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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 

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. 



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), 

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. 

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. 

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-ford-

eco-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 

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 north-

westwards 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. 

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 Park

Over 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. 

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. 

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 

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. 

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 

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. 



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: 

Eco Town Draft Local Plan 

Total planning obligation or 

“contribution” 

£200 million Unclear – perhaps £50-60 

million? 

Pressure on existing 

infrastructure 

Minimal Substantial 

Development of brownfield 

land 

Yes No 

New schools 3 0 

New health centre for 

doctors/dentists 

1 0 

Level crossing bypass 1 1 

Pressure on existing sewage 

network 

None Substantial 

Increased flood risk 

downstream 

None Substantial 

New railway station 1 0 

Contribution towards A27 

Arundel bypass 

Not appropriate for developers 

to make an offer in the context 

of an Eco Town submission - 

but good possibility outside Eco 

Town process 

None 

New third route to/from A27 

for Bognor Regis 

Not appropriate for developers 

to make an offer in the context 

of an Eco Town submission - 

but good possibility outside Eco 

Town process 

None 

Jobs 4,000 higher quality, better-

paid jobs, close to the A27, in a 

cluster based around hi-tech 

environmental industries and 

utilising the Eco Town “brand” 

to attract new businesses. 

7,500 jobs, 4 miles from the 

A27, quality of jobs and catalyst 

for attracting new businesses 

unclear. (Note of caution: land 

allocated for employment in 

this location has failed to 

attract interest from new 

businesses in the last 10 years). 

Affordable Housing 2,000 1,150 



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. 



Conduct of the council 

The council has breached the laws of natural justice in its attempts to avoid open minded 

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.  

This calls into question the soundness of the Local Plan. 

Council-led community campaign 

The council appears to be unique in that it is the only council in the country to have actually led a 

campaign against one of its own LDF options – the Eco Town (new settlement) proposals (LDF Option 

2). 

On 3rd April 2008, the council issued a press release announcing “an emergency meeting of the 

Council’s Cabinet has been called for Monday 14th April to kick-start a community campaign against 

the proposal” and “the Leader of Arun District Council, Cllr Mrs Gillian Brown, signalling the start of a 

council-led community campaign against the proposal said she was appalled that no account had 

been taken of the Council’s consistent and overwhelming objections to an eco-town at Ford.” 

See Appendix 1 - Arun press release - Dismay at Eco Town announcement 

It is clear from this statement that not only had the council already decided against an Eco Town at 

Ford but that its intention was to start a campaign against those proposals. 

At the special cabinet meeting those cabinet members present voted unanimously in favour of the 

recommendation: “the council, together with local organisations, mount a campaign against the 

principle of Eco-Towns in the District”.  

The existence of the “council-led community campaign” throughout the early LDF/Local Plan process 

calls into question the soundness of the LDF/Local Plan for the following reasons: 

OBJECTION: Given that the cabinet voted to “mount a campaign against the principle of Eco-Towns 

in the District” those cabinet members, in effect, predetermined their position with regard to 

consideration of LDF option 2. 

OBJECTION: By leading a campaign against one of its own LDF options the council favoured residents 

in one section of the community at the expense of residents in other locations like Angmering, 

Eastergate/Westergate/Barnham, Wick and North Littlehampton. 

OBJECTION: An Eco Town is one type of new settlement which sets a very high bar for 

environmental considerations. The council has used the findings of its Eco Town Select Committee as 

a means of avoiding consideration of any other types of new settlement. 

Breach of the laws of natural justice 

The laws of natural justice have underpinned the English legal system since Roman times. They 

protect against arbitrary exercise of power by ensuring fair play. 

The principles of natural justice form two basic legal safeguards that govern all decisions by judges 

or government officials when they take quasi-judicial or judicial decisions. One is nemo judex in 



parte sua (no person may judge their own case) and the other is audi alteram partem (the right to be 

heard). 

(1) Audi alteram partem (Latin for, hear the other side): no accused, or a person directly 

affected by a decision, shall be condemned unless given full chance to prepare and submit 

his or her case and rebuttal to the opposing party's arguments. 

(2) Nemo judex in causa sua (Latin for, no man a judge in his own case): no decision is valid if it 

was influenced by any financial consideration or other interest or bias of the decision maker. 

These principles apply to decisions of all governmental agencies and tribunals, and judgments of all 

courts, which may be declared to be of having no effect (ultra vires) if found in contravention of 

natural justice. 

OBJECTION: A council cannot campaign against something (the “council-led community campaign” 

against the principle of an Eco Town) and at the same time consider it with an open mind (the Eco 

Town Select Committee) – Nemo judex in causa sua. Bias of the decision maker! The council has 

breached the laws of natural justice. 

Res ipsa loquitor! 

OBJECTION: The findings of the Eco Town Select Committee are unsound. 

Withholding a material consideration from the government 

When the findings of the Eco Town Select Committee were submitted to the government the council 

did not make the government aware that it was also leading a campaign against the principle of an 

Eco Town in the district. 

OBJECTION: The council deliberately withheld a material consideration from the government. 

Comments by the Cabinet Member for Planning 

When Arun District Council announced its Core Strategy Issues and Options public consultation in 

the autumn of 2005 it organised a series of public exhibitions – 5 days each in Littlehampton, Bognor 

and Arundel. The Five Villages area was excluded (so was Angmering) even though it has a combined 

population far higher than Arundel and it was also an area under consideration for large-scale 

development, whereas Arundel was not.  

