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26th June 2008 
 
 
The Director 
Eco-Towns Team 
Housing and Growth Programmes 
Department for Communities and Local Government 
2/H9 Eland House, Bressenden Place 
London, SW1E 5DU 
 
Dear Sir 
 
DCLG Eco-Town Consultation Paper - Ford in West Sus sex  
 
Introduction  
 
1. I am Chairman of the local Communities Against Ford Eco-Town (CAFÉ) 
campaign group, which was formed in mid-April, in response to the Housing  
Minister’s announcement on Ford and its environs as a suitable location for an 
Eco-Town site. CAFÉ represents and speaks for several thousand local people; 
all of whom believe that Ford is quite the wrong place to build an Eco-Town. To 
emphasise their concerns, our local communities have demonstrated, marched 
and attended countless public and local council meetings in numbers that are 
unique in this part of rural West Sussex. We have almost unanimous local 
support; not because people are opposed to development per se, but because of 
the wider and long term implications of the proposal and because the process is 
outwith the Local Development Framework and the extant planning procedures.  
 
2. I would emphasise that we are not opposed to the Eco-Town concept, we are 
not opposed to eco-friendly housing and industrial development, and we are not 
opposed to development on greenfield land. Thus, please do not label us as a 
NIMBY group. Instead we welcome your Department’s consultation paper about 
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Eco-Towns, and we particularly welcome your invitation for comments about the 
Ford location, especially as it provides us with the opportunity to describe the 
reasons why we - and the people we represent - believe that the Ford area in 
West Sussex is an inappropriate location for an Eco-Town. 
 
Planning History - Ford   
 
3. In our view, the two Ford Eco-Town submissions which have been taken 
forward into your consultation paper are misleading; being essentially long-dated 
development proposals which have been given a hurried coat of green paint. 
 
4. The first, from the Ford Airfield Vision Group (FAVG), is an elderly version of a 
proposal by Barton Willmore and Redrow Homes in 2000, aimed at persuading 
the local planning authorities that the building of a new town at Ford would satisfy 
the housing needs of the whole of the southern part of West Sussex. The 
updated brochure is therefore just another attempt to facilitate the development 
of a large area of high grade agricultural land, which is isolated from any 
settlement of significance, and located in a very rural setting. 
 
5. The second, put forward by three Councillors, called the Ford Enterprise Hub 
(FEH), is a blatant, though seemingly altruistic attempt, launched in 2004, to 
divert attention from development to the west of Ford, with the aim of precluding 
the possibility of building on greenfield land around the villages of Aldingbourne 
and Westergate, which lie in one of the areas highlighted in the developing LDF. 
These individuals claim to represent the local community, but they do not and 
have never done so. They have never engaged with the people in the Ford area, 
and have no credibility in the eyes of local residents.   
 
Local Planning Policy 
 
6. The local planning authority, Arun District Council (ADC), has faced pressure 
for development at Ford since the late 1990s and, in relation to a proposal to 
build some 5,700 houses on the site, the Inspector who conducted the Inquiry 
into the draft Arun District Local Plan said in 2002 that: 

 
The proposal would cause severe harm to the rural character of the locality and 
that, together with the serious sustainability drawbacks, this outweighed any 
potential advantages of development.  
 
7. Similarly, the Inspector who conducted the Examination in Public (EiP) into the 
draft West Sussex Structure Plan said in 2003, in relation to the Barton 
Willmore/Redrow Homes proposal for 5,000 or more houses at Ford that: 
 
As a whole the Ford Airfield area did not fall within the definition of PDL, it was 
isolated and lacking in many existing facilities, and it was not particularly well 
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located for travel, other than by car, bearing in mind the lack of major facilities 
nearby. 
 
8. Since 2004 ADC has been involved in the production of its Local Development 
Framework documents in accordance with PPG12 (now PPS12). Unfortunately 
the public consultation phase of the Council’s draft “Core Strategy - Preferred 
Options” document had to be suspended in mid-2007, because of uncertainty 
about housing numbers arising from the EiP into the draft SE Plan. Nevertheless 
ADC’s draft document, which was based on extensive evidence-based research, 
shows that the Ford area is unsuitable for large-scale development. It is located 
in a defined Area of Search, earmarked as a possible location for 1,000 (or even 
3,000) new homes, but such development in the eastern part of the Area of 
Search has been shown to be unsustainable. Thus the selection of the Ford site 
as a prospective Eco-Town would not only subvert the local planning process, 
but would result in a major mixed-use development in what is seen as the least 
sustainable location in the whole of Arun District.     
 
