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Public Consultation (2025) – Resident email communication & Questionnaire 125 Response to Q15 

Dear Consultation Team, 

I am writing as an extremely concerned resident to provide feedback on the proposed St Helier Havre des Pas coastal flood-alleviation scheme. While I may consider supporting the intention 
to protect our community from future climate-related risks, I am deeply concerned about multiple points highlighting what appear to be lack of considerations and alternative solutions, some of 
which are detailed below.  

GoJ Reply: 
Thank you for taking the time to share such extensive and considered feedback. We appreciate the level of detail you have provided and we have addressed each of your points within this 
response.  

As the Havre des Pas scheme continues through Concept and Detailed Design, the technical assessments, environmental studies and consultation feedback, including your submission, will 
inform the development of the final proposals.  

Further information will be shared publicly at appropriate milestones, including updated visuals, modelling outputs and the Environmental Impact Assessment, so residents can clearly see how 
the design has progressed. Your views will remain part of the project record and will continue to be considered as the scheme evolves. 

 

Question GoJ Response 

1 Impact on Ramsar & SSI 
Designations 
 

The proposal extends into the intertidal zone of a Ramsar-designated site 
and adjacent SSI areas. These zones support internationally significant 
biodiversity, including wading birds, shellfish, and migratory species like the 
European eel. Any permanent alteration of tidal patterns and natural 
sediment movement may lead to irreversible ecological damage. 

Potential effects on the Ramsar and SSI areas at Havre des Pas are being 
assessed through the statutory Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
process and, where required, a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA). 
These processes examine intertidal habitats, coastal processes and 
protected species, and determine avoidance, mitigation and if necessary 
compensatory measures. Engagement with Natural Environment officers, 
relevant conservation bodies and Ramsar advisers is ongoing and informs 
design choices, construction timing and monitoring. Decisions will be 
evidence-led; the EIA/HRA will determine whether impacts are acceptable 
and what measures are required. 

2 Contamination and 
Pollutant Disruption 

The surrounding area has a known history of industrial pollution and 
incinerator ash deposits. Recent studies have shown elevated levels of 
heavy metals in shellfish and sediment, raising concerns that construction 
activities will disturb contaminated land and reintroduce pollutants into 
marine food chains. 

As design progresses, industry-standard environmental due diligence will be 
undertaken to confirm baseline conditions and to specify controlled 
construction methods. If unexpected ground or sediment conditions are 
encountered, established protocols will apply to manage them safely and in 
accordance with environmental and public-health regulations. This approach 
provides robust environmental protection without presuming contamination 
where it has not been identified by evidence. 
 

3 Tidal Flow and Habitat 
Loss 

Advancing the sea wall will change natural water movement and reduce 
intertidal habitat. This could severely impact marine life, such as seagrass 
beds, and reduce the ecological capacity of the beach area, which already 
suffers from sand loss and human pressure. 

Detailed coastal-process modelling will assess how the proposals could 
influence wave climate, overtopping, and sediment dynamics, including any 
implications for intertidal habitat and seagrass. The emerging design aims to 
minimise footprint and obstructions, and we will consider adjustments and/or 
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Question GoJ Response 
ecological enhancements if modelling indicates material change. Final 
decisions on alignment and form will be evidence-led and subject to the 
outcomes of EIA and statutory review. 
We acknowledge that any reduction in intertidal habitat would be a concern, 
and this is one of the key risks the modelling is intended to test rather than 
assume away. 

4 Cumulative Environmental 
Impact 

The proposal should not be assessed in isolation. The area has experienced 
significant pressure from past reclamation, waste discharge, and public 
activity. The introduction of new hard infrastructure risks tipping already 
fragile ecosystems beyond recovery. 

Cumulative and in-combination effects will be assessed explicitly within the 
EIA, alongside reasonable alternatives and proposed mitigation. Findings, 
methodologies and supporting technical appendices will accompany the 
planning submission for public and statutory scrutiny. Engagement with local 
conservation groups and independent specialists will continue to ensure 
transparency and accessibility of the evidence base. Constructive Suggestion? 

Comprehensive and Transparent Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA): A 
full EIA should be published and open for public review, with independent 
oversight and monitoring by marine ecologists and local conservation 
groups. 

5 Priority for Nature-Based 
Solutions. 

Please explore hybrid defenses that work with natural processes (e.g., tidal 
pools, vegetated berms, or permeable sea defenses) to retain habitat and 
maintain ecological balance and share with the public your findings and 
reasons why they are not favored. The need for flood resilience is clear, but 
we must avoid solving one environmental problem by creating another. 
Protecting Havre des Pas must include protecting its ecology, which defines 
its character and global significance. I hope the Government will reflect 
deeply on the long-term ecological impact and take every opportunity to 
implement more sustainable and inclusive alternatives. 

These principles have been carefully considered as part of the option 
development, with details provided in the Project Information document 
accompanying the Consultation (See Document Ref. 2038-SMP-E1-P-01-B-
002) 
However, Havre des Pas must be protected against both still water flooding 
(high tides and storm surge) and wave overtopping during storms. In this 
high-energy and space-constrained setting, these approaches alone cannot 
provide the required level of flood protection. 
The narrow coastal strip and proximity of buildings mean there is insufficient 
land-side space for wide, shallow or sacrificial features that typically make 
nature-based solutions effective. To achieve the necessary flood resilience 
using these approaches would still require higher landward barriers, 
resulting in greater overall impact. 
An “advance the line” approach is therefore necessary to deliver a dual-wall 
system, where an outer structure reduces wave energy and an inner wall 
manages residual overtopping. This allows lower overall wall heights than a 
single large sea wall, while maintaining a reliable standard of protection. 
While nature-based measures are strongly supported in principle, the 
evidence to date suggests they cannot meet the required standard of 
protection at this location.  

6 Enhanced Community 
Dialogue: 

Local residents, scientists, islanders and Ramsar advisory groups should 
have a formal voice in refining the final design and long-term ecological 
management plan. 

Stakeholder involvement has been a core part of the project to date and will 
continue through both the design and long-term management stages.  
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Question GoJ Response 
Community workshops were held in 2024 to help shape the emerging 
proposals, followed by this Public Consultation in 2025 to gather wider public 
and stakeholder feedback on the developed design.  
Engagement will continue through design stages and planning, with 
additional non-technical visuals, workshops, and topic-specific briefings.  

7 Clearer Commitment to 
Mitigation: 
 

Construction activities must be carefully timed, publicised and monitored to 
avoid nesting, spawning, and migration seasons. Consider integrating 
habitat enhancement features, such as fish passages and green planting 
zones, within the final structure.  

Construction timing and methods will be set out in a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) to avoid sensitive ecological 
periods where practicable and to manage noise, dust, access and liaison. 
Species-specific features (e.g., eel passages) are being explored and will be 
reported through the EIA. Coastal modelling is being used to avoid risk 
transfer along adjacent frontages and to inform any required mitigation. 
In addition to the ecological considerations, the timings of construction 
activities will also consider the use of the area in areas such as tourism and 
impacts to this industry. 
 

Conclusion: 
The need for flood resilience is clear in areas. (most needed in Harve des 
Pas), this will obviously impact flooding in other areas and is therefore man 
made, not climate change flooding. Solving one environmental problem by 
creating another. must be avoided. Protecting Havre des Pas must include 
protecting its ecology, which defines its character and global significance. I 
hope the Government will reflect deeply on the long-term ecological impact, 
reporting, monitoring and taking every opportunity to implement more 
sustainable and inclusive alternatives.  
All areas of the plan should display specific timescales (to evidence a 
beginning and an end, to ensure this doesn’t turn into “another hospital 
project - never ending, an increase in public spending, and adds clarity, 
government accountability and transparency).  

8 Concerns About Over-
Complexity 

 The current probability of a catastrophic flood is low, with the area 
primarily affected by wave splash and overtopping rather than 
widespread inundation. 

 Coastal hazards today seem manageable with lower-impact 
interventions such as enhanced slipways, storm drains, and better sea 
wall maintenance. 

 The proposed intervention will damage beach access, interrupt the 
natural shoreline, and harm the Ramsar-protected marine environment. 

 Aesthetic disruption, visual barriers, and concrete infrastructure may 
erode the unique charm and tourism appeal of the area.  

 The high estimated cost of over £100 million could be redirected toward 
more flexible, modular, and ecologically sound solutions. Where are the 
guarantees have you made, declaring the project will stick to budget, be 
on time and will finish as planned and as schedule? 