Despite protests from the public and District Councillors Arun refused to hold an exhibition in the 

Five Villages.  

Residents in Aldingbourne were already aware of, and sensitive to, development proposals made at 

the time of the Structure Plan and were concerned at the Council’s refusal to provide an LDF 

exhibition in the Five Villages. They requested a public meeting.  

At the public meeting residents were briefed on the newly introduced LDF procedure, the nature of 

the first public consultation and were each given a copy of the consultation questionnaire. These 

were completed by residents in the privacy of their own homes. They formed a large part of the 

consultation response. 



There would have been no need for a public meeting if the Council had carried out its consultation 

properly and included an exhibition in the Five Villages.  

Then, on 24th September 2008, Councillor Bower, Cabinet Member for Planning and one of the 

leaders of the “council-led community campaign” against the principle of an Eco Town stated on the 

BBC’s Inside Out programme that;  

Cllr. Bower – “50% of the responses came from one parish namely Aldingbourne and of those 

responses something like 91% of those who responded from Aldingbourne all said that Ford should 

be in the top three of their choices. It made us sit up and think – has this been an organised 

response? Was this something that there was an organisation behind perhaps?”  

and 

BBC – “If the Eco-Town doesn’t get the go ahead then the pressure to build will return here, to 

Aldingbourne.”  

Cllr. Bower – “It is my understanding that there is a developer looking at this particular field here but 

there are other development sites around Aldingbourne and the Westergate area.”  

BBC – “How likely is it that this would be developed?”  

Cllr. Bower – “Well, I think there is a strong likelihood that it will be developed at some point in the 

future.”  

See Appendix 2 - Transcript of BBC Inside Out programme 24.09.08. A video is available, if required. 

Given that the LDF/Local Plan evidence base was in its very early stages what exactly did Councillor 

Bower mean when he said: “there is a strong likelihood that it will be developed at some point in the 

future”? 

OBJECTION: Councillor Bower had already decided that development at Aldingbourne was “a strong 

likelihood” before the LDF/Local Plan evidence base was anywhere near complete. 

The context of the BBC’s programme was one of community against community. Councillor Bower 

chose to introduce the LDF consultation response into the programme for his own reasons.  

In doing so, he questioned (on national television) the motives of an entire community whose only 

“crime” was to be aware of the issues facing the district and to care enough to actively participate in 

both the Structure Plan and LDF public consultations.  

It is unclear whether Councillor Bower was speaking in his capacity as Cabinet Member for Planning 

or as one of the leaders of the council’s “council-led community campaign”. Perhaps he felt that the 

Aldingbourne public meeting and consultation response was in conflict with the aims of the council’s 

own “council-led community campaign”?  

Councillor Bower’s comments were insulting to the community in Aldingbourne and to all other 

communities that play an active part in public consultations.  

OBJECTION: Councillor Bower deliberately steered the debate away from one of new settlement 

versus urban/village extensions into one of community against community in order to undermine 

the results of the council’s consultation – a result that was in conflict with the aims of the council’s 

own “council-led community campaign”. 



OBJECTION: Councillor Bower’s comments were a deliberate attempt to turn the wider community 

against the people of Aldingbourne.  

OBJECTION: Councillor Bower sought to create a climate in which local residents would be afraid to 

speak freely in favour of a new settlement for fear of public censure.  

Councillor Bower subsequently provided a full written apology for his comments to both 

Aldingbourne Parish Council and Cllr. Mrs Briggs.  

See Appendix 3 - Cllr. Bower statement to Aldingbourne Parish Council 16.11.08 

See Appendix 4 - Cllr Bower apology to Cllr Mrs Briggs 16.11.08 

Cllr. Bower also resigned as Chairman of the LDF sub-committee because his impartiality was 

compromised – this was reported in the Bognor Observer on December 18th 2008. A spokeswoman 

for Arun District Council stated: “The Local development framework is a complicated process and the 

council must remain impartial at all times. Cllr. Bower’s decision to stand down is appropriate given 

the circumstances.” 

The article can be seen in Appendix 5 - Cllr Bower resigns - Bognor Observer 18.12.08. 

OBJECTION: Councillor Bower was swiftly reinstated as Chairman of the LDF sub-committee, as if 

nothing had happened, and continues in office as Cabinet Member for Planning – as a result the 

impartiality of the Council remains in question and his attack on the people of Aldingbourne remains 

a material consideration. 

Bias in the dissemination of information 

In an e-mail on 22nd August 2008, from Derek Waller of the Campaign Against Ford Eco Town (CAFE) 

to Ian Sumnall, Chief Executive of Arun District Council, Mr Waller states: “Dear Ian, Many thanks 

for, once again, hosting the CAFE meeting this morning”. The e-mail went on to thank Mr Sumnall for 

the blind copied e-mails from one of his officers! 

The e-mail can be seen in Appendix 6 - Derek Waller reference to blind copies. 

This constitutes clear evidence that Arun District Council’s planning officers were blind copying e-

mails/information to an action group opposed to LDF option 2.  

The purpose of blind copying is to avoid others knowing. Such a practice, although not illegal, raises 

concerns about the ethics of the council. 