The Ford Site – Land Use 
 
9. The consultation paper states that Eco-Town proposals should make good use 
of brownfield land; a concept which we support. However our analysis suggests 
that brownfield land accounts for only a very small proportion of the Ford site’s 
total area. The airfield’s runways and hangars comprise only some 4% of the 
total, but the hangars have been utilized for warehousing and most of the 
remaining land adjacent to the runways has been farmed for the past 40 years. 
Thus the former airfield has naturally blended back into its rural setting; and land 
that might formerly have been described as the curtilage of the runways and 
other remaining built structures is now indistinguishable from the adjacent  
agricultural land. Based on official PPS3 criteria, there is now only a very small 
amount of brownfield land within the Ford site. 
 
10. That said, keeping up with the changing land-use definitions in relation to the 
Ford site has proved difficult. Originally the consultation paper stated that the site 
comprised 350 hectares, of which 110 acres [44 hectares] was brownfield land; 
thus giving a greenfield/brownfield balance of 87%/13%. However these figures 
have recently been changed on the DCLG website, and the amount of brownfield 
land has now been changed to 108 hectares; thus giving a greenfield/brownfield 
balance of 69%/31%. Despite this, the FEH brochure continues to maintain that 
only 110 acres are brownfield and, whilst until recently Barton Willmore stated 
that the site was wholly brownfield (see their brochure), they have now changed 
their website to indicate that it is 30% brownfield. Additionally, the Wates Homes’ 
website, which stated in early June that the site was wholly greenfield, has now 
been changed to say that it is “part greenfield”. All very confusing. What is clear 
however, is that despite these many changes, at least 300 hectares of the site is 
high-quality, productive agricultural land.   
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11. The proposed green space provision fails to meet Eco-Town standards 
relating to the creation of a separate new settlement. The proposed open spaces 
are not integrated with the housing; being located some considerable distance 
away at the northern, eastern and southern extremities of the site. Also the 
spatial gaps between the new town and the existing villages are wholly 
inadequate, thus causing coalescence and destroying the individual character 
and rural nature of the villages of Ford, Yapton and Clymping; creating one large 
town of more than 5,000 houses (estimated 12,000 people) in the first instance, 
with more to come later. This was highlighted at the Inquiry into the draft Arun 
District Local Plan, and the own Inspector’s Report in May 2002 included the 
comment that: 
 
Development of the site would lead to a loss of the sense of separation between 
settlements in the area, and the severe erosion of the rural settings of Yapton, 
Ford and Arundel. It would encourage the coalescence of settlements in the 
visually important wider Arun valley, and would result in the loss of Grade 1 
agricultural land. 
  
Local Road Infrastructure 
 
12. An essential element of any Eco-Town is that it must be well linked to existing 
towns, but the roads around Ford are already heavily congested and forecast to 
get worse. Both the FAVG and the FEH proposals confirm that their schemes 
have a fundamental dependency on the provision of an off-line A27 bypass at 
Arundel. This is also seen as a significant constraint in the consultation paper. 
However the Highways Agency scheme for an Arundel bypass is not yet 
approved and, even if it could be started in the early part of the post-2016 
timeframe, it is unlikely to be operational before 2020. Also, it may not be 
possible to provide a full off-line route. 
 
13. The implications of the existing congestion on the A27 at Arundel are well 
described in the W Sussex Structure Plan Policy LOC1(b)(3)(iii), which says that: 
 
Prior to the allocation of sites [in the Area of Search in Arun District, west of the 
River Arun], the district planning authorities, with the County Council, should 
ensure that satisfactory progress has been made to improve and upgrade the 
A27 to meet present need and the needs of new development. Development at 
these locations should not be permitted unless the necessary road infrastructure 
is in place, or will be provided parallel with such development.      
 
14.  Therefore whatever advantages may be claimed for the development of an 
Eco-Town at Ford, none can possibly be delivered before a full off-line A27 
Arundel is operational and that cannot possibly be achieved until at least 2020: a 
situation which sits uneasily with government plans to deliver five Eco-Towns by 
2016 and up to ten by 2020. 
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15. A second key element of the proposals was a new strategic link-road 
between the A259, to the south of Ford and the A27 to the north of Ford. This 
road, which was planned to pass through the centre of the new settlement on a 
raised anti-flood ‘bund’, was forecast to take traffic (including HGVs) from Bognor 
Regis and Littlehampton to and from the A27 at Arundel, as well as traffic from 
the homes and businesses in the settlement. However it was not planned to link 
directly with either the current A27, or even the line of any new Arundel bypass. 
Thus all the associated traffic would go right into the heart of Arundel, until such 
time as the town was provided with a full bypass.  
 
