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PROPOSAL:   OUTLINE – 111 DWELLINGS WITH ASSOCIATED NEW VEHICULAR/PEDESTRIAN ACCESSES,PARKING, TURNING AREAS AND OPEN SPACE
LOCATION:  Reserve Housing Allocation, Brislands Lane, Four Marks, Alton

Dear Mr Whitty,        OBJECTION TO APPLICATION 52501/001  

I object to the premature redevelopment of this site. Policy H2 relates to the baseline housing requirement and the reserve provision. We were advised until recently that reserve provision ‘will only be released if monitoring of the Structure Plan and Local Plans indicate a compelling justification’ where is the compelling justification?

EHDC’s housing target figures are being met on the adjoining, as yet uncompleted, Barratt’s site and by the number of windfall sites both with permission as well as under construction. Four Marks has been subject to over 30% increase in new build over the last decade - a disproportionate number compared to other EHDC locations.

The South East Plan mentions achieving a sustainable region, sustainable communities within it and a better quality of life for the region’s residents. How can building a further large number of dwellings without first improving the infrastructure mean a better quality of life?

Current Government advice no longer advocates 30 dwellings per hectare therefore the proposal increasing from 90 to 111 dwellings would be contrary to that advice.

The Kingswood Rise Development the other side of the Winchester Road is far less dense than the proposed 90 dwellings. The Four Marks VDS adopted in 2001 which says that local characteristics and qualities already in existence within the village are fully respected –spaciousness around and between houses-urban style blocks of “standard design” will usually be inappropriate-neither of which apply to this development.

Paragraph 2.30 of the Local Plan confirms that the settlements listed in Policy GS2 are considered to meet sustainability criteria and are therefore appropriate locations for development. It’s very comforting to know that Four Marks is considered sustainable because it has a hotel (Travelodge) a pub and a petrol filling station (the garage is now defunct and subject to a planning application by Bellway Homes) and there is no post office in the village.
Public transport is poor and a vehicle is often needed to access jobs, education, shops and health services. Parking is limited at Alton Railway Station and bus timetables do not marry up with London bound trains. This development would therefore be contrary to the Government’s Policy regarding sustainable development.

This proposal would put further strain on local education, shops and health services. There are few local employment opportunities contrary to the Government’s advice regarding sustainable development.
The proposal would have a detrimental effect on the living conditions of adjacent residents with regard to noise, overlooking and privacy.
The adjoining SINC (Site of Importance for Nature Conservation) would be put at risk by this proposal with a loss of wildlife, trees and hedgerows.
 Vehicular access via Lapwing Way seriously compromises this proposal and would pose difficulties not only for residents/deliveries but fire and rescue services as well. How can the potential increase of a proposed 111 dwellings with a possible 200 additional vehicles accessing the Winchester Road/A31 at Lapwing Way not be considered dangerous?
It is not the right time for this site to be brought forward.
Yours sincerely,

……………………………………………….