Arun failed to disclose the information initially and it was only after an intervention by the 

Information Commissioner’s Office that Arun finally supplied the blind copied information. Following 

the ICO investigation the Information Commissioner found it necessary to remind Arun of its 

obligations and issued a strongly worded warning that “if a pattern of delay were to emerge from 

separate complaints his approach would be likely to be a more formal one“. 

The letter from the ICO can be seen in Appendix 7 - ICO warns Arun re future conduct. 

The LDF/Local Plan must be open-minded, transparent, and fair to all sections of the community. 



OBJECTION: Blind copying of information, by planning officers, to one section of the community 

creates a perception that the council is secretly favouring that section of the community, at the 

expense of other communities like Angmering, Eastergate/Westergate/Barnham, Wick and North 

Littlehampton. 

OBJECTION: It is not responsible behaviour for a local authority Chief Executive to host action group 

meetings (especially when that action group is opposed to one of his own council’s LDF options). Nor 

should Arun’s councillors have permitted this.  

CAFE met in the council chamber/committee room 1 on a regular basis (I suspect that they used the 

council chamber more often than the councillors!). The council has acknowledged that officers 

attended these meetings. 

 See Appendix 8 - CAFE meetings schedule at Arun. 

OBJECTION: This constitutes further evidence of bias on the part of the council in favour of residents 

from Ford, and that the council is therefore acting with an equal and opposite bias against residents 

in Angmering, Eastergate, Aldingbourne and Barnham. 

Flawed public consultations 

Arun District Council’s approach to public consultation was called into question during the 2003 

Local Plan - ultimately leading to a high court judgement against the council and a substantial bill for 

both the taxpayer and Bersted Parish Council. 

There are flaws in the council’s public consultations for this Local Plan too, as follows: 

a) Core Strategy Issues and Options

When Arun District Council announced its Core Strategy Issues and Options public consultation it 

organised a series of public exhibitions – 5 days each in Littlehampton, Bognor and Arundel. The Five 

Villages area was excluded even though it was under consideration for large scale development and 

has a combined population far higher than Arundel.  

OBJECTION: Despite protests from public and District Councillors Arun refused to hold an exhibition 

in the Five Villages. This led to a public meeting in Aldingbourne, a consultation response that was in 

conflict with the aims of the “council-led community campaign”, and the subsequent council-led 

“branding” of the community at Aldingbourne. 

b) Core Strategy Options for Growth – 12
th

 February 2009 to 2
nd

 April 2009

The timing of the mobile exhibitions was set for the convenience of Arun District Council’s officers 

rather than the public. The exhibitions closed at 15.00 hours which meant that only retired or 

unemployed people were able to attend. 

OBJECTION: Large numbers of working people were unable to visit the exhibitions (around 37% of 

the working population leave the district each day to work).  The response to the consultation will 

have been distorted by the absence of working people. 



The LDF Core Strategy Options for Growth consultation document describes LDF Option 2 as "Option 

2: An ‘eco town’ at Ford" and question 7 asks "which option do you consider most appropriate for 

Arun?" and then goes on to list the options including "Option 2: An Eco-town at Ford".  

By contrast, at the Special Cabinet meeting on 14
th

 April 2008 Cabinet voted unanimously in favour 

of the recommendation: “the council, together with local organisations, mount a campaign against 

the principle of Eco-Towns in the District”.  

OBJECTION: Given that the council was actively campaigning against LDF option 2 the consultation 

must be seen as flawed. 

It was common knowledge that Arun District Council was opposed to the Eco-Town proposals. The 

web site of the Villages Action Group recorded this in the following way: “The whole process of 

choosing between the 3 Options is deeply flawed because Arun DC are not acting impartially and 

have made it clear that they are absolutely opposed to the Eco Town at Ford, therefore leaving 

residents with only 2 choices when there should be 3.” 

See Appendix 9 - VAG web site home page. 

OBJECTION: In essence, the council created a situation where consultation respondents already 

believed that Option 2 was opposed by Arun District Council and so they were more likely to choose 

between Options 1 and 3, on the basis that a vote for Option 2 was a wasted vote. This was a badly 

flawed consultation. 

c) Draft Local Plan consultation - 19
th

 July 2012 to 10
th

 September 2012

This public consultation is deliberately timed to coincide with the summer holiday period. 

Parish councils do not meet in August and so there is no official forum for the public to raise/discuss 

their concerns. Obviously many/most people will be on holiday during this period – that’s County 

Councillors, District Councillors, Parish Councillors, local residents, etc. 

There is a huge amount of supporting information for the public to read and digest (I estimate 

somewhere between 2,000 and 3,000 pages?). Can members of the public reasonably be expected 

to absorb and comment on so much information in a consultation period compressed by annual 

holidays? 

OBJECTION: My concern is that the holiday period has been deliberately chosen to restrict the time 

available to members of the public and their democratically elected representatives and thereby to 

suppress public involvement in the consultation. 

This paragraph is from the second version of the Draft Local Plan published 9
th

 July 2012: 

13.1.12 “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.”  

This is a significant paragraph because it is, as far as I can determine, the first time that the council 

has declared a preferred housing target of 565 units per annum. 



This paragraph was not published in the first version of the Draft Local Plan (as published 6
th

 June 

2012). 

There is no mention of this paragraph in the minutes of Full Council of 20
th

 June, where the 

amendments to the first draft were agreed. At this meeting Councillor Haymes confirmed to 

members and public that it was just the housing numbers in the table that had changed and that the 

text remained the same. (Source: Full Council minutes 20
th

 June 2012). 