16. We were therefore pleased to note the developers’ withdrawal of this badly 
thought-out concept during the course of the recent ADC Ford Eco-Town Select 
Committee Public Inquiry. However there will now be no measures to alleviate 
the impact of the Eco-Town proposal on the extant and worsening road traffic 
congestion in the Ford area. It will simply become even worse as time passes.  
 
Internal Transport Plans 
 
17. The proposals for more sustainable travel and particularly the reduction of 
car-use within the largely self-contained Eco-Town, are of course admirable. 
However, we are not as sanguine as the developers that their aspirations will be 
deliverable in this part of largely rural West Sussex. Greater use of buses and 
trains would be most welcome, as would less use of cars, but we seriously doubt 
the prospects for the acceptance of Dutch-style cycling habits.  
 
18. We note the proposals to “control” car use through “demand management” 
measures, but there is no guarantee that the people who are either moved to or 
choose to purchase houses in the Eco-Town would necessarily accept such 
strictures. Nor indeed does it seem likely that businesses would re-locate to the 
new town when the proposed parking provision is limited to just one car per 
hundred workers; a concept great on vision, but poor on practicality. 
 
19. Additionally, the first 1,000 to 3,000 houses will be built on greenfield land, 
which will be situated furthest from the designated brownfield area and existing 
facilities such as local employment, the railway station and public transport 
routes. Indeed it seems that the phasing of all facilities, the provision of space for 
new businesses, as well as the provision of the new public transport 
arrangements, will all be ‘back-ended’; thus creating a high dependence on 
private car journeys from the inception of the Eco-Town. This will disadvantage 
any lower-income families, as well as being contrary to the concept set out in the 
consultation paper that: “The challenge is to design a place … that can function 
from the start”. Also as was said by the Inspector who conducted the Inquiry into 
the draft Arun District Local Plan said in 2002: 
 
Such a large development in this rural area, which is not readily accessible to 
specialist or higher order facilities, would be likely to generate a large volume of 
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car traffic rather than reduce car dependency. Many occupiers of the site would 
be likely to travel to other towns for employment, as well as for shopping, 
services, entertainment and other facilities. 
 
Housing in Arun District 
 
20. Each of the proposals, as well as the Consultation Paper, stresses the 
provision of just 5,000 houses, but the FAVG sees this as a minimum; ‘being the 
basis for further development in due course’. The FEH group see the 
development as meeting Arun District’s total housing need for the next 20 years. 
Thus the eventual size of the new town is not as constrained as implied; a 
concept emphasised in the Barton Willmore/Redrow proposal of July 2000, which 
envisaged up to 10,000 houses and some 25,000 people in a new extended (and 
merged) settlement of Ford, Yapton and Clymping.  
 
21. In respect of affordable housing, ADC has been criticised for its past poor 
rate of building, albeit for a number of understandable reasons; and the District 
Council is well aware of the need for more affordable housing. Indeed had the 
LDF been able to progress ADC’s proposed sustainable urban extensions to 
Littlehampton and Bognor Regis, where there are consortia in place, it would 
been possible to deliver such housing much earlier than the Eco-Town.  
 
22. CAFÉ agrees that there is a need for more affordable housing, especially to 
meet the needs of those applicants in Bands A and B (only some 200 out of the 
total housing list of 4,000), but ADC’s proposed urban extensions provide a more 
sustainable option than any Eco-Town at Ford and could deliver better results on 
the right locations. In contrast, the Eco-Town would deliver houses in the wrong 
location and would need substantial advance infrastructure investment. Housing-
need should be met where it exists. This is in and around Bognor, which needs 
some 2,000 homes and in and around Littlehampton, which needs some 1,500 
homes. Thus the superficially attractive promise to build some 2,000 affordable 
homes at Ford is not the right solution, especially as the majority of those in 
urgent need of re-housing in both Littlehampton and Bognor Regis have a very 
clear view that they do not wish to be housed elsewhere. 
 
Business and Employment 
 
23. An Eco-Town should include mixed development  and, in this case, there was 
a developers’ proposal for the inclusion of a science and technology park 
providing up to 4,000 ‘high-tech’ job opportunities. However EU and national 
studies indicate science and technology parks are notoriously difficult to 
establish, even in the vicinity of high tech universities, and this speculative 
proposal was abandoned by the FAVG at the ADC Ford Eco-Town Select 
Committee Inquiry. Even SEEDA, whilst congratulating the FAVG on their 
“vision”, commented on the latter’s lack of reality and their failure to appreciate 
the risks involved. Indeed the 2005 Arun & Chichester Assessment of 
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Employment Needs Study, which was a comprehensive review of locations for 
new business development in the districts, ranked Ford only 17th overall out of 
18 sites, taking account of a number of criteria relating to accessibility, 
sustainability and marketability.  
 