Risk assessments and coastal modelling indicate a present-day flood risk 
that increases with sea-level rise and storm severity. Approximately 300 
properties are presently at risk of flooding, rising to around 1,500 by 2130, 
which justifies proactive intervention. Alternative interventions have been 
considered; given site exposure and required protection standards, viable 
options are either raising coastal walls in situ or advancing the line. 
Environmental, access and visual effects are being assessed through EIA, 
with mitigation embedded where appropriate. Cost and schedule risks are 
governed under established GoJ assurance and value-for-money processes 
proportionate to a long-life safety project. 
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9 Support for Sensible, 
Phased Intervention 

 I recognise the importance of preparing for rising sea levels and future 
risk, particularly with climate change accelerating globally. 

 However, I advocate for a phased, adaptive strategy that reflects current 
conditions and allows for review based on evolving evidence. 

 Prioritising community feedback and accessibility, alongside ecology 
and economic factors, will ensure the solution protects both people and 
place. 

An adaptive, smaller-scale approach on the existing alignment would 
ultimately require significantly higher walls, potentially up to c. 4 m, to 
address long-term risk. The proposed advance-the-line solution meets 
required standards while constraining wall heights and maintaining 
resilience. Phasing is being considered where it does not compromise safety 
or lifecycle value; for example, an initial promenade/primary-wall height to c. 
2080 allowances in parts of Zones 3–4 with designed-in adaptability for later 
uplift, while secondary walls meet the full 2130 standard. 
 

10 AI and Technology: Future 
Cheaper Options Flood 
Defense /Natural based 
solutions 

With AI and new technology, there is a strong chance that cheaper and more 
flexible flood defense options will become available compared to very 
expensive hard-engineering projects like Havre des Pas. Exploring this could 
reveal AI-driven flood prediction and early warning systems – Machine 
learning can model tides, rainfall, and storm surge more accurately. Better 
forecasting allows temporary or mobile defenses to be deployed only when 
needed, reducing the need for constant expensive walls. 
 Digital twins and smart monitoring – A 'digital twin' of St Helier’s 

coastline could simulate flooding under different scenarios, helping 
optimise low-cost interventions. Sensors + AI can track wave energy, 
sea level, and groundwater in real time, triggering adaptive measures. 

 Smarter materials – Research into self-healing concrete, flood-
absorbing polymers, and lightweight barriers may reduce costs of 
traditional defenses. 

 AI-optimised coastal restoration – Algorithms can predict the best 
locations for replanting seagrass, restoring dunes, or creating wetlands, 
making these cheaper and more effective. Drones can be used for 
large-scale planting and monitoring. 

 Parametric insurance linked with AI forecasts – Instead of only investing 
in hard defenses, governments could combine affordable natural 
barriers with AI-based insurance payouts when flooding occurs. 

The Department already makes extensive use of forecasting, monitoring, 
and modelling technologies to support flood preparedness and early 
warning. Weather and tidal conditions are monitored, allowing emerging 
risks to be identified and temporary or adaptive measures to be deployed 
promptly when thresholds are exceeded. An example of this is the GoJ 
response to Storm Ciaran in 2023 when temporary sandbag defences were 
deployed.  This approach enables real-time protection of communities and 
supports proportionate, risk-based responses rather than relying solely on 
permanent structures, however, this is a temporary measure that would not 
be a substitute for the hardened engineering defences that are planned. 
In the design of coastal defences, the Department uses established, 
industry-recognised tools such as the EurOtop Artificial Neural Network 
(ANN) model. This model has been trained on thousands of laboratory and 
field tests and is widely used across Europe to predict wave overtopping, 
wave energy reflection and transmission, and the performance of different 
defence configurations under a wide range of conditions. To ensure 
robustness and public safety, outputs from AI-based modelling are not relied 
upon in isolation; they are validated through detailed physical laboratory 
testing before construction. This combined approach ensures that designs 
are safe, reliable, and fit for purpose. 
Parametric insurance may help manage residual risk but does not prevent 
flooding; our approach seeks to reduce hazard at source while maintaining 
preparedness. 

11 New Defense Concepts  Demountable / inflatable barriers – Already used in places like Venice 
and the Netherlands — AI could predict when and where to deploy 
them, saving costs compared to a permanent wall. 

 Floating urban design – Future coastal development could use floating 
or amphibious housing, reducing reliance on fixed barriers. 

In summary: Hard defenses like Havre des Pas are effective but very costly, 
inflexible – irreversible damage, to the shoreline, residents and future 
defenses. AI and new technology will make early warning, adaptive 

The project team has undertaken a long-list options appraisal that 
considered a wide range of coastal flood risk management approaches, 
including hard defences, nature-based solutions, adaptive measures, and 
emerging technologies. While innovative concepts such as demountable or 
inflatable barriers, floating development, and AI-enabled early warning 
systems are acknowledged, many of these options were assessed as 
temporary, location-specific, or unsuitable as primary long-term flood 
defences for Havre des Pas and St Helier.  
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temporary barriers, and nature-based solutions much more viable — 
meaning future options could be cheaper, more sustainable, and tailored to 
Jersey’s changing risks. 

Between 2018 and 2020 works were completed on the Shoreline 
Management Plan. This plan aimed to ensure that the entire island of Jersey 
can sustainably be protected from coastal erosion and flooding. The coastal 
frontage of Havre des Pas  was deemed to be the highest priority location for 
engineering intervention. 
Demountable and inflatable barriers are already used internationally in highly 
managed environments, typically as short-duration emergency measures. 
These systems rely on accurate forecasts, rapid deployment, ongoing 
storage, maintenance, trained operators, and fail-safe access during 
extreme weather. In an exposed, wave-dominated coastal location such as 
Havre des Pas, these barriers would be vulnerable to wave loading, 
overtopping, deployment failure, and operational risk. As a result, they are 
not considered a reliable or resilient solution for frequent tidal flooding or 
long-term sea-level rise. 
Floating or amphibious urban design was also considered. While such 
approaches may be appropriate for new developments in sheltered waters, 
they are not applicable to existing dense urban areas or exposed shorelines. 
Retrofitting floating infrastructure along Havre des Pas would not address 
flooding of transport routes, utilities, public space, or existing buildings, and 
would not provide continuous protection to critical infrastructure. 
AI-enabled forecasting and early warning systems are valuable tools and are 
already used to support emergency planning. However, early warning does 
not prevent flooding; it only reduces consequences. Forecast-based systems 
cannot replace physical protection where flooding is frequent, predictable 
(tidal), and damaging. Similarly, adaptive or temporary barriers may 
complement permanent defences but cannot substitute for them in high-risk 
locations. 
Nature-based solutions were also examined and are supported where 
conditions allow. However, at Havre des Pas, space constraints, existing 
urban development, and exposure to wave energy significantly limit their 
effectiveness as a standalone solution. 
In summary, while emerging technologies and adaptive measures will play 
an increasing role in managing coastal risk, they do not currently provide a 
dependable, long-term level of protection for Havre des Pas. Many of the 
suggested alternatives would offer only short-term or partial benefits and 
would not meet the required standards of reliability, safety, and resilience 
over the lifetime of the asset. 
The Havre des Pas scheme has therefore been progressed as the most 
effective option for this location, following consideration of a long list of 
alternatives. 

  Evaluation 
The Havre des Pas flood defense scheme is being promoted by the 
Government of Jersey as the main engineered option to protect St Helier 
from rising sea water. However, evaluating whether it is the overall best 
option for the entire island requires examining both strengths and limitations. 

  Limitations and Risks 
 High cost: Estimated at £100 million (excluding hidden/maintenance 

costs), competing with other government projects. 
 Environmental impact: Concrete defenses will alter the natural beach, 

damage habitats, and may accelerate erosion elsewhere.  Creation of a 
promenade & cycle track will result in the remaining beach areas 
covered in rock, seaweed and wet sand. (No areas of size for beach 
users).  

 Not island-wide: Only protects part of St Helier; other low-lying coastal 
areas remain vulnerable. 

 False security: Hard defenses reduce but do not eliminate risk; 
overtopping or damage could be severe. 

 Inflexibility: Once built, it cannot be easily adapted if sea level rise 
exceeds projections. 
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12 Misallocation of Funds? The scheme is costed in the tens of millions, with some reports citing 
£100m+. (as of 2025 and in line with building projects, will escalate to a 
significantly higher figure. While the primary purpose is flood protection, 
large portions of the budget are earmarked for public realm enhancements—
cycleways, promenades, landscaping—which are not essential to flood 
defense. Taxpayers are effectively subsidising urban design projects under 
the guise of coastal protection. 

