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Our Comments on Planning Application No 55638/001  Outline Application for 
residential development of 23 new dwellings | Land between, 60-86 Wilsom Road,  

We are objecting to this application, on the following grounds:- 

1. Visual Impact on Gateway Site 

The Alton Neighbourhood Plan (NP) asks on page 34 that the development be „delivered in 
such a way that retains the semi-rural character of the site as far as possible‟.  In deciding 
whether this application meets this criterion, we were disappointed that Voller Urban Design 
(VUD) had failed to supply a site section plan looking northwards from the B3004. We do not 
consider that the Perspective View on page 2 of the Planning Statement give us enough 
information.   However, in reaching our decision we particularly took account of the two rows 
of terraced houses, one directly behind the other, in the South West area of the site, sited on 
the 115m contour: plots 21-23 and 16-20 and the three houses behind them, plots 13-15. 

We realise that VUD has given us an „indicative layout‟ but it is our view that this does not 
meet the NP criterion. We can see that VUD has tried to moderate the impact on the skyline 
by digging plots 13-15 „into the landscape‟ but the resulting equal height roof-lines may give 
the impression even more strongly of  what we consider will be visually incongruous „blocks‟ 
of buildings , jarring with the immediate buildings in the vicinity. The effect of these plots 
being higher than neighbouring, pre-existing houses will add to this.  The Design, Energy 
and Access Statement (DEAS) says: “Building heights have been carefully considered in the 
indicative proposals in respect of their impact on the skyline of the town, landscape and 
street scene” but we have no way of checking the veracity of these statements without a site 
section plan as described above.     We conclude that the development does not meet the 
NP criterion of retaining the „semi-rural character of the site as far as possible‟.  We cannot 
support a blocky, townscape, urban feel to this stretch of road which represents a key 
gateway to Alton, and would echo the comments of Alton Town Council and the EHDC 
Landscape Officer in this regard.   

2. Site Layout 
 

Whilst we accept that this is an outline application, the site layout plans indicate an 
extremely cramped and character-less collection of town houses, ill-suited to their location.  
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They appear to bear absolutely no relation to the character of the detached properties in the 
immediate neighbourhood, as required by CP29 of the JCC, and DE1 and DE2 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  We would reiterate the importance of this gateway to Alton and the 
need to protect the nature and quality of the street scene here. 
 
3. Parking 

 
At outline stage, this already seems to be an issue for VUD; and one which underscores the 
cramped nature of the site and the difficulties with the topography.  It seems unlikely that the 
minimum parking standards of NP TR5 can be achieved despite the intention of compliance 
stated at 6.2.15 in the DEAS.   For example the Revised Indicative Proposed Site Plan 
(RIPSP) contains the statement that there are 58 parking spaces with 6 visitors‟ spaces.  
However, a) we can only see 46 parking spaces and b) the DEAS says at 6.2.16 “The 
indicative layout shows 12 no. visitor parking spaces”, which it doesn‟t.    So instead of the 
64 spaces actually being on the RIPSP as stated, there are 52, which is 18 less than the 
total of 70, being the overall ambition of the RIPSP and the DEAS combined.  
 
 
4. Affordable Homes  

 
We are concerned by the statement on the Revised Indicative Proposed Site plan: 
“Affordable houses shaded blue (40% indicated, subject to viability assessment)”.  So the 
40% is not guaranteed.  Despite the moniker „affordable‟ being inaccurate, we still need as 
many of these houses as possible to be available to the young of our community. It is crucial 
that the 40% is enforced here.  And given the topography, the houses will be best suited to 
the young. 
 
5. Road Adoption 

 
We are concerned that HCC‟s requirement for a 10% gradient cannot be met over the whole 
site, and therefore the upper portion of the roadway will not be capable of adoption.  The 
Design, Energy and Access Statement says “In this respect, we understand that HCC would 
retain an APC bond until such time as the authority is satisfied that the road will not require a 
trigger of the private street works code.”  If services to residents cannot be guaranteed at 
this stage, we cannot support this application proceeding.   
 

For all the above reasons we strongly object to this application going forward. 

Carol Palmer, Built Environment Group. 
For The Alton Society. 