On the assumption that Councillor Haymes was telling the truth then where did the above paragraph 

come from? It appears that this paragraph has been inserted after the Full Council of 20th June. 

OBJECTION: My concern is that this clearly expressed preference, and therefore the consultation 

document itself, has not been approved by Full Council – making this consultation unsound. In 

essence, the councillors have lost control of the Local Plan. 

In the Bognor Observer of 19
th

 July 2012 Councillor Bower, Cabinet Member for planning states; 

“It will be gone by 2028.” and “The bottom line is that, as far as this council is concerned, the 

Woodgate crossing has to be bridged. How it’s to be bridged I’m happy and I believe the council is 

happy, to leave the decision to the residents of that area which is most likely to be effected by it. But 

the Woodgate crossing must go.” 

See Appendix 15 - Notorious crossing will be replaced, vows chief 

There are many things that could and should have been considered before the council reached its 

“bottom line”. 

Is there any point in traffic modeling when the council has already predetermined its “bottom line”? 

Is there any point in members of the public participating in a public consultation when the council 

has already predetermined its “bottom line”?  

OBJECTION: I believe that the Cabinet Member’s intention was to dissuade the public from 

participating in the public consultation by making it clear that any representations would not make 

any difference. 

OBJECTION: Given that the council has already predetermined its “bottom line” before the response 

to the draft Local Plan consultation has even been considered, the consultation must be considered 

flawed. 

OBJECTION: The Cabinet member is, once again, deliberately trying to set different sides of the 

community against each other. 

Eco Town Select Committee membership 

The Eco Town Select Committee findings are highly relevant because the council seeks to use them 

as justification against a new settlement on brownfield land at Ford and instead as justification for 

the development of large swathes of greenfield land across the district. 



 According to the minutes of the Council Meeting of 7
th

 May 2008, Cabinet Members who had 

already voted to "mount a campaign against the principle of Eco Towns in the District" took part in 

the appointment of Arun’s Eco Town Select Committee members.  

OBJECTION: The membership of the Eco Town Select Committee was directly influenced by cabinet 

members who had already voted to oppose the principle of an Eco Town – calling into question the 

impartiality of the Select Committee. 

Councillor Dr Walsh made a number of statements at Arun District Council, and at West Sussex 

County Council in the meeting of 18
th

 April 2008 which were perceived by the public to imply his 

opposition to the Eco Town proposals, for instance; 

“this is less of eco-Ford and more of eco-fraud” (West Sussex Gazette 23
rd

 April 2008, Bognor 

Observer 24
th

 April 2008). 

and the blatant scaremongering of: “There is disbelief that this can be funded from 5,000 houses and 

perhaps it may be a kite flying proposal for 15,000 to 20,000” Bognor Observer 24
th

 April 2008. 

See Appendix 10 - Cllr Dr Walsh - Bognor Observer 24.04.08. A video and full transcript are available, 

if required. 

OBJECTION: Councillor Dr Walsh then went on to play a prominent part in the Eco Town Select 

Committee, as Vice Chairman, after he had, in effect, already made his opposition to the Eco Town 

proposals clear.  

Delays to the LDF/Local Plan and consequences 

I am concerned that the LDF/Local Plan may have been deliberately delayed. 

Delays in the LDF/Local Plan have enabled proposed developments in Courtwick Lane for 600 houses 

(LU/355/10/) and North Littlehampton for 1,260 houses (LU/47/11/) to bypass the Local Plan 

process. The draft Local Plan now counts these as existing permissions (even though one of them has 

not yet been approved). 

 As a result, residents in Littlehampton have, in essence, been excluded from the Local Plan process. 

OBJECTION: I am concerned that some, or all, Conservative members of the council  may have felt 

“encouraged” to delay the council’s LDF/Local Plan for party political reasons, by a letter from 

Caroline Spelman MP (then Shadow Secretary of State for Communities & Local Government) , and 

that as a consequence, developments in Courtwick Lane for 600 houses (LU/355/10/) and North 

Littlehampton for 1,260 houses (LU/47/11/) have, in essence, bypassed the Local Plan process, 

thereby excluding residents in Littlehampton from the Local Plan process. 

See Appendix 11 - Caroline Spelman letter - August 2009. 

In February 2009, Arun District Council took a full page in the brochure promoting the Greencore 

development proposals for North Littlehampton (which later became planning application 

(LU/47/11/).  

See Appendix 13 - Arun statement in Greencore brochure 



This created a clear perception with the general public that the Greencore proposals were already 

part of the council’s wider masterplan. Councillor Norman Dingemans, the Cabinet Member for 

Regeneration stated in the brochure: “These exciting developments all fit into an overall masterplan 

that ensures nothing happens in isolation.” 

OBJECTION: There is no reason for a local authority to talk about its regeneration proposals in a 

developer’s brochure (especially whilst it is considering those same proposals through its LDF) other 

than to give endorsement by association. The Council was clearly endorsing the Greencore 

proposals. I am also concerned that the council’s advertisement was funded by the developers. 

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 1
st

 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. 

On 2
nd

 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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Dismay at Eco-Town Announcement for Ford 

Dismay has greeted the announcement  today (Thursday) 
that Ford is among the fifteen locations being considered 
by government for an eco-town of 5,000 new homes. 