The principal cost is the coastal-defence system: primary and secondary 
walls and the structurally integrated, impermeable platform between them 
that forms part of the flood barrier. Where public-realm features appear, they 
are integrated into that engineered corridor and assessed for function, safety 
and lifecycle value. 

13 Questionable Usage of 
Promenade and Cycle 
Track 

Havre des Pas is not a major commuter route; it is primarily a residential and 
leisure area. Existing promenades already experience modest usage, 
particularly outside summer months. Coastal promenades and cycle paths in 
exposed areas are rarely used in poor weather, and Jersey already has 
alternative coastal cycle and walking routes. This reduces the unique value 
of adding another one.  
No evidence was presented, shared or advertised to suggest a promenade 
and/ or cycle track will or won’t, be used to justify costs or demand for the 
facilities. 

Havre des Pas is a major coastal commuter route as well as a valued 
residential and leisure area. The proposed promenade and cycle track would 
enhance connectivity within Jersey’s eastern cycle network. The addition of 
these facilities will be designed to be in keeping with the character of the 
island’s coastline and to provide high-quality amenity space that encourages 
and supports active, healthy lifestyles.  
Experience from similar facilities elsewhere on the island shows that such 
promenades and cycle tracks are popular and well-used by both residents 
and visitors throughout the year. 

14 Value-for-Money 
Concerns? 

For the outlay, the 'extras' may not generate proportional economic or social 
return. £100m+ for flood walls might be defensible—but cycle tracks and 
plazas do not yield equivalent return in daily use.  (cannot be used all year 
round due to harsh winds and rain fall) In addition, these features also 
require ongoing maintenance, creating an additional taxpayer liability. 
Benefits are concentrated in summer tourist months, meaning taxpayers 
fund facilities used fully only a few weeks each year.  

The scheme is funded through the Government’s established business case 
process, which rigorously demonstrates the need, benefits, and justification 
for public investment. The dominant cost components for the scheme are the 
core coastal defence elements, which are essential to achieving the primary 
objective of protecting from coastal flooding. This includes the construction 
of both a primary and secondary defence wall, with a wide, structurally 
robust promenade area in between that is impermeable and integral to the 
flood protection design. These elements are not optional enhancements and 
are fundamental to ensuring the scheme meets its flood defence 
requirements. 
Given the scale and complexity of the engineering that is essential for the 
flood scheme, it is practical and efficient to integrate secondary benefits that 
complement the primary flood protection function. These include cycle paths, 
promenades, and landscaping, which, importantly, the cost of these 
elements represents a very small proportion of the overall scheme costs. In 
addition, these secondary elements deliver wider economic and social 
benefits to the island, supporting local businesses, tourism, and community 
amenity, which in turn provide value well beyond the investment made. 

15 Over-Engineering the 
Solution 

A simpler, cheaper approach—raising or reinforcing the existing wall—could 
achieve most of the flood protection goal. Instead, millions are diverted to 
'transformative' landscaping, creating the impression flood defense is 
secondary to a prestige regeneration project. This undermines fiscal 
prudence, especially when Jersey faces housing shortages, healthcare 
costs, and other priorities. Despite listening to resident’s suggestion during a 

The decision to advance the coastal defence line and incorporate primary 
and secondary walls  is based on engineering assessments to meet long-
term flood protection requirements.  
We acknowledge suggestions to raise or reinforce the existing walls. 
Preliminary work indicates that achieving the required standard of protection 
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consultation meeting, the idea was dismissed, without investigations to 
plausibility (acknowledged by the engineer of the project. 

on the existing alignment could lead to substantial wall heights and 
associated amenity impacts, particularly under future climate scenarios and 
sea-level rise projections. 
The need for a 10-meter impermeable zone between the walls is a technical 
necessity to ensure structural integrity and flood resilience. Once this scale 
was determined, it became both practical and responsible to integrate 
secondary benefits such as improved public access, cycle paths, and 
landscaping so that the investment delivers broader value to the community. 
These enhancements are not the driver of the scheme but a way to 
maximize benefits within the unavoidable footprint of the engineering 
solution. 
We acknowledge that alternative ideas were discussed during consultation 
and regret if residents felt their suggestions were dismissed. While the 
engineering requirements ultimately set the framework, we remain 
committed to transparency and to explaining why certain options were not 
feasible. Protecting Jersey’s coastline is a critical priority, and this approach 
ensures robust, future-proof defences while creating amenities that reflect 
the island’s character. 

16 Right to Privacy and Quiet 
Enjoyment of Property 

Human Rights Considerations: Under Article 8 of the European Convention 
on Human Rights (ECHR), incorporated into Jersey law through the Human 
Rights (Jersey) Law 2000, residents have the right to respect for their private 
and family life, their homes, and their correspondence. 
 A promenade and cycle track raised 3 feet higher than necessary would 

create overlooking and surveillance into residents’ homes and gardens, 
breaching this right to privacy. 

Potential effects on privacy and amenity are part of the planning and 
human-rights assessments for major infrastructure. The scheme must 
demonstrate necessity, proportionality and public-interest justification, 
informed by design revisions, modelling and consultation feedback.  
Promenade elevations are determined by flood-protection requirements and 
not set higher than needed.  
A phased configuration is under review in parts of Zones 3–4, whereby initial 
promenade levels could align to c. 2080 allowances, with existing sea-facing 
walls in those areas remaining higher than the promenade during the interim 
period, thereby providing screening. 

  Privacy, Security, and Residential Amenity 
 Substantial loss of privacy due to elevated public promenade and cycle 

track, allowing direct views into private properties, gardens, and 
terraces. 20 meters from residents isn’t committed, it’s a vague 
measurement and is still to near residents property. At this stage, the 
government planning team should be providing specific measurments, 
details, for the community to understand and consider, within the 
consultation period.  

 Reduced security, with increased risk of trespassers, intruders, and 
opportunistic anti-social behavior. 

 Diminished peace and quiet, essential to the enjoyment of private 
property. 

 Potential interference with lawful use of land, including garden, beach 
access, and communal areas. 
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 Increased exposure to unwanted public activities directly adjacent to 

residential premises. 

17 Noise, Disturbance, and 
Anti-Social Behavior 

 Persistent noise from construction and ongoing use, including children 
playing, teenagers socialising, football, shouting, and music. 

 Public littering, including alcohol containers, cigarette butts, and dog 
waste. 

 Dogs barking, fighting, and fouling communal or beach areas, raising 
both hygiene and safety concerns. 

 Risk of illegal activities or anti-social conduct during evenings or 
unsupervised periods. 

 What guarantees have been provided to residents and the wider 
community, to confirm the above has been considered, will not happen. 
The plans and systems researched and results, assuring that there 
won’t be any of the above negative actions failure to minimise intrusion 
could be found disproportionate and unlawful. 

Construction impacts will be controlled through a CEMP specifying noise, 
vibration, dust, access and liaison arrangements.  
Operational design applies established principles for safety and amenity, 
with attention to lighting, sightlines and management measures 
proportionate to assessed risk and context.  
Monitoring will inform any future adjustments within normal enforcement 
frameworks. 

18 Proportionality and Least 
Intrusive Means 

 A promenade and cycle track raised 3 feet higher than necessary would 
create overlooking and surveillance into residents’ homes and gardens, 
breaching this right to privacy. Any failure to minimise intrusion could be 
found disproportionate and unlawful. 

 Flood defenses must be proportionate to their purpose. A scheme that 
achieves the same flood protection while sitting 3 feet lower would be 
less intrusive and therefore legally preferable. Public bodies, including 
the Government of Jersey, have a legal duty to adopt the least rights-
infringing option available when multiple designs can deliver the same 
safety outcome. 

Please refer to the response to Q16 regarding privacy and proportionality. 
Multiple options have been assessed; the advance-the-line configuration 
achieves the required standard of protection while constraining wall heights 
and avoiding larger visual effects that would arise from significantly higher 
walls on the existing alignment. 

19 Nuisance and Devaluation 
of Property – Ties to the 
above and the below  

 A higher promenade/cycle track would amount to an unreasonable 
interference with residents’ enjoyment of their homes under the doctrine 
of private nuisance. Loss of privacy, noise from increased 
pedestrian/cyclist traffic at elevated eye-level, and direct overlooking will 
reduce property values. Residents would be entitled to compensation 
unless the design is modified. 