24. There is great concern about the impact on business in Littlehampton and 
Bognor Regis, particularly their investment and re-generation plans. There are 
already many industrial units lying vacant at Ford and in Littlehampton and 
Bognor Regis; and it is especially worrying that the FEH group proposes that 
existing businesses should be encouraged to relocate to Ford, so turning 
Littlehampton and Bognor Regis into residential dormitory towns. Thus, the 
development of a major business park at Ford would put at risk the employment 
prospects of the 110,000 or so people who live in the two adjacent towns. 
 
25. Tourism is an important element of local business around Ford. The Lower 
Arun Valley, together with the historic town of Arundel, is a major tourist 
attraction, supporting not only Arundel itself, but attracting visitors to and from the 
coastal towns of Bognor Regis and Littlehampton. The development of an Eco-
Town at Ford, which could be up to three times the size of Arundel, will damage 
the environment to the south of the town; discouraging its enjoyment by national 
and international visitors, and having a negative impact on the local economy. 
 
Energy 
 
26. The consultation paper’s summary of the proposals suggests that an Eco-
Town at Ford will produce “site specific energy solutions utilizing local resources 
(including a major recycling facility)”. However, when the proposals are examined 
closely, neither specifies how much electrical energy will be required by the 
proposed Eco-Town, although it is clear that a complex energy centre (power 
station) will be sited in the middle of the town.  
 
27. The original proposals envisaged that energy would be provided from a 
number of ‘green’ sources, including biomass, waste, photo-voltaic arrays using 
solar energy, and hydro-electric power derived from the River Arun. However, in 
the course of discussions at the recent ADC Ford Eco-Town Select Committee 
Inquiry the developers withdrew all the innovative aspects of their proposals; and 
instead confirmed that power would come from a power station in the middle of 
the town; burning gas and waste.  Clearly, the use of natural gas is neither eco-
friendly nor carbon-zero and the proposals concerning waste are even worse. 
 
28. The energy-from-waste proposals will apparently use the in-house waste 
from the new town (and possibly Ford Prison), as well as the sludge from the 
water treatment plant. Other than that, however, the proposals are still highly 
speculative. There were suggestions that the Combined Heat and Power (CHP) 
plant would use dry waste from the Materials Re-cycling Facility (MRF) that is 
due to come on-stream in late 2009, and which will be the sole such facility in 
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West Sussex; with all its recyclable waste being brought in by HGVs from all over 
the County. However this is waste for recovery, and only a small amount of 
residue is likely to be available for use in the CHP plant.  
 
29. The developers contend that their exemplar proposals will produce such a 
surplus of energy (3-4 times the Eco-Town’s need) that it will be possible to 
export power into the national grid to the commercial advantage of the Eco-
Town’s residents and businesses. However, this seemingly attractive proposition 
is based on the premise that there will be a second built waste facility (additional 
to the MRF) located at Ford. This would be an energy-from-waste plant which 
would take all the waste currently sent to landfill (some 270,000 tonnes pa) from 
the whole of West Sussex. This waste would be transported into the Ford site by 
road (again using HGVs), and then converted into heat and power right in the 
centre of the Eco-Town. Not only is such a proposal contrary to the concept of an 
Eco-Town, but there is no proposal for such a plant to be located at Ford in the 
first place; something that would be particularly difficult to justify in view of the 
current traffic congestion and road infrastructure deficit. The proposals for energy 
production have not been properly thought through and would have a serious 
negative impact on any Eco-Town at Ford.  
 
Climate Change in the Lower Arun Valley 
 
30. The consultation paper requires Eco-Towns to take proper account of current 
flood risks and to be resilient to predicted future climate change. Thus, whilst a 
development could be built on Flood Zone 1 ground today, there is a need to 
consider the possible position 25 to 50 years hence. The South-East of England 
is most likely to be impacted by the long-term negative aspects of climate change 
and Ford is a low-lying area in the Lower Arun Valley, susceptible to fluvial, tidal 
and surface water flooding; all of which could occur simultaneously. The region 
has already been designated an “area of serious water stress” by DEFRA, and 
the UK Climate Impacts Programme scientists predict that saline intrusion into 
the River Arun aquifer is highly likely as time passes.  
 
31. Additionally it became clear at the ADC Ford Eco-Town Select Committee 
Inquiry that neither the Environment Agency nor the local water companies have 
taken future sea-level rise predictions into account. Ford is therefore not “future 
proof” and is not the right place to build a new town. 
 
