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Statement to Mid Sussex District Plan Examination 
 

Our ref 15322/MS/MT 

Date 6 January 2017 

From Mid Sussex Developer Forum 

 

Subject  Updated Position on Full Objectively Assessed Need 

   

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Since the last hearing session concluded on Friday 9th December 2016, Mid 

Sussex District Council (“the Council”) and the Developer Forum (“the Forum”) 

have undertaken further work, with the aim of seeking common ground on the 

individual evidential components of objectively assessed needs. The Forum 

awaits the Council’s new evidence to the Examination – which it has not seen 

– but, based on a meeting with the Council on 4th January 2017, we 

understand the Council’s position is likely to be that market signals, economic 

uplift and affordable housing do not justify further uplifts beyond what it 

originally proposed.  

1.2 The Forum is not tabling substantive new evidence – its position remains as 

set out in ED8 – but in light of the above, we have provided this Statement to 

assist the examination by recapitulating the Forum’s overall conclusion on 

OAN, which is 1,000 dpa for Mid Sussex, plus addressing unmet needs of 

184dpa from Crawley. 

1.3 We also wish to be clear that the Forum recognises OAN is just the first step; 

it does not automatically become the housing requirement for the Plan. It 

provides a figure against which to test the capacity of Mid Sussex to 

accommodate and deliver that need. The ability of the District to meet its full 

OAN is yet to be considered through a revised SA and assessment of land 

supply. We have also previously flagged (ED8, para 4.1 sub-point 4) the 

possibility of a ‘stepped’ trajectory to ensure a higher housing requirement in 

response to OAN is ‘effective’ if the extra sites required cannot come forward 

until the middle or latter phases of the plan period (although the Developer 

Forum believes there are sufficient deliverable sites available to not require 

such an approach in Mid Sussex).  

2.0 Objectively Assessed Needs 

2.1 The following sets out the current position for each of the components of OAN, 

updating the position as set out in our statement of 7th December 2016 (ED8). 
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Starting Point  

2.2 The demographic starting point of 730dpa is agreed. This increases to a 

demographic-led need of 755dpa once the adjustment to household formation 

(headship) rates is made. The Forum considers this should be applied as a 

demographic adjustment as per PPG ID2a-015 rather than market signals (as 

proposed by the Council, see MSDC2).  

Market Signals  

2.3 There is not agreement between the Council and the Forum on the scale of 

market signals uplift that should be applied. The Council’s position, as 

understood by the Forum, is that any further uplift is unwarranted and will not 

have any impact on affordability. We understand the Council will submit new 

evidence critiquing the NLP work (Appendix A of ED8), but have not seen this 

so are unable to comment at this stage. To assist the Inspector, we include at 

Annex 1 an email from NLP in response to questions raised by the Council 

which amplifies our thinking on this issue. We reserve the right to respond to 

the Council’s new evidence once we have reviewed it.  

2.4 The Forum continues to consider a 25% uplift is justified as a minimum in line 

with the PPG (ID: 2a-020 sub-paras 2 and 3) and based on the evidence in our 

market signals statement (ED8 Appendix A). If applied to the official projections 

(730 dpa) this means 913 dpa. If applied to projections adjusted for headship 

rates this means 944 dpa. 

Employment Growth and Alignment  

2.5 Based on the Forum’s Experian job forecast figures, an aligned housing figure 

of 853-1,101dpa results (ED8 para 2.5 sub-point 7).  Employment growth 

based on the Council’s OE figures (if accepted – they are disputed) would be 

between 832-893 dpa (424 jpa forecast) and 912-978 dpa (512 jpa past 

trends) (ED8 para 2.5 sub-point 6). 

Affordable Housing  

2.6 There is not agreement between the Council and the Forum on the precise 

scale of affordable housing need and the total housing delivery which would 

meet it in full given a 30% likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market and 

affordable housing developments. Even on the Council’s own approach and 

calculation (including committed supply, but adjusting to avoid double 

counting), using just reasonable preference groups (i.e. a minimum estimate 

that would exclude many people in need) the Council’s net affordable housing 

need (185 affordable dpa) would be met at total housing delivery of 1,007dpa 

(see SoCG – Appendix A Briefing Note dated 14th December 2016). 

2.7 The Forum calculates (ED8 Appendix C) that affordable housing need is 

between 398 dpa (reasonable preference groups) to 507dpa (total waiting list) 
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which means at its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market and 

affordable housing developments (30%), some 1,327 to 1,690 dpa would be 

required to meet affordable needs in full. As per the High Court judgment in 

King’s Lynn1 addressing these affordable housing needs should have an 

important influence in increasing the derived OAN.  

Overall Full Objectively Assessed of Need in Mid Sussex District  

2.8 There is no prescribed calculation for how the above individual components of 

OAN (which are respectively drawn from different perspective) should be 

brought together into a single full OAN figure. They form a basket of numerical 

indicators which provide the evidence base to inform a judgement on the level 

of OAN in light of demographic projections, market signals, employment 

alignment and affordable housing need.  

2.9 As set out in ED8, the position of the Forum is consistent with the original 

conclusions of Barton Willmore and NLP: a total OAN figure of 1,000 dpa is 

appropriate and justified, and could be reasonably expected to occur based on 

market factors and levels of development achieved in comparable locations 

elsewhere (see Appendix 3 to the Forum’s original Matters Statement 1/). It is 

a figure that encompasses market signals uplifts (25% to 913-944dpa), would 

meet a middling estimate of employment growth alignment (c.850-1,100dpa) 

and would address affordable housing need by going some way to boost 

supply to fully meet needs (towards 1,327-1,690dpa). 