See Q16 regarding amenity and privacy. A phased approach in parts of 
Zones 3–4 would maintain existing higher sea-facing walls relative to initial 
promenade levels for an extended period, assisting with screening. 
Unmanaged coastal flood risk adversely affects property value, insurability 
and mortgageability; the scheme is intended to manage that risk in a 
proportionate and robust manner. 

20 Failure to Properly Explore 
Alternatives 

Despite the proposal to design the promenade and cycle track 3 feet lower 
being suggested as early as April 2025, this option does not appear to have 
been properly explored by the project team. By July 2025, when questioned, 
the responsible engineer was unaware of this suggestion and could not 
explain why the design could not be lowered. 
This raises a number of serious concerns. 

Suggestions raised during consultation, including reduced initial promenade 
elevations in the eastern part of the scheme, are being examined within the 
Concept Design process. Any adjustment must continue to satisfy 
standard-of-protection requirements, safety criteria and physical constraints. 
See also Q16. 
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 Why wasn’t this thought of by the government planning team, prior to 

publishing information about the scheme. 
 Why could a member of the public propose this option during a 

conversion, (an idea of off the top of their head) 
 Serious concerns regarding the adequacy of consultation, due 

diligence, and responsiveness to residents’ rights and feedback and 
questions, what other feedback or ideas were ignored, overlooked or 
dismissed without adequate consideration and investigation and may 
demonstrates a disregard for the statutory obligation to minimise social 
disruption and protect residents’ privacy. 

A promenade and cycle track raised 3 feet higher than necessary would 
create overlooking and surveillance into residents’ homes and gardens, 
breaching this right to privacy. Any failure to minimise intrusion could be 
found disproportionate and unlawful. 

21 Proportionality and Least 
Intrusive Means 

 Flood defenses must be proportionate to their purpose. A scheme that 
achieves the same flood protection while sitting 3 feet lower would be 
less intrusive and therefore legally preferable. 

 Public bodies, including the Government of Jersey, have a legal duty to 
adopt the least rights-infringing option available when multiple designs 
can deliver the same safety outcome. 

Please see responses above with respect to the promenade/cycle track 
levels (Q16).   
In the case of the options development, multiple options have been 
considered and to this end the advance the line approach is that which will 
achieve the desired standard of protection whilst having lower impacts.   
Alternative designs would call for significant raising of sea walls on the 
existing coastal line, which would have a significant detriment to the setting 
and would remove sea views. 

22 Nuisance and Devaluation 
of Property 

 A higher promenade/cycle track would amount to an unreasonable 
interference with residents’ enjoyment of their homes under the doctrine 
of private nuisance. 

 Loss of privacy, noise from increased pedestrian/cyclist traffic at 
elevated eye-level, and direct overlooking will reduce property values. 
Residents would be entitled to compensation unless the design is 
modified. Designing the structure 3 feet lower reduces this interference. 

Please see Q16. Impacts on amenity and privacy are assessed through EIA 
and planning policy tests, which also inform any mitigation. 

23 Planning Law and 
Environmental Impact 
Obligations 

 Under Jersey planning law, the Planning Committee must consider the 
impact on neighboring amenity when approving development. 

 “Amenity” includes privacy, outlook, and sunlight. A wall and raised 
promenade 3 feet higher than necessary would cause demonstrable 
harm to amenity and thus fail to satisfy planning requirements. 

 The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process requires 
consideration of social and residential impacts. An unnecessarily 
elevated design increases those impacts and could be challenged as 
procedurally flawed. 

We recognise that planning law requires impacts on residential amenity to be 
addressed upfront, not deferred, and this will be a focus of the concept 
design development ahead of the detailed design and subsequent planning 
submission.  The development will seek to address impacts on neighbouring 
amenity (privacy, outlook, daylight/sunlight where relevant) and will include 
an EIA that tests social and residential effects and alternatives.  
The project will also undergo a full Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). 
An EIA is a legal requirement for major works and ensures that 
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environmental, social and residential impacts are properly understood, 
alternatives are explored, and mitigation measures are clearly presented. 
In response to concerns about height, please see earlier responses to 
questions i.e. Q16. 

24 Precedent of 
Compensation and Design 
Adjustment 

 In previous infrastructure projects in Jersey and the UK, where schemes 
unduly interfered with residential privacy, design alterations or 
compensatory payments were made. 

 A failure to lower the structure when technically feasible would expose 
the Government of Jersey to legal claims for compensation on grounds 
of diminished property rights and value. 

Design decisions are driven by safety, proportionality and planning policy. 
The aim is to avoid or minimise adverse effects through design and 
management. Any questions about compensation would be considered 
under applicable law and are not pre-judged here. 
 

25 Environmental, Visual, and 
Coastal Impacts 

 Disruption of natural coastal character and visual amenity. 
 Increased erosion risk due to changes in tidal flow and shoreline 

construction. 
 Constant accumulation of stones, seaweed, and debris, impacting both 

aesthetics and usability of the beach. 
 Adverse visual impact of flood defense structures, walls, street lighting, 

benches, and glass panels facing the sea. 
 Interference with wildlife habitats, including birds, marine species, and 

dune vegetation. 

Landscape/seascape, ecology, lighting and coastal-process effects are being 
assessed through the EIA, including proposed mitigation and monitoring. 
Material and colour strategies will reflect the setting, with habitat features 
considered where feasible. Residual effects will be presented transparently 
for planning judgement. 
 

26 Construction, 
Maintenance, and Safety 

 Multi-year construction (estimated five years) with significant noise, 
dust, and visual pollution. 

 Ongoing maintenance liabilities for the community, including cleaning of 
promenade, cycle track, lighting, and glass panels. 

 Safety hazards during construction for both residents and visitors, 
including machinery, restricted access, and risk of injury. 

 Potential for structural damage to nearby properties due to vibration or 
coastal modification.53. Health, Wellbeing, and Social Concerns 

 Elevated stress, anxiety, and reduction in mental wellbeing due to noise, 
visual impact, and loss of privacy. 

 Overcrowding and increased pedestrian and cyclist traffic on adjacent 
lanes and roads. 

 Negative impact on families, the elderly, and those with pre-existing 
medical or mental health conditions. 

 Artificial lighting and street furniture may disturb natural sleep patterns 
and reduce enjoyment of homes. 

A phased construction strategy will manage duration and interface at each 
location, with CEMP controls for noise, dust, vibration, traffic and public 
safety. A zone-by-zone programme and seasonal constraints will be set out 
as design and construction planning mature. Whole-life costs and 
maintenance responsibilities form part of the business-case and governance 
approvals. Lighting will be context-sensitive to minimise disturbance. 
 



  GoJ Ref.: 2038-SMP-E1-P01-R-040 
Issue 01 

 

F-12 

 

Question GoJ Response 

27 Breach of previously 
granted planning 
permissions regarding 
quiet, unlit, and private 
spaces. 

 Substantial interference with residents’ lawful enjoyment of land, 
potentially constituting private nuisance under Jersey law. 

 Lack of transparency or disclosure regarding the full scale of 
construction, materials, and design. 

 Financial burden on residents for potential compensation, maintenance, 
or legal action. This was not address / covered in consultation meetings.  
(implication is losses of hundreds of thousands of pounds to residents.  

The scheme will follow the normal planning process under Jersey’s Planning 
Law, with assessment by the Planning Department once a formal application 
is submitted. Materiality and detailing are in development and will be refined 
through Concept and Detailed Design; further information will be provided as 
the project progresses. Maintenance requirements will be incorporated into 
normal government provisions. 
 

28 Social and Community 
Impact 

 Scheme may not meet actual demand, leading to underutilization 
outside peak periods. 

 Reduction in natural, communal, and recreational spaces for residents. 
 Increased congestion, risk of conflict between pedestrians, cyclists, and 

local traffic. 
 Adverse effect on community character and cultural heritage of Harve 

des Pas. 
 Potential long-term reduction in islanders’ quality of life and enjoyment 

of coastal amenities. 
 Where and how are dog walkers expected to walk their pets, allowing 

them to play un the water? 

The design seeks to support everyday use by improving access, safety and 
the quality of the shoreline year-round. The engineered corridor enables 
clearer separation between pedestrians and cyclists and reduces conflict 
with road traffic. Materials and layout will respond to the character of Havre 
des Pas. Access to shoreline routes and safe water-entry points will be 
maintained, enabling continued use by dog walkers and other users. 
 

29 Opportunity Cost  Every pound spent here is a pound not spent on pressing needs like 
affordable housing, healthcare, or education. Investing in rarely used 
amenities over essential services risks political backlash and poor 
allocation of public resources. 

