
Page | 1 
 

Introduction 

I am here today representing the members of the Havant Civic Society. 

You will all have read the detail of the objections included in the responses received and 

we are sure that you will have noted that not one single response out of the 97 received 

to date is in support of this application.   

In addition to the responses from individuals, you will also have noted the nature and 

extent of the concerns raised in many of the Consultancy responses received.  Of 

particular note is the report by Studio REAL, commissioned by HBC, and the response 

from Vail Williams, the agent for the developer.  

The Objections 

The most common points of objection may be summarised in three areas,  

1) That the scale of the proposed tower, 13 stories at its highest point, is completely 

and unnecessarily out of scale with the character of the town. (We are aware from 

earlier iterations of this plan that the same number of units could be built within a 

maximum height of 8 stories) 

 

2) That the provision of car parking is inadequate and the consequent impact on 

residential street parking elsewhere in the borough is unclear. 

 

3) That the cart is being put before the horse:  The design has been produced 

without reference to the Local Development Order for the wider Market Parade 

site which will not be available as a draft until June. 

Taking Point 1 first -  This monolithic 13 story structure overshadowing the Market 

Parade Plaza.  These are not the words of a ‘NIMBY’ resident but the words of a respected 

architect and an expert in urban Planning and urban regeneration.   

The development proposal is contrary to policy CS16 of the HBC Core Strategy.  It would 

adversely affect the character of the conservation area because of its height and bulk and 

amounts to an overdevelopment of the site to an extent detrimental to the visual 

amenities of nearby and distant properties. 

The Agent, Vail Williams, has responded to these genuine concerns with the accuracy that 

one might expect of an estate agent.  In response to concerns about the scale of this 

design, they write "Some examples are attached of other successful tall building and 

towers within smaller market towns, e.g. Norwich, Winchester, Chichester" . You may 

have noted that the illustrative ‘examples of similar architecture’ that Vail Williams 

actually found and appended in support of their client are, in fact from London, Leeds, 

Reading and Guildford, cities significantly larger than Havant. 
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This key concern, which Havant Civic Society shares with Studio REAL, deserved a more 

credible response from the agent. 

Point 2: The issue of parking 

We fully understand the aspiration of sustainable transport and such plans can work well 

in cities of the size given as examples by Vail Williams – London, Leeds, Reading and 

Guildford.  However we believe that more research is needed before we can confirm the 

viability of such an approach in the relatively small borough of Havant. 

Studio REAL’s comments on the subject of parking are rather more sensibly considered: 

“…low car use does not necessarily mean low car ownership. This should be managed to 

avoid issues of residents’ car parking in surrounding streets.” 

Car parking in Havant is an increasingly significant issue and the car parking provision in 

this plan and the wider Market Parade LDO must be realistically assessed. 

Point 3:  The ‘cart before the horse’ issue.  

This is the first and only proposal that has come forward for this site, a point highlighted 

no less than six times in the Officer's Report, twice in the executive summary and 

elsewhere in sections 7.10, 7.25, 8.2 and 8.8.   However, just because it is the only one 

doesn’t mean that it has to be accepted.  

We would suggest that had the Local Development Order for the wider Market Parade 

site been addressed first, providing a clear context for the northern quarter site, then 

HBC might have been more successful in attracting other developers.  

From the Studio REAL study: 

“The construction of the application scheme in its current form is likely to mean that the 

Local Development Order for the wider Market Parade area would need to be 

redeveloped by building on a very similar footprint to that which has been established by 

the original 1960s development. This layout is flawed and lies at the root of the area's 

problems. The LDO demonstrates an alternative approach, which would more 

successfully integrate the station area in Havant's urban form. However, this cannot be 

fully realised if Market Parade Plaza, rather than the park, is introduced as the primary 

development frontage." 
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Taking specific detail from the Officer’s Report 

Reading from Section 8.3: 

“Urban design concerns are analysed in detail in the Studio REAL Design Review of the 

scheme undertaken for the Council, which concludes that on its own the scale of the 

building will change the character of the town centre and potentially lead to unacceptable 

relationships with surrounding development, spaces and occupiers. Historic England and 

the Conservation Consultant have also objected to the proposal on the basis that it will 

neither preserve nor enhance, but instead harm the character of the St Faiths 

Conservation Area - given the LPA's statutory duty in this regard, such objections must be 

given substantial weight.”  

At this stage in our reading of the report, from the evidence and arguments presented, 

the recommendation appeared  to be a foregone conclusion:  The plan, as it stands, must 

be rejected. 

But then the report continues: 

“However, whilst 'harm' has been identified it is not considered to be 'substantial harm' ... 

The National Planning Policy Framework  confirms that “Where a development proposal 

will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, 

this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.” 

In our opinion, those ‘public benefits’ remain ill-defined.   

From page 6 of the Officer’s Report: 

“It is considered that this application is contrary to Policy CS6, DM6 and HB3 (H10/BD30) 

for the following reasons: 

1. It compromises the potential of future sites as this piecemeal approach will 

prejudice the potential for the satisfactory development of a larger area in all 

likelihood (see Policy DM6 and supporting text 10.20 and 10.21). 

2. It fails to provide a comprehensive approach to the physical regeneration of the 

Market Parade area (see Policy CS6). 

3. It fails to provide a coordinated approach to the delivery of this mixed use 

allocated site (Policy H10/BD30).” 

 

In Summary 

In our view,  the recommendation of the Officer’s Report is completely out of step with 

the weight of evidence provided by the responses received.  In short, it is a political 

decision rather than a true planning decision, driven by an ill-advised timescale. Our 

advice is that HBC should have worked on a  Planning Performance Agreement as this is a 
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major development which will change Havant town centre. This would have given 6 

months before a decision was necessary. We believe that better public engagement prior 

to the application could have pushed for this. 

We are all committed to the long term regeneration of Market Parade at the centre of 

Havant. The right action tonight would be to defer the decision until after the public have 

had the opportunity to review progress on the Local Development Order for the wider 

site. 

You have the responsibility to make the correct decision for the residents of the town 

who will have to live with this decision for decades to come. Regeneration of the town is 

important, but it must be a good quality, sustainable one, that deals with all Place 

Management issue for a town. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 