Environment, Landscape and Bio-Diversity 
 
32. The consultation paper stresses the need for Eco-Town proposals to take 
proper account of environmental, conservation and other landscape-related 
constraints. We agree that there are no such over-riding national constraints 
which would seriously hamper development. However Ford and its environs, 
which the developers describe as being ‘predominantly flat, featureless and with 
little landscape value’ and which was recently publicly and ill-advisedly described 



 9 

as “wasteland” by the FEH group, is nevertheless of a high visual and agricultural 
quality deserving to be conserved for its own sake.  
 
33. The proposals are likely to bring more harm than improvement to the 
sensitive landscape quality of the Lower Arun Valley, which comprises the river 
valley and tributaries, the tidal estuary and the coastline. They are, in total, an 
assemblage of outstanding quality and, despite some built-up features, stand out 
in contrast to the urban areas to the east and west of the site; and no proper 
consideration has been given to the sight lines to and from the South Downs, 
(soon to be designated as a National Park). In particular, the whole southern 
setting of Arundel, right down to the sea, is critical to the overall composition of 
the landscape and thus the building of an Eco-town at Ford on the west bank of 
the Arun would severely harm the landscape and heritage of the Arun Valley, as 
well as the environment of the surrounding villages. This is an aspect that was 
highlighted at the Inquiry into the draft Arun District Local Plan, and the 
Inspector’s  Report in May 2002, about a similar development proposal, included 
the comments that: 
 
Such a scheme would have a significant impact on the sub-regional pattern of 
development and transport. The mass and form of an urban development here 
would be particularly harmful”, and that “The site would represent a very 
significant incursion into the countryside around Ford and Yapton, and would be 
likely to have a considerable visual impact in the open and low lying landscape of 
the coastal plain. 

 
34. As far as biodiversity is concerned, the area contains important habitats; 
meadows, water features, arable fields, hedgerows and woodlands, as well as 
some species that are in decline nationally, such as corn buntings.  The little-
known Binsted Rife Valley to the north of the site, with its excellent and abundant 
bird life, would be at risk of damage, as would the SSSI at Clymping Beach to the 
south of the site. Thus several important habitats could be damaged or 
destroyed, and the developers’ promises of new habitats are more aspirational 
than real.  
 
Conclusion 
 
35. It is difficult to see on which key DCLG criteria the Ford site qualifies as an 
Eco-Town. The proposals will cause the coalescence of at least 3 small rural 
settlements, use 350 hectares of land (at least 87% of which is greenfield), and 
the area earmarked for businesses is only proposed for development as and 
when markets dictate. Additionally, the area has severe infrastructure issues, 
especially in relation to highways and transport, there is limited demand for 
affordable housing in this particular part of Arun District and there is limited 
demand for employment in the area. Thus the emphasis of this development 
proposal is simply to build houses on greenfield land, rather than to tackle the 
key issues and spirit inherent in the government’s concept of an Eco-Town.  
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36. In addition, there are severe doubts about the sustainability of the project, in 
terms of energy, water, flood-risk and attractiveness for new business, and it also 
threatens the hard-fought viability of other local towns and the local tourist 
industry. 
 
37. Finally, we can do no better than to quote from ADC’s draft “Core Strategy - 
Preferred Options” document dated August 2007:  
 
Spatial Option I - A new settlement at Ford.  This option arises from a housing-
developer led proposal, to create a new free-standing community of up to 5000 
homes supported by new employment, transport infrastructure and community 
facilities such as shops and schools. A proposal of this scale would be of sub-
regional significance and would substantially alter the settlement pattern and 
hierarchy in Arun District, effectively creating a new town of over 10,000 
inhabitants. The merits of Ford as a strategic location have been evaluated in 
detail in the section on Housing Provision and in the Background Evidence 
document. The evidence indicates several major drawbacks to Ford, as a 
strategic development location. In terms of overall sustainability, it ranks below 
other development options and it is also subject to major infrastructure 
constraints. The most serious of these - the need for an A27 Arundel bypass with 
grade separated junctions - effectively rules it out as a viable option at present. 
Furthermore, it is not clear that a new settlement in Arun would have a beneficial 
effect on existing settlements. Whilst from an optimistic viewpoint, it might prove 
a catalyst for new investment and growth for the District as a whole, it might also 
have the effect of competing with the District’s established centres, diverting 
investment and resources away from the coastal towns, which are in need of 
regeneration. For all of these reasons, this option is not supported. 

 
38. Having researched this matter deeply, CAFÉ is strongly opposed to the 
location of an Eco-Town at Ford. We should ask that you take these facts and 
views into account in your forthcoming deliberations.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
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Terence Phayre Knott 
Chairman 
 