Funding decisions are made through government business-case and 
portfolio processes that consider coastal risk alongside other public 
priorities. The submission will present the case for need, benefits, costs and 
timing so that affordability and sequencing can be considered at the 
appropriate decision points. 
 

30 Public Consultation & 
Demand Gap 

 Early consultations show residents want flood safety first. The 
government risks inflating the project with non-essential extras that 
don’t reflect community priorities. If cycleways and promenades are 
poorly used, taxpayers will be left with an expensive maintenance costs 
and irreversible damage and loss of tax payers money that could be 
better allocated/ spent. On other important projects, such as health 
care, the incinerator, public education. 

The scheme budget is predominantly for essential flood-defence works—two 
defences and the impermeable, structural corridor between them that forms 
part of the barrier. Integrating movement and amenity within that engineered 
space is efficient and does not drive overall cost. These elements provide 
additional value without compromising the core flood-protection objective. 
 

31 Risk of Long-Term 
Obsolescence 

 Climate science evolves, and adaptive, modular flood measures may be 
needed in future decades. By spending heavily on fixed landscaping 
and amenities now, Jersey risks locking into infrastructure that may be 
obsolete—or even require demolition—before 2120. The promenade 
and cycle track may not retain value if later flood defense works alter or 
remove them. 

The Havre des Pas defences are being designed to meet the required 
standard of protection for this frontage while remaining adaptable over time. 
To reduce the risk of under-design, we use IPCC sea-level rise allowances 
based on the high-end RCP 8.5 (business-as-usual) pathway and adopt the 
70th-percentile projection to reflect uncertainty.  
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  Conclusion 
 Spending millions at Havre des Pas risks becoming a misuse of 

taxpayer money because: 
 The 'extras' (promenade, cycle track) are unlikely to see enough use to 

justify their cost. 
 Flood safety could be achieved more cheaply with targeted defenses. 

(implementing a more phased approach may provide better insight to 
requirements, achieve public support. (Throughout 2025, I’ve only 
spoken to one person, in favor of the scheme, most (including 
employees in the government building – union street and the airport, are 
unaware of the project or specific details, including the colossal cost). 

 Public realm improvements are being bundled into a flood scheme, 
inflating costs without proportional benefit. 

 Ongoing maintenance, seasonal usage, and opportunity cost make this 
investment even harder to justify. 

 In essence, the project risks becoming less about genuine climate 
resilience and more about prestige regeneration—at the taxpayer’s 
expense. 

This does not mean the scheme is larger than needed; it ensures the 
defences reliably achieve today’s safety objectives under robust, 
evidence-led assumptions.  
The layout also incorporates future-proofing, for example, detailing that 
allows later crest-height increases if required, so that elements like the 
promenade and cycle route, which sit within the engineered defence 
corridor, can be retained, adapted, or reconfigured if future upgrades are 
needed.  
In short, the scheme provides the necessary protection now and will be 
designed to be adjustable, avoiding lock-in or premature obsolescence. 
Please see earlier responses for each of the conclusion bullet points. 

32 Lack of the GOJ 
transparency Issues with 
the public re Havre des 
Pas Flood Defense 
Scheme 

a) Limited Public Awareness 
Despite being one of the largest infrastructure projects in Jersey’s 
modern history, many residents in St Helier and across the island 
remain unaware of the scheme. Consultation coincided with summer 
holiday season, further reducing engagement. 

The points raised are understood, and the Department recognises the 
importance of providing clear and accessible information as the Havre des 
Pas Flood Defence Scheme progresses. Public awareness to date has been 
reasonable, and this is expected to continue growing as more detailed 
material becomes available. Even so, the team acknowledges that some 
residents would welcome clearer visuals and simpler explanations of key 
issues. 
As the Scheme is still at the early Concept Design stage, only initial 
visualisations were available during the consultation. As the design 
develops, more detailed imagery, models and digital materials will be shared 
to help the public understand potential impacts more easily, including 
matters such as beach loss, erosion and visual changes. Additional 
exhibitions and communication through parish channels and the project 
website will support this. 
Efforts have already been made to reduce technical language and provide 
opportunities for direct discussion through drop-in sessions. Feedback will 
be used to guide future information releases, particularly on environmental 
matters and the ongoing coastal modelling work.  We will take this feedback 
on board as we develop future communications materials. 
The project team is fully aware of the environmental obligations associated 
with the scheme, including those relating to foreshore ownership, Ramsar 

b) Consultation Is Superficial and Poorly Promoted 
The consultation is poorly publicised - confined mainly to government 
websites, bus stops and limited media coverage.  (coverage, not 
containing key facts such as costs, consequences and lost beach). 
There has been no widespread direct communication such as parish 
meetings, door drops, or letters to residents. Residents have identified 
as being missed, how many more were missed? Consultation meetings 
didn’t display a module of the scheme, providing clear visual details and 
the effect upon the area, including the transformation on the beach 

c) Information Provided Is Overly Technical and Opaque 
Design options are presented with technical jargon and complex 
drawings that are difficult for the public to interpret. Key implications—
such as beach loss, visual impact of sea walls, and tidal changes—are 
not clearly explained. 
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d) Downplaying Negative Implications 
Government communications highlight positives like promenades and 
cycle tracks, while minimising trade-offs such as beach loss, erosion 
changes, and accumulated costs. 

and SSI protections. These considerations are integral to the design process 
and form part of the environmental assessments, approvals and modelling 
already underway.  
As the Scheme progresses further public explanations of how these 
obligations are being met, how they influence design decisions, and what 
any required mitigation measures may involve. All consultation results will be 
published, and engagement will continue throughout the development of the 
scheme. 

e) Failure to Clarify Legal and Environmental Issues 
Foreshore ownership disputes and obligations under Ramsar and SSI 
protections are not explained to the public. Potential legal delays or 
disputes are omitted from consultation materials 

33 Disconnection Between 
Cost and Public Benefit 

While government claims £1.3 billion in flood risk savings, no clear 
breakdown is given for Havre des Pas alone. There is no transparent 
comparison between costs and benefits other options available, versus the 
full scheme. 26.. Erosion of Public Trust. 

Economic appraisal follows recognised methods (e.g., Multi-Coloured 
Manual) combining flood-extent modelling with standard economic tests to 
quantify avoided damages over the scheme life. The headline figure reflects 
the area protected by the scheme rather than a single location and is used 
consistently across options within the business-case process. 
The figures presented for the scheme illustrate the strong business case that 
emerges when these modelling outputs are applied consistently. The benefits 
shown reflect the avoided damages that would occur during major storm and 
tidal events over the scheme lifetime and form an essential part of the 
evidence base required for government scrutiny. 

34 The lack of transparency, 
selective framing, and 
opaque technical 

Information risks making consultation appear tokenistic. This undermines 
confidence in government accountability and opens the door to accusations 
of misrepresentation. 

We recognise that good communication is vital for maintaining public trust. 
The intention has never been to downplay impacts, technical material 
including flood maps is provided and will continue to be provided as the project 
progresses. 
The Consultation is a core part of the project’s development, such that 
feedback from residents, businesses, and other stakeholders informs the 
design process. 
While concerns around transparency are understood, the assessment of 
flood-risk benefits for Havre des Pas is grounded in rigorous modelling and 
recognised economic tools.  
We remain committed to open, clear, and inclusive engagement as the project 
progresses and will develop improvements to communication via the 
Government of Jersey website and through the production of newsletters that 
provide additional information as the project progresses to take people along 
with the project. 

  Conclusion 
The Havre des Pas flood defence scheme suffers from a serious 
transparency deficit. Information is not reaching the wider public, negative 
impacts are downplayed, and technical details are inaccessible. This leaves 
many islanders unaware of shoreline and beach implications, reduces the 
legitimacy of consultation, and undermines public trust. The government 
risks accusations of poor governance and misrepresentation if the scheme 
proceeds without more open, clear, and inclusive communication. 

35 Alternative or 
Complementary Options 

a) Nature-based solutions: Dunes, wetlands, seagrass, oyster beds to 
absorb wave energy. 

b) Demountable or inflatable flood barriers deployed when needed. 

