provision of play 
space must also be appropriate to a range of age groups. Suggested Considerations: All play areas should be designed 
and located to conform to the advice set out in the Secured by Design advice guidance document and should be 
located far enough away from residential properties so as not to cause undue noise nuisance, but allow good natural 
surveillance.. Young people should be consulted to match equipment provision to their wants and needs. Planning 
Polcy Comments: Design guidelines for open space provision is set out within a Technical Appendix which 
accompanies Policy DM20 of the Draft Local Plan. It is proposed that reference is be made to the Secured by Design 
advice guidance document within Policy DM20 of the Draft Local Plan. It will be the responsibility of the appropriate 
department at Arun District Council to consult local groups, once the funding for open space and recreation provision 
is in place. .............. Description: The Council will encourage the development of allotment sites subject to identified 
criteria. Potential Effect: Allotment sites are sometimes targeted with regard to non-domestic burglary and criminal 
damage. Suggested Considerations : Any new allotment sites should be developed with secure boundaries and in 
suitable locations to maximise natural surveillance. Planning Polcy Comments: Design guidelines for open space 
provision, including allotments, is set out within a Technical Appendix which accompanies Policy DM20 of the Draft 
Local Plan. 

 


