
 

 
 
 

MID SUSSEX LOCAL PLAN 2014-2031 
SITE ALLOCATIONS DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT 

EXAMINATION 
INSPECTOR’S MATTERS, ISSUES AND QUESTIONS (MIQS)  

 
HEARING STATEMENT FOR MATTER 3.2 (SUB-POINT II) 

 
PREPARED ON BEHALF OF BURGESS HILL TOWN COUNCIL  
AND SOFLAG (SOUTH OF FOLDERS LANE ACTION GROUP) 

 
 
MATTER 3 - DOES THE PLAN DELIVER BOTH THE QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE ASPECTS OF 
HOUSING PROVISION IN THE DISTRICT PLAN TO MEET MID SUSSEX’S REQUIREMENTS OVER THE 
PLAN PERIOD IN ACCORDANCE WITH NATIONAL POLICY? 
 
3.2  Proposed Distribution of new homes: Does the proposed distribution of the additional new 

homes in the allocations in the Plan (as set out in table 2.5) to meet the Minimum Residual 
Housing Requirement, accord with the principles of sustainable development, particularly 
as set out in policies DP4 to DP6 of the District Plan, including taking account of 
considerations such as:  

 
(ii) Providing development to meet local needs in towns and villages which offer key 

community facilities (including public transport) and some employment 
opportunities; where settlements have already met their minimum development 
requirement as set out in the table attached to policy DP4, is it appropriate for this 
Plan to allocate additional housing?  
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1. The proposed allocation of Site References SA12 and SA13 is not considered to 
accord with the principles of sustainable development and will result in an 
imbalanced and harmful distribution of residential development within the District, 
and furthermore, will create significant detrimental impacts upon the landscape 
character and setting of the SDNP, as well as upon assets of biodiversity and 
ecological value. 

In considering these matters in more detail, we would stress the following key points: 
 
Disproportionate quantum of development at Burgess Hill 

 
2. The supporting text to Policy DP4 of the District Plan identifies that “the spatial 

strategy of the District Plan is to focus the majority of housing and employment 
development at Burgess Hill as it has greater potential to deliver sustainable 
communities…”  Notwithstanding this, the Settlement Hierarchy established through 
Policy DP6 of the District Plan clearly places both East Grinstead and Haywards Heath 
within the top tier of the hierarchy, alongside Burgess Hill, thus indicating that these 
two towns are considered of equal suitability and sustainability to accommodate any 
further development required during the plan period. 
  

3. The supporting table (on Page 37) of the District Plan goes on to set out the District 
housing requirement, broken down between the different towns and settlements 
within the hierarchy, and demonstrating the minimum residual amount of housing 
required for each settlement, over the remaining plan period.  In considering the first 
tier settlements only (i.e. those considered to offer the most suitable and sustainable 
locations for further development), it is clear that Burgess Hill has already provided an 
adequate quantum of housing land, through commitments in the District Plan and 
existing completions, to meet its minimum requirements over the plan period.  By 
contrast, both East Grinstead and Haywards Heath have a deficit of housing land, and 
therefore further land is required at these locations, to deliver an additional 1,145 no. 
dwellings at East Grinstead and 127 no. dwellings at Haywards Heath. 
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4. Indeed, the supporting text to Policy DP6 specifically states: 
“Some settlements (Burgess Hill, Hassocks, Hurstpierpoint, Ashurst Wood, 
Handcross, Pease Pottage, Scaynes Hill, Ansty, Staplefield, Slaugham and 
Warninglid) have already identified sufficient commitments/ completions to meet 
their minimum housing requirement for the full plan period and will not be 
expected to identify further sites within their Neighbourhood Plans.” 
 

5. This position has been updated since the adoption of the District Plan, to reflect the 
number of housing completions, resulting in a residual housing requirements of 1,280 
no. dwellings at 1st April 2020 (compared with that identified within the District Plan, which 
indicated a residual housing need of 2,439 no. dwellings.)  As such, and in order to meet 
the District Plan requirement in full within the plan period 2014-2031, it is intended that 
the DPD should at least plan for the ‘residual requirement’: a minimum of 1,280 dwellings 
and the SA indicates that this provision should be spatially distributed in accordance with 
District Plan Policies DP4: Housing and DP6: Settlement Hierarchy.   

 
6. Table 12 of the SA again highlights the locations which have not yet provided for their 

full housing requirement, in accordance with the Settlement Hierarchy.  An extract of 
this table is recreated below for ease of reference, and provides a clear demonstration 
that Burgess Hill has already fully met its housing requirement, whilst another Tier 1 
settlement – East Grinstead – has a remaining residual requirement of 706 no. 
dwellings. 