Alternative options such as nature-based solutions, demountable barriers, 
and property-level protection were evaluated during the options appraisal. 
While some are less suitable as standalone defences at Havre des Pas, they 
remain part of wider island coastal strategy. The preferred option integrates 
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c) AI-driven flood modelling and monitoring to optimise timing of defenses 

and evacuations. 
d) Property-level resilience: Flood doors, raised electrics, and other 

measures to reduce vulnerability. 
e) Strategic land-use planning: Avoiding new development in flood-prone 

areas. 

complementary approaches where technically and environmentally 
appropriate. 
Please see earlier responses that address the use of AI. 
The project team has also investigated property-level-protection (PLP) 
measures as part of the long-list options review. While PLP can be effective 
for small numbers of isolated properties, its suitability depends on scale, 
practicality, and the nature of the flood risk. 
In the case of Havre des Pas, a very large number of residential and 
commercial properties lie within the flood-risk area. Implementing PLP 
across this volume of buildings would involve: 

• extensive individual surveys 
• bespoke design solutions for each property 
• ongoing maintenance requirements for owners 
• challenges with ensuring consistent performance during storm-tide 

events 
• significant logistical issues in deploying measures ahead of rapidly 

developing coastal flood conditions 
Given the scale and complexity of these factors, and the reliance of PLP on 
correct installation and timely activation by occupants, this approach was 
deemed neither reliable nor cost-effective when applied to an area of this 
size. For these reasons, PLP was discounted at the long-list stage, in line 
with standard flood-risk appraisal practice. 
The decision reflects both technical feasibility and the requirement to ensure 
that proposed measures offer a dependable level of protection during severe 
coastal events. Strategic-scale defences provide a more robust, consistent, 
and equitable level of protection for the community as a whole. 
With regard to land-use planning, it is important to note that the Government 
of Jersey has already established a robust framework to ensure future 
development is informed by up-to-date flood-risk evidence. In 2019, work 
began on a comprehensive Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA), 
prepared for the Government of Jersey and subsequently published.  
The SFRA provides an island-wide assessment of tidal, coastal, and inland 
flood risks and serves as a key evidence base for planning policy and 
development control. It directly informs the Island Plan and provides 
guidance for construction within flood-risk zones, including requirements for 
site-specific flood-risk assessments and measures to mitigate flood impacts. 
This means that the land-use planning element is already in place in Jersey: 
new developments or changes of use within defined flood-risk areas are 
assessed using the SFRA framework, ensuring that planning decisions fully 
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account for current and future flood risk, including projected impacts of 
climate change. 

36 Understanding tactics of 
the Government, 
Regarding the Havre des 
Pas Flood Defense 
Scheme 

 Dramatizing Potential Losses to Inflate Urgency 
 Government cites £1.3 billion in projected damage if a severe flood hits 

without preventive action. This creates an “act now or face ruin” 
narrative. 

 

 Messaging 'Largest Project Since the 1800s' to Convey Dread 
 Promoting the scheme as the biggest coastal defense project since the 

1800s conveys a sense of overdue disaster-level intervention. 
 

 Highlighting Rapid Property Exposure Growth 
 Officials stress that 350 properties are at risk now, projected to rise to 

1,000 by 2120, warning of escalating danger from inaction. 
 

 Emphasizing Rising Sea Levels with Accelerated Estimates 
 Sea level rises are forecasted to accelerate from 3 mm/year now to 

9 mm/year by 2070, culminating in 0.82 m by 2120, presenting an 
imminent threat. 

 

 Dismissing Alternative, Less Intense Options 
 Alternatives such as raising the existing wall are presented as non-

viable, steering public opinion toward more dramatic solutions. 
 

 Framing Minimal Action as 'Not an Option' 
 The 'Do Minimum' baseline is explicitly dismissed, positioning debate as 

binary—commit to major change or face disaster. 
 

 Using 'Responsible' Language to Imply Moral Obligation 
 Officials claim they don’t want to 'frighten people—but need to be 

responsible,' framing inaction as morally irresponsible. 
 

 Blending Public Realm Improvements with Alarms 
 Alarmist figures are paired with promises of promenades, cycle paths, 

and gardens, making drastic measures more palatable. 

The Government of Jersey is sharing information about the Havre des Pas 
Flood Defence Scheme to help the community understand why action is 
needed and what the proposed works aim to achieve. The intention is to 
inform and involve the public, not to alarm or frighten anyone. 
Why we are talking about flood risk:  Coastal flooding is already a challenge 
for low-lying areas of Jersey. Scientific research, including projections from 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), shows that sea 
levels will continue to rise over the coming decades. This means the 
frequency and severity of flooding is expected to increase, even if global 
efforts to reduce emissions are successful. 
By understanding these future conditions, we can make responsible 
decisions now that protect homes, businesses, and vital infrastructure for the 
long term. 
Why the scheme is significant:  The Havre des Pas area is exposed to 
growing flood risk. Explaining the scale of the proposed works helps the 
community understand why major intervention is needed. The figures, 
projections, and assessments included in our materials are based on 
technical studies and internationally accepted climate science. They are 
shared to provide clarity, not to create fear. 
Why different options were assessed:  A range of approaches has been 
carefully evaluated, from minimal changes to larger engineering solutions. 
Some options were discounted because they would not provide effective or 
long-lasting protection given the projected rise in sea levels. The chosen 
approach aims to offer the best balance of safety, resilience, and value for 
the community. 
Delivering wider benefits:  Alongside the essential flood-defence measures, 
the scheme includes improvements to public spaces, such as upgraded 
promenades and better routes for walking and cycling. These are added 
benefits designed to enhance everyday life in the area, while the main 
purpose of the project remains clear: protecting people and property from 
increasing coastal flood risk. 
Notwithstanding the above responses, we do take note of this useful 
feedback. The intention of the scheme’s communications has been to 
contextualise the level of coastal flood risk using established evidence, 
rather than to sensationalise or create undue alarm. We recognise, however, 
the importance of striking the right balance between clearly explaining risk 

  Tactic /Effect/ may be interpreted as 

   Project dramatic cost of inaction 
(£1.3 bn) 

 Pump fear to justify the scheme 



  GoJ Ref.: 2038-SMP-E1-P01-R-040 
Issue 01 

 

F-17 

 

Question GoJ Response 

   Label as largest project since 
1800s 

 Imply extreme urgency and 
inevitability 

and maintaining proportionate, accessible messaging. To this end, the 
project team will be mindful of this feedback in future communications, 
ensuring that information is presented in a measured, transparent, and 
balanced way that supports informed public understanding and constructive 
engagement. 
 

   Amplify future property risk 
figures 

 Create sense that threat is 
growing rapidly 

   Use accelerating sea-level rise 
forecasts 

 Portray imminent environmental 
collapse 

   Discount or dismiss smaller-
scale options 

 Foreclose alternatives, funnel 
public support 

   Declare 'Do Minimum' is 
unacceptable 

 Eliminate moderate paths, force 
support for grand solution 

   Speak of 'responsibility' to avoid 
causing fear 

 Shape perception of moral duty 
tied to project endorsement 

   Bundle aesthetic improvements 
with alarms 

 Make objection less palatable by 
sweetening the narrative 

  Conclusion 
The government’s messaging around the Havre des Pas scheme could be 
interpreted as heavily on fear-driven framing to mobilize support. While 
addressing legitimate risks, such communication should be counterbalanced 
with transparent and proportionate discourse. Encouraging informed public 
debate—not just eliciting emotional consent—would strengthen the 
democratic and legal robustness of the process. 

37 Potential Controversies 
and Risks 

Focused Protection: Prioritising St Helier may leave other low-lying areas 
under-protected. 
 Environmental and Social Costs: Hard defenses alter the beach, 

damage habitats, and impact local amenity and tourism. 
 Alternative Solutions Overlooked: Adaptive, nature-based, and 

technology-driven options may be more cost-effective, flexible, and 
sustainable, but are less visible and harder to 'sell' politically. 

Conclusion 
The Government of Jersey's strong commitment to the Havre des Pas 
scheme is driven by a combination of risk management, political visibility, 
and urgency to protect the capital. While the scheme addresses immediate 
and visible flood risks, a balanced island-wide strategy integrating alternative 
measures could provide greater assurance. 

Havre des Pas has been identified as a priority frontage within the 
island-wide Shoreline Management Plan. Parallel work continues on other 
frontages. We will signpost how this scheme fits within the broader 
programme, ensuring equitable consideration of need and timing across the 
island. 
Further information on the wider programme of works and timeframes can be 
found at www.gov.je/CoastalDefences  
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38 Ownership of the 
shoreline/ beach 

Complex Foreshore Ownership and Public Rights 
There is significant legal uncertainty over who actually owns the foreshore at 
Havre des Pas. Some contend that parts are held under fiefs by private 
entities, not the Crown or public domain. This complicates the government's 
authority to reclaim or enhance land via land reclamation. The legal principle 
applies: you can’t give what you don’t own. Without resolving these titles via 
legal adjudication or clear conveyance, the project risks legal challenge for 
acting without lawful title. How can you steam ahead, spending tax payer’s 
money with outstanding issues? 