3.0 Unmet Needs  

3.1 The residual unmet need from Crawley’s OAN is 184 dpa. To meet the full 

OAN for the housing market area (Mid Sussex, Crawley, Horsham) over the 

plan period (as required by para 47) and respond to para 182, this figure 

should be added to the concluded OAN for Mid Sussex.  

3.2 The Council has set out the view that the “needs of Brighton and Crawley are 

already substantially reflected in the DCLG household projections.” (MSDC3, 

para 10). The Forum considers this is fundamentally not the case and that this 

position is illogical, as set out in Annex 2.  
  

                                                

1
 Borough Council of Kings Lynn and West Norfolk v Secretary of State for Communities and Local 

Government and Elm Park Holdings Ltd [2015] EWHC 2464 (Admin) 
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Annex 1: Email from NLP to MSDC sharing thoughts on Market 
Signals analysis 
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Annex 2: Unmet Needs already captured in the Mid Sussex OAN 

A1. The Council has previously set out the view that the “needs of Brighton and 

Crawley are already substantially reflected in the DCLG household projections.  

This is because moves from Brighton and Crawley are an established part of 

housing demand in Mid Sussex” (MSDC3, page 35, para 29).This would seek 

to suggest the scale of unmet needs to be considered by Mid Sussex should 

be reduced accordingly.  

A2. The Forum understands this statement is made based on the principle that, in 

some way, the trends that have fed into the 2014-based household projections 

(driving the ‘starting point’ for OAN in the district) are already reflecting years of 

trend of unmet needs emanating from Brighton and Crawley being met in Mid 

Sussex. The implication is that the unmet needs of Crawley (184 dpa) would 

now be lower and that were an updated assessment of needs to be undertaken 

in Brighton and/or Crawley on a comparable basis as with Mid Sussex (using 

the 2014-based projections), the scale of OAN in those areas would be 

reduced as migration trends had already shifted towards Mid Sussex, and thus 

be captured in Mid Sussex’s OAN. The Council’s position is based on the 

perception that Brighton and Crawley have under-delivered housing in recent 

years, during a period where Mid Sussex has increased supply, with 

households moving from those areas to Mid Sussex.  

A3. The official household projections are based upon the underlying official sub-

national population projections, which embed internal-UK migration 

assumptions based on a five-year trend; they do include trend-based 

assumptions about migration between Mid Sussex and Brighton and Crawley. 

In order for the Council’s view that the identified unmet needs are already 

reflected in the projections to hold true (and thus that the scale of unmet need 

for which Mid Sussex might need to address in this plan would fall), the 2014-

based projections for Brighton and Crawley would have had to have seen a 

similar reduction in needs based on the more recent projections (compared to 

the 2012-based projections on which both Brighton and Crawley based their 

SHMAs), corresponding with the increase in Mid Sussex. 

A4. Further, it is worth noting that there are only two years of trend data (between 

2012-2014) that were not already accounted for in Crawley and Brighton’s 

OAN (which was based on the 2012-based projections). So of the five years in 

which supply “tightened” (MSDC3, page 35, para 28) to support the contention 

that “moves from Brighton and Crawley are an established part of housing 

demand in Mid Sussex” (MSDC3, page 35 para 29) three years were in any 

event reflected in the OAN estimates for Crawley and Brighton that have 

generated the current (agreed) estimates of unmet need.  

A5. Most significantly, however, Table 1 below shows that the household 
projections have not changed substantially between the 2012-based iteration 
and the 2014-based iteration.   
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Table 1  Comparison of SHMA household projections used and the 2014 based DCLG household 
projections 

Local 
Authority 

SHMA  SHMA 
demographic 

baseline 

2012 based 
Household 
Projections 

2014 based 
Household 
Projections 

Brighton 
& Hove  

Objectively Assessed 
Need for Housing: 
Brighton & Hove (June 
2015) 

2012-based 
household 
projections 

1,284 
households 
per annum 

(2014-2030) 

1,282 
households 
per annum 

(2014-2030) 

Crawley Objective Assessment 
of Crawley's Housing 
and Employment 
Needs (March 2015) 

2012-based 
household 
projections 

582 
households 
per annum 

(2015-2030) 

579 
households 
per annum 

(2015-2030) 

Source: NLP Analysis 

A6. As such, were Brighton & Hove and/or Crawley to update their OAN evidence 

today on the same basis as they did for their adopted Plans but using the same 

household projections as Mid Sussex, they would still be concluding that the 

OAN for those areas remains unchanged and therefore that the level of unmet 

needs remains the same. Those needs have not - on the face of the evidence 

in the projections - moved from those areas to be captured within Mid Sussex’s 

projections2. Even if it was concluded that they had, other factors have 

sustained the need in those locations to the effect of sustaining the scale of 

unmet need for which Mid Sussex might need to plan. The best available 

estimate for unmet needs from Crawley therefore remains 184 dpa.  

A7. Nor is there a case (beyond in the most abstract sense) for assuming this has 

any tangible overlap to any market signals uplift in Mid Sussex (not least in 

terms of general issues of proportionality of evidence on OAN summarised in 

Annex 1 of this Statement). The market signals uplift for Mid Sussex is to 

address affordability issues in Mid Sussex by providing extra supply compared 

to household growth derived from the 2014-based projections for the District. 

Any addition of supply in Mid Sussex to address unmet needs from Crawley 

(within the same HMA) would not improve affordability in Mid Sussex as it is 

simply adding demand (and households) to Mid Sussex that cannot be 

accommodated in Crawley itself. They should be kept separate. To do 

otherwise would double-count the role of that extra supply. 

                                                

2
 Bearing in mind that, in any event, we are only dealing with two-years of migration trend between the 

respective sets of projections (the 2012-based used for Brighton and Crawley; and the 2014-based 
used for Mid Sussex). 


