RURAL ISSUES BACKGROUND PAPER

ALBOURNE PARISH COUNCIL - RESPONSE

APC objects strongly to both the placing of Albourne in the Intermediate Growth Potential category and to the allocation of housing volumes “towards the upper end of the range” within this category.  

Whilst generally supporting the criteria based methodology used for prioritisation, regrettably the categorisation decision appears to be based on a number of errors of fact and interpretation. 
Additionally, having categorised Albourne, the decision to place it towards the upper end of the range appears from the documentation to have been based solely on the absence of any national designations.  A number of villages, including those who are only marginally impacted by these designations AND whose Services/Facilities scores AND populations are almost twice that of Albourne find themselves in the lower category.  

We can find no reference, (other than what can be deduced from the population size appendix) which either addresses or recognises the sheer scale of the plan as it affects Albourne – the proposal represents 30/40% increase in the size of our village. 
Our specific comments are as follows…

SERVICE CENTRE CLASSIFICATION CRITERIA

APC would like to see the raw data relating to the “significant local employment opportunities within 5km (Appendix 5).  We assume that this is based on the erroneous assumption (in Appendix 6) that Burgess Hill is closer than the actual 8km. 
SHARING OF SERVICES

APC accepts that Albourne benefits from the sharing of retail services with Hurstpierpoint. Our assessment is that it is these services which led to the failure of our village shop. Given this, we would discount ANY possibility of a village shop/convenience store being viable even with additional households.  We would be happy to review a more detailed assessment of this possibility.  Additionally we would like to see the rationale/evidence for the (Appendix 6) allocation to Albourne of Burgess Hill (8km away). 

HOUSING NEEDS. 

APC rejects the assertion that there is “a significant housing need in Albourne”.  This is clearly an assumption!  The quoted information relates to the Common Housing Register and is based on applicant’s first preference.  The Housing Dept at MSDC report that no detailed demographic information on applicants on this register is readily available (or has been supplied for the purposes of this document). It follows therefore, that the 13 “households in need” includes a proportion, possibly significant, of applicants with no connection to the village for whom residence in Albourne is aspirational.  Additionally there is little doubt that the existence of an excellent village school would influence “first area preference” numbers. 

It is APC’s intention to conduct a Housing Survey in the near future. We do expect this to show a need for affordable housing for local people, but our previous survey and standard “need vs. population” ratios would indicate a number around half of the quoted 13.  
We assume that the reported 29 affordable homes in Albourne include the 7 on the Parish Council instigated Holders “exception site” development. Allocation on this site (contrary to the assertions in Appendix 1) IS related to local (Albourne) residency, employment and connection.  
OTHER IDENTIFIED NEEDS

The reference to community hall needs relates to a planned extension. This plan was shelved some months ago following a negative Parish wide postal survey. 
The reference to Improved/Additional Play Space is equally irrelevant, the work having recently been completed. 

Additional/improved public open space – the Parish Council is probably in favour of this, but is unaware of any plans and would welcome details from the District Council. 

PUBLIC TRANSPORT

APC reserves judgement/comment on the Council’s assessment of Albourne’s public transport links and would like to see the raw data (for Albourne and all villages!) on which the assessments have been based. 
METHOD USED TO TRAVEL TO WORK

APC would like the source of the data shown in Appendix 3, Table 4, and to know why the data is incomplete. 

INFRASTRUCTURE/ENVIRONMENTAL CAPACITY
Given the limited** time for assessment, our initial concerns are our School (virtually at capacity) and Water/Sewerage - we have documentation supporting the current constraints which we assume the Council are aware of.  We note that the above will be informed by further studies and assessment. 
**APC is grateful for the one week’s extension for our comments, but do not consider that two months is an adequate consultation period, particularly for something which represents an 18 year plan with potentially enormous impact on our village.  
We look forward to the Council’s response to these comments and to receiving details of the next stage of the consultation process. 