We recognise that foreshore ownership in Jersey has historically been 
complex, and we understand why residents seek reassurance before 
significant public investment proceeds.  Since 2015, ownership of the land 
between the mean high-water and low-water marks, the foreshore, has 
transferred from the Crown to the Public of Jersey. This provides a clear 
legal basis for the Government to plan, build, maintain, and improve coastal 
flood defences within this intertidal area, subject to the appropriate planning 
and environmental approvals. 

39 Failure to Clarify Legal and 
Environmental Issues 

Foreshore ownership disputes and obligations under Ramsar and SSI 
protections are not explained to the public. Potential legal delays or disputes 
are omitted from consultation materials. 

We recognise the request for clearer public explanation of the legal and 
environmental considerations relevant to the scheme, including foreshore 
ownership and obligations associated with Ramsar and SSI designations. 
These matters are integral to the project and are being addressed through 
established statutory processes rather than treated as separate or 
secondary issues. 
Foreshore ownership, as noted above, provides the legal foundation for 
works in the intertidal zone. In parallel, the scheme is being progressed in 
accordance with Jersey’s planning and environmental legislation, including 
the preparation of a full Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and the 
consideration of habitats and designated sites where required. These 
assessments are intended to identify potential impacts, examine reasonable 
alternatives, and define mitigation or enhancement measures before any 
final decisions are taken. 
Engagement with relevant environmental advisers and authorities is 
ongoing, and their input will inform both the evolving design and the scope of 
mitigation. As this work progresses, the project team will provide clear, 
non-technical summaries so that residents can better understand how 
environmental protections, legal duties, and design decisions are being 
brought together. 

40 Environmental & Heritage 
Law Obligations 

The site is encircled by protected environmental designations, including a 
Ramsar wetland and an inland ecological SSI, plus dozens of listed 
buildings. Such designations trigger statutory duties for rigorous 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and Habitats Regulation 
Assessment. Failure to conduct full EIA or to meaningfully consult 
conservation bodies risks judicial review for non-compliance. 

The environmental and heritage sensitivities of the site, including the 
Ramsar wetland, the inland ecological SSI and the nearby listed buildings, 
have been central considerations throughout the development of this project. 
These designations have informed our approach from the outset. 
All required statutory processes under the Environmental Impact 
Assessment Regulations and the Habitats Regulations are already being 
progressed in full. This includes a comprehensive EIA scoped in line with 
current regulatory expectations and a Habitats Regulations Assessment 
supported by experienced ecological specialists. Alongside this, structured 
engagement with the Natural Environment team and relevant heritage 
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bodies is ongoing to ensure that consultation requirements are met in a 
meaningful and transparent way. 
The project is being managed with a clear focus on compliance, technical 
rigour and good governance. The work already underway ensures that 
environmental and heritage obligations are fully addressed. 

41 Failure to Demonstrate 
Value for Money & Long-
Term Resilience 

Major public infrastructure must show proper fiscal justification and long-
term maintenance planning. Without explicit long-term targets, adaptive 
management strategies, or maintenance provisions, the Havre des Pas 
scheme may fall short of legal standards for stewardship of public funds. 

The view that the Havre des Pas Flood Defence Scheme lacks sufficient 
justification or long-term planning does not reflect the structured process 
through which the project has been developed. The scheme originates from 
the Shoreline Management Plan, which provides an islandwide evidence 
base for long-term coastal resilience. This plan identifies locations where 
intervention is necessary to protect people, property, and critical 
infrastructure, and Havre des Pas is one of the priority areas highlighted 
through that assessment. 
From there, the project has been progressed in line with the Government of 
Jersey’s Corporate Portfolio Management Office (CPMO) governance 
standards. The CPMO framework requires a consistent, rigorous approach 
to project development, including preparation of a full business case, regular 
assurance checks, transparent risk management, and a clear demonstration 
of anticipated benefits. The project has followed these requirements 
throughout its lifecycle, ensuring robust oversight and alignment with wider 
strategic priorities. 
In addition, the Public Finances Manual places clear obligations on all major 
public investments to demonstrate value for money, long-term affordability, 
and responsible use of public funds. These expectations have been central 
to the project’s development. Detailed option appraisal, whole-life cost 
modelling, and the integration of maintenance and lifecycle planning into the 
design all ensure the scheme is financially responsible, sustainable, and 
capable of being adapted as conditions change. 
Long-term resilience has also been factored in from the outset. As part of the 
wider coastal resilience programme, the scheme is designed to respond to 
projected sea-level rise, with solutions that can be upgraded or adapted over 
time. This approach reduces long-term costs and supports responsible 
stewardship of public assets. 
Overall, the Havre des Pas scheme demonstrates strong governance, 
careful financial planning, and clear long-term thinking. It reflects both the 
CPMO standards and the requirements of the Public Finances Manual, as 
well as the strategic direction set out through the Shoreline Management 
Plan. 

42 Inadequate Justification of 
Coastal Alignment Shift 

The scheme proposes building a new sea wall significantly advancing the 
coastline. Policy guidance indicates that certain 'setback' defenses should 

It is not clear which specific policy guidance the comment refers to, however, 
the project has been developed in accordance with the Shoreline 
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be pursued later. Selecting options that deviate from approved policy without 
sound justification may invite legal challenge of the decision-making process 
as unreasonable or unlawful. 

Management Plan, which guides how different stretches of Jersey’s 
coastline should be managed. 
With regard to the concern about coastal alignment, the proposed scheme 
does not involve a significant advancement of the coastline. The adjustment 
is modest and based on engineering requirements to ensure the new sea 
wall performs safely, meets current design standards and provides long-term 
resilience to wave and tidal conditions, without altering the coastline more 
than necessary. 
Set-back defences are a recognised option in coastal management. 
However, they were considered and discounted for this site because there is 
no suitable space to position along the coast. The only feasible set-back line 
would be on the landward side of the coastal-fronting properties, which 
means those properties would receive no direct protection from coastal 
flooding. This approach would not meet the core objectives of safeguarding 
homes, infrastructure and the functioning of the area. 
A range of options were assessed and the presented ATL alignment is the 
one that best meets the engineering, environmental and practical 
requirements of this location. The aim throughout has been to propose a 
scheme that provides reliable, long-term protection and aligns with Jersey’s 
established coastal-management strategy. 

43 Consultation and 
Democratic Least-Risk 
Obligations 

The government has launched a public consultation, but citizens have 
legitimate expectations that the consultation be meaningful and the 
opportunity to review the full publishes / finalised consultation and 
opportunity to input further. 

Please see earlier responses on consultation, legal duties and option 
development (Q16, Q32, Q33, Q34, Q35). Engagement will continue through 
Concept and Detailed Design, and all consultation outputs will be published 
and used to inform subsequent stages. 

  Concern 

   Unclear foreshore ownership 

   Environmental protections 

   Cost-benefit and long-term planning 

   Deviation from policy framework 

   Consultation process deficiencies 



  GoJ Ref.: 2038-SMP-E1-P01-R-040 
Issue 01 

 

F-21 

 

Question GoJ Response 

44 Disconnection Between 
Cost and Public Benefit 

While government claims £1.3 billion in flood risk savings, no clear 
breakdown is given for Havre des Pas alone. There is no transparent 
comparison between minimal wall-raising costs versus the full scheme. 
There’s no sense of accountability to spending, a concern given the current 
financial climate and its impact on islanders spending power. 
Conclusion 
The Havre des Pas flood defence scheme suffers from a serious 
transparency deficit. Information is not reaching the wider public, negative 
impacts are downplayed, and technical details are inaccessible. This leaves 
many islanders unaware of shoreline and beach implications, reduces the 
legitimacy of consultation, and undermines public trust. The government 
risks accusations of poor governance and misrepresentation if the scheme 
proceeds without more open, clear, and inclusive communication 

Please see Q33. Economic appraisal compares costs and benefits 
consistently across options and frontages. The £1.3bn avoided-damages 
figure pertains to the protected area and underpins the business-case 
assessment. 