The Leader of Arun District Council, Cllr Mrs Gillian 
Brown, signalling the start of a Council-led community 
campaign against the proposal, said she was appalled 
that no account had been taken of the Council ’s 
consistent and overwhelming objections to an eco-town 
at Ford. 

"Our arguments against this are sound. A development 
like this cannot possibly achieve the principles of 
sustainability, delivering local employment, developing on 
brown field land and adequate provision of affordable 
housing.  Nor does Ford have the necessary 
infrastructure to support an eco-town - we believe that is 
a simple and irrefutable argument." 

The Secretary of State for Housing and Planning, 
Caroline Flint, has said proposals for eco-towns will be 
subject to a planning application and full local 
consultation with each application to be decided on its 
merits.  The local planning authority, she says, will need 
to take into account all the impacts of the proposals.   

 But Arun’s Cabinet Member for Planning, Councillor 
Ricky Bower. said: "I  feel absolutely no sense of 
reassurance that we will be listened to as a planning 
authority. The Minister has completely ignored our grave 
concerns that such a development would be diametrically  
opposed to locally agreed planning policies. Those 
policies have been developed in partnership with local 
communities, taking into consideration local needs. The 
Minister ’s announcement says, in effect, that local 
policies meeting local needs mean nothing to central 
government."  

An emergency meeting of the Council’s Cabinet has 
been called for Monday 14th April to kick-start a 
community campaign against the proposal. Members of 
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Parliament, Town and Parish Councils and other partners 
will be invited to attend the meeting which will be held in 
the Council Chamber at the Arun Civic Centre in 
Littlehampton starting at 6 p.m. The meeting will be open 
to the press and public. 

Councillor Bower said: "Our focus now must be to 
galvanise public opinion, initially during the three month  
consultation period. We must work to influence the 
further evaluation of the short-listed sites. We have to 
ensure that proposals are not allowed to bypass the 
normal planning process and that local people have 
every opportunity to comment." 

Two separate proposals for an eco-town at Ford were 
submitted to the Secretary of State.  They were among 
57 bids received by central government last October 
following an invitation for expressions of interest. Today’s 
announcement short-listed fifteen potential locations 
which will now be subject to more detailed Sustainability 
Appraisal work, including further evaluation of the 
locations. The government’s objective is to get up to 10 
eco-town schemes underway with the potential to deliver 
up to 100,000 homes. 

...ENDS...69/08 

Print this page? 

This page was last updated on 07/04/08 at 08:44:44 
Office Use Only: 4464/30-04-08/Mike Knight
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Transcript 

Introduction 

BBC - On the Programme tonight – a village at war with its neighbours. These villagers have 

been accused of taking NIMBYism to a whole new level. 

Tony Dixon - We have no beneficial interest at all. We are doing this because we believe it’s 

the right thing to do. 

BBC - They’re actually suggesting the houses get built in someone else’s back yard instead. 

Member of Public – It’s amazing that they’re still sticking to it because local people here are 

so upset at what they’ve done. 

Main item 

BBC – Now for our next story we’re back on dry land and a battle between two villages over a 

housing development that’s in danger of taking NIMBYism to new heights. 

BBC – Ah, the delights of Aldingbourne in West Sussex. Despite its peaceful appearance it’s a 
village like many others fighting to save its rural character from the threat of new homes. But 

here the locals may have come up with a unique way of deflecting development. 

Now your traditional NIMBY opposes development in their own back yard, but these villagers 

have been accused of taking NIMBYism to a whole new level by actually suggesting the 
houses get built in somebody else’s back yard instead. 

And the place they want them built is the village down the road. The Aldingbourne villagers 

are supporting plans for a new town just 5 miles away. 

It would see 5,000 homes being built on greenfield and a disused airfield in the neighbouring 

village of Ford. The idea for this new town didn’t come from a developer or a landowner but 
from three men with close links to Aldingbourne. 

John Penfold is Chairman of the Aldingbourne Parish Council. Tony Dixon used to be 
Aldingbourne’s District Councillor and Harold Hall used to be its County Councillor. They’ve 

spent years planning the new town even though they won’t make a penny from their work. 

BBC – Am I right in thinking you three have no financial interest in this site? 

Harold Hall – Absolutely right. 

John Penfold – None. 

Tony Dixon – We have no beneficial interest at all – we are doing this because we believe it’s 

the right thing to do for the district. 

Harold Hall – The need is so enormous and the opportunity here is so great we decided we 

should take a holistic approach to these issues, at Ford. 

John Penfold – Here we are on a disused World War 2 airfield – huge concrete runway - 260 
acres of brownfield land which is 30% of the total site area. So it made sense that this is 

where development should be – so we put together a plan. 

BBC – Now these might sound like genuine motives but people living in Ford simply don’t 

believe them. 



Geoff Dixon - CAFE – I think it’s inevitable that people are surprised that people who are not 
immediately connected with the area should propose something so vehemently and put so 

much of their own time into it particularly when the rest, most of the rest of the population 
so much disagree with them. 

Victoria Newman - CAFE – All of the housing is going on green fields so Ford Enterprise Hub 
are not promoting development on brownfield they are promoting housing development on 

greenfield which would never be designated for housing under any other circumstances. 

BBC – There certainly seems to be a lot of opposition to the new town. 