 

 
 

7. In considering the foregoing therefore, we would stress that Burgess Hill has already 
accommodated a significant quantum of development, in line with the expectations 
set out within the District Plan.  Whilst we recognise that this town does offer a 
sustainable location for the development envisaged through the existing allocations 
and SUE designation within the District Plan, we contend that further residential 
development allocations at Burgess Hill will lead to an imbalance in the distribution of 
dwellings, relative to community facilities and services, infrastructure provision and 
employment opportunities. 
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8. Indeed, it is clear from the Table identified above, that East Grinstead (which also falls 
within the top tier of the settlement hierarchy), has not yet met its minimum 
requirement for housing delivery during the plan period.  Whilst the proposed 
allocations set out within the DPD seek to address this shortfall, with the proposed 
allocations at East Grinstead providing a total of 772 no. dwellings (Site References 
SA18, SA19 and SA20), against a residual requirement of 706 no. dwellings (thereby 
providing a buffer of only 66 no. dwellings).   

 
9. Similarly, at Haywards Heath the single proposed allocation is envisaged to deliver only 

25 no dwellings (Site Reference SA21), thereby providing only a very limited buffer.  By 
comparison, the proposed allocations within the DPD located at Burgess Hill, would 
provide an additional 612 no. dwellings in a location where the housing requirements 
have already been fully addressed through the Strategic Allocations contained within 
the District Plan. 

 
10. Interestingly, the Council’s response to the Inspector’s initial questions (MSDC 01: 

Response to Inspector’s Initial Questions (ID-01),) March 19th 2021, highlights on pages 
26 and 27, that both East Grinstead and Haywards Heath are Category 1 settlements, and 
therefore “development should be directed to higher tier settlements when lower-tier 
settlements cannot meet their requirements (due to constraints or lack of sufficient 
sites).”  As such it is considered that the level of provision at Haywards Heath and East 
Grinstead is entirely consistent with the spatial strategy set out in DP4.  The Council’s 
response goes on to state: 

 
“Site Selection Paper 3 [SSP3 – Appendix A] sets out all of the sites assessed at Haywards 
Heath [and East Grinstead] and the reasons for rejecting those that were not included 
within the Sites DPD.  In addition to the impacts identified for these sites through the Site 
Selection process, the Council concluded that the District Plan strategy (set out in DP4 and 
DP6) could be met sufficiently and sustainably without the need to allocate these sites.” 
 

11. Despite the only relatively small ‘buffers’ offered at Haywards Heath and East 
Grinstead, the Council concludes that no further Sites need to be considered for 
allocation at these Tier 1 settlements, as their residual requirements have been met 
through the proposed allocations.  However, it is clear that Burgess Hill has more than 
met its residual requirement, and therefore the proposed allocations now being 
advanced within the DPD offer a significant over-provision of 612 no. dwellings.  The 
Council has provided no explanation as to why different conclusions are reached in 
respect of Burgess Hill, when compared to those reached in respect of East Grinstead 
and Haywards Heath, as outlined above. 
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12. Even greater weight should be given to this discrepancy, given the previous concerns 
raised regarding the Council’s Site Selection process, as set out within our Hearing 
Statements in respect of Matters 1 and 2.  In particular, we would stress that, contrary 
to the Council’s responses outlined within its Response to the Inspector’s Initial 
Questions, there were several Sites discounted by the Council at the Site Selection 
stage, which actually performed well against all 17 criteria.   

 
These Sites, if given proper consideration, could have delivered a more sustainable 
and balanced pattern of development for the District, and within the current over-
reliance and undue burden upon Burgess Hill. 

 
13. This imbalance in the proposed location of housing throughout the District is entirely 

at odds with the strategic aims of the plan, which fundamentally seeks to locate 
housing where it can assist in building strong communities, whilst reducing the need 
to travel to employment opportunities and whilst also protecting those locations 
identified as being of high landscape and ecological value (a matter that will be 
revisited below). 

 
14. Policy DP1 of the District Plan (Sustainable Economic Development) specifically 

highlights that the strategy of the Plan “is based on the Council’s aspiration for 
sustainable economic growth. This aspiration will contribute towards enhancing the 
prosperity of the Gatwick Diamond and Greater Brighton City Region, providing the 
opportunity for the residents of Mid Sussex to work locally and reduce the need to 
commute.”   

 
15. This priority, of contributing towards and supporting the economic development and 

growth of the Gatwick Diamond is reiterated throughout the policies and themes of 
the District Plan and it is abundantly clear that, in order to achieve this aspiration, an 
appropriate quantum of new homes must be provided in suitable locations to support 
this economic growth.  In this respect therefore, the lack of balance within the 
proposed allocations, with such a significant over-provision at and over-burden upon 
Burgess Hill, is entirely at odds with this priority, and again indicates an imbalanced 
approach to the location of proposed housing, which is detrimental to the strategic 
aims of the District Plan. 
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16. In summary therefore, we would stress that the proposed distribution of new homes, 
as currently set out with the DPD does not represent a proportionate or sustainable 
approach, and will lead to an imbalanced delivery of new homes, both to the 
detriment of Burgess Hill and to the other sustainable towns within the District, which 
require further housing delivery in order to support the economic growth strategy for 
Mid-Sussex. 

 

 
 

 
 
 



 

 