45 Broken assurances When attending a public consultation, [REDACTED] assured that there 
would be no lighting, yet your plan clearly displays street lights. Photos 
displayed clearly show street lights. (not only is this intrusive on privacy, it 
changes the environment and charm of the area. 
We were also advised that the aim of the planning team is to ensure the rice 
bowl area of the scheme, remain quiet and residential, this looks very certain 
not the be case with the introduction of a promenade, cycle track, lights and 
benches There’s no regard to people’s priorities or concerns and views. 
people move home, to get away from busy streets, roads and street light 
shining into their home. 

The consultation visuals reflected early concept ideas retained to facilitate 
feedback on the full range of potential treatments. As Concept Design 
progresses, lighting and other features will be refined to reflect local 
character and amenity priorities, including low-level, context-sensitive 
solutions in quieter residential areas. Updated visuals will be shared as 
design develops ahead of planning. 
The festoon style lighting shown on the scheme visuals in the east of Zone 3 
and in Zone 4 will be removed from future proposals. 

46 Potential adverse effects of 
the proposed Harve des 
Pas Flood Defense 
Scheme on residents and 
the wider island 
community. 

While recognising the importance of flood mitigation, the scheme presents 
significant social, environmental, legal, and economic concerns that require 
careful consideration and mitigation prior to approval or implementation. 

These matters are being addressed through the design process, EIA, 
statutory engagement and business-case governance. The objective is to 
deliver essential flood protection in a proportionate manner, with mitigation 
and management measures incorporated where appropriate and supported 
by the evidence base. 

47 Additional Considerations 
for Island-wide Impact 

 Potential changes to local ecosystem and fisheries due to coastal 
modifications. 

 Increased maintenance costs and long-term fiscal impact on States or 
local authorities. 

 Risk of reducing the aesthetic and tourism value of the coastline. 
 Possible impact on emergency services’ access during construction or 

extreme weather events. 
 Interruption of traditional uses of the beach for local schools, clubs, and 

community events. 

Potential ecological and fisheries interactions, whole-life costs, tourism/visual 
character, emergency access and community use are being developed 
within Concept Design and assessed through the EIA and construction 
planning.  
Phasing will be structured to manage interface with community activities, and 
materials/lighting/landscaping will respect local character while meeting 
safety and operational requirements. 
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Conclusion 
While recognising the importance of flood prevention, the Harve des Pas 
Flood Defense Scheme presents significant risks to residents’ privacy, 
security, health, wellbeing, property value, and substantial enjoyment of their 
home and natural environment. It is recommended that the planning 
authority conduct a full impact assessment, review planning compliance, 
consider alternative designs, and provide mitigation and compensation 
measures for affected residents. 

48 Spending millions at Havre 
des Pas risks becoming a 
misuse of taxpayer money 
because: 

 The 'extras' (promenade, cycle track) are unlikely to see enough use to 
justify their cost. 

 Flood safety could be achieved more cheaply with targeted defenses. 
 Public realm improvements are being bundled into a flood scheme, 

inflating costs without proportional benefit. 
 Ongoing maintenance, seasonal usage, and opportunity cost make this 

investment even harder to justify. 
In essence, the project risks becoming less about genuine climate resilience 
and more about prestige regeneration—at the taxpayer’s expense and is 
likely to incur further  
Costs in the long term are likely to be incurred for years to come. For 
example: 
Costs t to introduce, maintain and replace key pads on private property 
along the shoreline. (During a consultation meeting in April 2025, this is 
actioning the government advised they would take to ensure privacy). 
Substantial interference with residents’ enjoyment of property, including loss 
of privacy and security. 
 Legal Basis: Residents can claim compensation for substantial interference 
under private nuisance law. 
Loss of Property Value / Devaluation 
 Direct reduction in market value due to proximity of public areas, noise, 

and visual intrusion. 
 Loss of privacy and beach access affecting desirability. 
 Legal Basis: Property law recognizes compensation claims where public 

works or developments reduce property value. 
Breach of Planning Permissions / Contractual Rights 
  Promises or planning approvals indicated quiet, private, and unlit 

areas. 
 Alterations to design (lighting, benches, glass panels) may constitute 

breach of assurances. 

The scheme’s cost is driven by the essential coastal-defence structures 
required for public safety. The 10 m corridor between defences is an 
engineering requirement; integrating movement and amenity within that 
space is an efficient use of an unavoidable footprint. Maintenance and future 
costs are accounted for in whole-life planning and remain materially lower 
than the social and economic impacts of unmanaged flooding. Legal, 
planning and environmental processes are being followed formally and 
transparently. 



  GoJ Ref.: 2038-SMP-E1-P01-R-040 
Issue 01 

 

F-23 

 

Question GoJ Response 
 Residents may have enforceable contractual or quasi-contractual rights. 
 Temporary loss during construction, permanent changes, or imposed 

maintenance liabilities. 
 Legal Basis: Claims can arise from nuisance, negligence, or breach of 

duty of care owed by developers or the States. - Tort law allows claims 
for temporary but severe interference with land use. 

49 Summary of anticipated 
Key Legal Bases for 
Compensation 

 Private nuisance: Noise, loss of privacy, overshadowing. 
 Loss of property value: Market devaluation due to development. 
 Breach of planning / assurances: Promises of quiet, unlit private beach 

violated. 
 Interference with easements: Blocked beach access or pathways. 
 Statutory rights: Compensation under coastal/public works law. 
 Health & safety / negligence: Dust, noise, environmental hazards. 
 Loss of amenity: Reduced beach usability, scenic views. 
 Temporary construction disruption: Noise, access restrictions, dust over 

years. 

Issues such as privacy, amenity, property value, access, health and safety, 
and long-term neighbourhood character are understood, and each of these 
matters is being carefully considered as the design continues to develop.  
The project’s aim is always to avoid or minimise impacts through thoughtful, 
engineering-led design, including measures that address privacy where 
possible, maintain shoreline access, and ensure the coastline remains an 
attractive and enjoyable place for the community.  
The construction works will be undertaken in accordance with a 
comprehensive Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), 
which will identify, assess, and mitigate construction and environmental risks 
throughout the build period, ensuring that noise, dust, disruption, and access 
impacts are responsibly managed.  

50 A cheaper suggestion for a 
cycle track 

Considering the narrow with of the road. Poor quality public foot path, 
vehicles traveling over the speed limit. Vehicles proximity to each other sand 
predestines is extremely close and dangerous, should include the coast road 
(along the coast road along Roberts garage being one way, currently, 
vehicles exceed the speed limit and are a danger to road users, pedestrians 
alike (accident waiting to happen). – the other lane could be used as a cycle 
track. 

To clarify, the Havre des Pas project is, first and foremost, a coastal flood 
protection scheme and not a scheme that has been developed to create a 
cycle track. Its purpose is to protect homes, businesses and key 
infrastructure from increasing tidal and storm-related flood risk. Because of 
this, the scheme is not intended to change road layouts or influence how the 
main transport route operates. 
To meet the technical requirements for flood protection, the design must 
include a 10-metre space between the new primary and secondary sea 
walls. This space is essential for the engineering to function safely. Because 
it must be created anyway, it then allows us to investigate how we could 
provide safer, dedicated areas for walking and cycling that are away from the 
narrow pavements and busy traffic on the existing road. 
In this way, the cycle path and promenade are secondary benefits that 
support better safety and accessibility, while remaining focused on its core 
role of coastal protection.  

51 Overcrowding and 
increased pedestrian and 
cyclist traffic on adjacent 
lanes and roads. 

 Negative impact on families, the elderly, and those with pre-existing 
medical or mental health conditions. 

 Artificial lighting and street furniture may disturb natural sleep patterns 
and reduce wellbeing 

Summary: 

Thank you for highlighting these concerns. Each of these issues raised, 
including potential increases in pedestrian and cyclist activity, impacts on 
residents’ wellbeing, lighting, privacy, amenity, and wider social and 
environmental considerations, have received responses that provide fuller 
detail above. 
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 The Harve des Pas Flood Defense Scheme, while aiming to address 

flooding, presents substantial negative consequences for residents’ 
privacy, security, health, wellbeing, property value, and enjoyment of the 
natural environment. It risks long-term environmental disruption, anti-
social behavior, visual and noise pollution, and ongoing financial and 
maintenance burdens for both the authorities and residents. Legal and 
planning considerations, including compliance with previous 
permissions and transparency, appear insufficiently considered or 
addressed. Given other government projects, the hospital, education 
buildings, housing, the incinerator, to name a few, Costs incurred of the 
plan lack transparency and don’t display long term commitment and 
raises the question, where’s all this money coming from? 

We recognise that when these impacts are considered together, rather than 
individually, they can feel overwhelming, and this cumulative experience is 
an important consideration for the project team. 
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