Member of Public - I find it disgusting that these developers can come in and take our village 

it should stop now. Tell them to go home. 

Member of Public - They say they are going to be doing this on a brownfield site but in fact 
80% of the land is in fact farmland.  

Member of Public - I’ve lived in that bungalow there for 30 years, I’ve got that when I look 
out of my kitchen window. I don’t want to look out on houses. I was born in the country. I 

want to die in the country. 

BBC – The idea of a new town at Ford has been rejected by the local council and a 
government inspector - but now its back. The Aldingbourne Three have joined forces with a 

developer and the site has been shortlisted by the government for a possible Eco-Town. 

Ben Fogle – I’m here to march for our green fields which sadly have no voice. 

BBC – TV Presenter and environmental campaigner Ben Fogle was brought up in Ford, and 

he’s come home to lead the protests. 

Ben Fogle – The word eco is simply being used to make us feel guilty for opposing it and the 

government feels guilt free for imposing it. This is not green its whiter than white. This is a 
con. 

BBC – Despite this opposition the developers claim Ford is the most popular choice for new 
housing. They base their claim on public consultations which were supposed to include all 

local parishes but the council which conducted the research thinks it was skewed by the 
response from one particular village. I’m heading back to Aldingbourne to find out more. 

Ricky Bower - 50% of the responses came from one parish namely Aldingbourne and of those 

responses something like 91% of those who responded from Aldingbourne all said that Ford 

should be in the top three of their choices. It made us sit up and think – has this been an 
organised response? Was this something that there was an organisation behind perhaps? 

Harold Hall – Oh, I think the people at Aldingbourne were alerted to the discussion that was 

going on and were encouraged to respond but then I would have expected that from the 

other 20 or so parishes as well. 

BBC – The Aldingbourne Three insist they are only thinking about what’s best for the wider 
community. They say the town will create 2,000 affordable homes and 4,000 jobs – but, of 

course, it won’t be in their back yard. 

Harold Hall – We shall have a new station here, just a few hundred yards back which will be 

within short walking distance of the houses that are located right over here and many more 
people will walk and cycle to work. 



John Penfold – With the enhancement of the bio-diversity the Eco-Town will produce a 

balanced amount of housing and green open space. 

Tony Dixon – Over there we have an MRF currently being built, a Materials Recycling Facility, 
which will take waste in from across the county and that’s a golden opportunity to create 

energy and in terms of Eco-Town waste equals fuel. 

BBC – If the Eco-Town doesn’t get the go ahead then the pressure to build will return here, 

to Aldingbourne. 

Ricky Bower - It is my understanding that there is a developer looking at this particular field 
here but there are other development sites around Aldingbourne and the Westergate area. 

BBC – How likely is it that this would be developed. 

Ricky Bower – Well, I think there is a strong likelihood that it will be developed at some point 
in the future. 

BBC – Back in Ford they’re not going to give up without a fight. The government will make a 
decision on the Eco-Town in the next few months. Whatever the result relations between the 

two villages are now decidedly strained. 

Victoria Newman - CAFE – I think it’s very sad that three individuals from a different village 
haven’t been able to look at the overall community and see what would be the right approach 

for the whole community. 

Member of Public – It’s amazing that they’re still sticking to it because local people here are 

just so upset about what they have done. 

Victoria Newman - CAFE – We wouldn’t attempt to try and put something in Aldingbourne 

because we don’t know the issues that would be involved – why would they do that at Ford? 

BBC – But there is one resident who’s crossed the village divide and is now rallying opposition 
to any house building. 

Mr Burgoyne – I am actually from Aldingbourne and my feeling is that if we let any form of 
large development happen anywhere it will just spread and so that is why I’m here today 

singing this song, because its just as important that we stop it here, as it is for me, because 
ours will be next. 

BBC – Well let’s hope relations between the two villages soon improve – hmmm. 
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STATEMENT BY COUNCILLOR R BOWER 

The BBC 'Inside Out' Programme 

In light of various e-mails received by District Councillor Melissa Briggs and 
which were forwarded to me on 2nd November I apologise unreservedly for 
the distress my statements on the BBC Inside Out programme have caused 
Members of your Council. 

The general tone and context of the programme as transmitted was not in the 
spirit that I understood from the BBC Producer would be the case. I had made 
it clear that I would not condone setting one community versus another. 

I deeply regret having taken part in that programme because of the 
assumptions about my views that have been drawn from the interview as 
broadcasted. I fully understand and respect the legal position relating to the 
Local Development Framework and the need for me to maintain Arun District 
Council's impartiality. I do not consider that the programme as broadcasted 
was representative of the recording taken overall. 

Filming took place for about 45 minutes and I was surprised to find none of 
the context setting elements in my responses to questions were included in 
the broadcast. 

As to the field where I was interviewed. The choice of this location was 
entirely a matter for the BBC. 

Councillor R Bower – 16th November 2008 
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16th November 2008 

Dear Melissa 

I am writing to acknowledge receipt of your email of 2nd November 2008 and to apologise for 
any distress caused by my statement as broadcasted on the BBC programme 'Inside Out' on 
the 24th September 2008 regarding Aldingbourne residents' responses to the LDF 
Questionnaire and the likelihood of future development of the field adjacent to St Mary's 
Church, Aldingbourne. I confirm that the statements as attributed to me in the programme as 
broadcast did and do not represent any decision taken by Arun District Council nor do they 
represent any official view expressed by Arun District Council. I had no intention of causing 
distress to anyone, or to imply that the LDF consultation response was part of an agenda of 
one community against another community.  

I attach a statement about my own views of the broadcast. I have done this separately as I do 
not wish it, in any way, to dilute the apology given above. 

I have discussed this matter with the Leader of Arun District Council and agreed as an action 
to reinforce the sentiments of this apology; I will not preside as Chairman of the next meeting 
of the Local Development Framework Sub-Committee. 

I have sent a copy of this apology to the Clerk of Aldingbourne Parish Council and asked that 
it be presented formally to all Members at the next Aldingbourne Parish Council Meeting. 

Yours sincerely 

Ricky Bower 
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WELCOME to the Villages Action Group Website. 

The Villages Action Group (VAG) originally formed to fight proposals for large-scale 
development of greenfield sites around the village of Westergate in 2003 that were 
being promoted as part of the West Sussex Structure Plan. VAG fought a long and 
hard campaign which resulted in the Structure Plan "Area of Search" being widened to 
"Arun District - West of the River Arun". This was a major achievement for the local 
community. Despite this victory, the threat of large-scale greenfield development is 
back! 

Residents of the Villages of Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham 
MUST fill in the CONSULTATION FORM and send it in to Arun District Council 
BEFORE 2nd April 2009 if you want your views to be considered. 

It may be filled in ON-LINE here or you may fill in a paper version when you have 
obtained one. 

On this last point Arun DC have not made it easy for you to obtain one of the paper 
Consultation Forms. They originally said it would be in the next issue of ARUN TIMES 
but seem to have changed their minds on this. 

Villages Action Group has a supply and we will be putting them in the Elm Tree Stores, 
and in SPR and as many shops as possible. We are attempting to do the job that Arun 
DC has neglected to do. Arun DC could have delivered the paper version of the form 
to every household in place of the Arun Times, (which very few people actually read), 
but that would have been too easy. 

A word of warning :- The Form is very difficult to answer clearly. the way some of the 
questions are phrased can mean that your answer may be mis-interpreted any way 
that Arun DC wishes. Take great care in how you answer each question , or even say 
that the question is unclear or ambiguous before giving an answer. Do not be 
intimidated by the very small boxes provided for your opinions and suggestions on the 
Options etc. Use an extra sheet if necessary. 

In particular Villages Action Group would like you to point out that:- 

1. The Villages of Aldingbourne, Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham are
essentially rural and NOT urban as Arun DC would like them to be
designated.

2. The whole process of choosing between the 3 Options is deeply flawed
because Arun DC are not acting impartially and have made it clear that they 
are absolutely opposed to the Eco Town at Ford, therefore leaving
residents with only 2 choices when there should be 3.

3. Option 3 is very specifically targeted at the Western end of the villages and
NO villages to the East of Barnham are mentioned.

4. All the arguments used in the Select Committee enquiry against the Ford
Eco Town plan can be used equally or even more forcefully to defend the
Westergate, Eastergate, Barnham area from urban development.

5. See the list below for other reasons our villages should be left alone and
not destroyed for some short term gain.

� Employment : - Where would people work? It would be a dormitory
settlement.

� Services : - Will you be able to get your children into local Schools of
your choice, or get appointments with local Doctors ?

� Traffic :- Traffic resulting from this many extra houses would cause
huge congestion locally, which would not be relieved by a By-Pass,
but feed into it and onto the A27 at Crockerhill and Fontwell.

� Police/ : - The above mentioned traffic can only cause even worse
response Ambulance times for the emergency services than the
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present sub-standard ones that we have already. 
� Communities :- It would damage the rural character of the 3 villages.
� Flooding :- Drainage and run off problems would worsen, causing

more widespread flooding.
� Environment :- Countryside would be devastated, wildlife habitats and

attractive landscape destroyed and high grade farmland taken out of
use.

� Sustainability : - Homes should be located close to jobs, leisure
services, public transport. Re-use of brownfield land is more
sustainable. Option 3 would result in massive numbers of car
journeys.

� Housing need :- The villages need small numbers of affordable homes 
for local people. The villages are a long way from areas of greatest
housing need.

Many of the points on this list are taken from ADC�s "Strategic Development 
Locations Matrix", which rejected Westergate as unsustainable for these reasons and 
was approved by the Arun's LDF Committee in August 2007, but is no longer available 
on Arun DC�s Website. 

copyright © Villages Action Group 2004 - 2009 
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Caroline Spelman MP 
SHADOW SECRETARY OF STATE FOR COMMUNITIES & LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Dear Colleague, 

August 2009 

ABOLITION OF REGIONAL PLANNING 

Following the publication of our two recent policy papers on localism and housing 

(Control Shift and Strong Foundations), I have received a number of practical 

questions about the process for abolishing regional planning. As the issues are 

complex – a consequence of Labour’s convoluted legislation – I thought these would 

be best addressed in a letter. 

Abolition of Regional Spatial Strategies 

1) A Conservative Government will abolish the bureaucratic and undemocratic

tier of regional planning. This will include the abolition of the Regional

Spatial Strategies (RSS) and the Regional Planning Bodies, the abolition of

national and regional building targets, as well as the cancellation of the Labour

Government’s plans to move the regional housing and planning powers to

Regional Development Agencies and Regional Leaders’ Boards.

2) We anticipate primary legislation in the first year of a Conservative

Government, as part of a broader Local Government and Housing Bill. Prior to

primary legislation, we will consider whether to use the executive powers of

the Secretary of State to revoke the Regional Spatial Strategies in whole or in

part. We will also publish our draft policy changes and legislation – as part of

a necessary process of consultation required in law. This in itself will have the

status of ‘emerging policy’. Hence, even before primary legislation is passed,

local authorities will have the ability to put the brakes on elements of Regional

Spatial Strategies which they find undesirable (for example, Green Belt

reviews imposed on them by the RSS).

3) Your local authority will be able to review their Local Development

Frameworks to undo unwanted planning policies which the Regional Spatial

Strategies had imposed upon them. In practice, such a review would be a

partial revision – changing elements which are particularly unpopular or

undesirable. The Local Development Framework regime, imposed by the

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, has been so time-consuming

and bureaucratic that I sense that there is little desire from local government

colleagues to go back to square one, and start the whole torturous process from

scratch.

Saying ‘No’ to the Labour Government 
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4) The Government’s whole Regional Spatial Strategy process is currently in

disarray. High Court challenges have successful questioned the deletion of the

Green Belt in the East of England, a series of High Court proceedings are

challenging the South East RSS, and Ministers have delayed the publication of

the final South West RSS to pre-empt similar legal challenges.

5) I recognise that many local authorities are currently in a difficult position, with

Government Offices pressuring councils into moving ahead with their Core

Strategies and associated Development Plan Documents, imposing the

controversial elements demanded by the Regional Spatial Strategies. There is

also an implied threat of cuts to central funding if councils do not fall into line,

and the veiled suggestion of developers submitting planning applications

based on the RSS, prior to any local plan adoption.

6) Such hectoring has a weak basis in fact. It is worth noting that the only

financial penalty that the Government has is through the Housing and

Planning Delivery Grant (HPDG), which is only partly based on targets on

delivering elements in the Local Development Scheme. The sums of money

are relatively small and there is only one final allocation round before the

general election (likely to be in November 2009, based on data collected in

summer/autumn 2009).

7) After that allocation, Labour Ministers have no other tool to bully councils.

Under a Conservative Government, there will not be a third round of HPDG

funding, as we have pledged to replace the grant with a simpler, clearer

incentive scheme to allow councils to benefit from council tax and business

rate revenue growth.

8) We will not pay a penny of compensation to speculative developers as a

consequence to changes in planning policy. This principle is well established:

government planning policy changes frequently. Notwithstanding, we cannot

reverse any individual planning application that has been granted in full

following all due process and a fair hearing.

The General Election 

9) There is, of course, absolutely no guarantee of the election of a Conservative

Government: we still have a lot more to do to win the public’s trust and secure

a firm democratic mandate. But there is an immovable date of a general

election in under a year. As part of councils’ contingency planning, like any

responsible business, you may wish to ask your council officers to prepare

both for the continuation of current government policy (in the event of a

Labour win), and for the radical change of government policy (in the event of

a Conservative win).

10) The general election brings with it regulatory uncertainty. In this context,

especially given the current legal challenges, we would advise councils not to

rush ahead with implementing the controversial elements of Regional Spatial

Strategies, expending time and taxpayers’ money that may be wasted.

Ultimately, councillors should seek to serve the best interests of their residents

while operating within the law, rather than jump to the latest arbitrary

demands from Whitehall or the Regional Government Offices.

Tony Dixon
Highlight
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11) I would encourage councils to say ‘no’ when the Government attempts to

force your council to act at a speed which is not a binding legal necessity.

Given the likelihood of a general election by May 2009 and the prospect of

‘emerging policy’ after that, the planning process will not be sufficiently

delayed in a way that would allow developers to submit speculative bids based

on the current RSS.

12) Your MP and PPC colleagues can be even bolder – explaining to electors how

a Conservative vote will help deliver the change our country needs, scrapping

Labour’s unpopular and disliked regional planning process. In this context, a

slightly delayed Local Development Framework process will make the

democratic choice at the general election more stark and clear for the

electorate: a vote for democratic accountability and sustainable development

from Conservatives on one hand, or unelected, unwanted, unsustainable urban

sprawl from a discredited and bullying Labour regime on the other.

London planning 

13) In contrast to the unelected regional tiers of government across England,

London has a different, clearer constitutional settlement. However, there is

still scope for further devolution down to the Mayor and Assembly and down

to London boroughs. We will be talking to colleagues in the GLA and the

Boroughs on the scope for more decentralisation in London and working

through the practical implications of our pledge to abolish the Government

Office for London.

Promoting sustainable housing 

14) Such an approach should be taken in the context of the broader reforms

outlined in our recent green papers to encourage more sustainable housing.

These include allowing councils to keep the proceeds of council tax and

business rate receipt growth from new development, the creation of new Local

Housing Trusts to promote the construction of local housing for members of

the local community, and freeing up more public sector brownfield land for

redevelopment.

We intend to publish additional detail on planning reform in due course. But I hope 

this letter is helpful to your local campaigning and democratic duties. The 

forthcoming general election will be an exciting opportunity to offer real change and 

ensure that you have the real power they need to serve your communities. 

Yours ever, 

Tony Dixon
Highlight

Tony Dixon
Highlight

Tony Dixon
Highlight
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