%" Government.s Report Ref.: 2038-SMP-E1-P01-R-040

]ERSEY Issue 01

Appendix H

“You Said / We Did” Summary of Consultation Influence
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Purpose of This Appendix

This appendix provides a high-level summary of the key themes raised during the 2025 Public
Consultation and outlines how these issues are expected to be considered as the Scheme progresses
into Concept Design. It draws together the detailed responses contained in Appendices E and F into
an accessible “You Said / We Did” format.

The information presented here does not represent final design decisions. Rather, it reflects areas
where the project team will continue to investigate options, review feasible mitigation, and refine
elements of the Scheme in line with technical assessments, environmental studies, planning
requirements and stakeholder engagement. Further updates will be provided as part of ongoing
communication throughout the design process.

H.1 Summary Table: “You Said / We Did”

The table below provides an at-a-glance summary of consultation themes and the actions taken in
response.

You Said...

Scale, Height & Proposed structures felt too Committed to investigating the use of a phased

Alignment large in some locations; height approach in the east of Zone 3 and majority
promenade height should be of Zone 4; retained existing seaward walls as interim
reviewed; consider staying on screening; is intended to provide in a Newsletter
existing wall line; major further explanation as to why existing alignment
concern about overlooking. would require walls up to ~4 m.

Beach & Concern about beach Confirmed full EIA will be produced in accordance

Environmental loss/erosion; need clearer with statutory obligations; committed to publishing

Impacts modelling; interest in accessible explainers; investigate nature-based
environmental impacts (e.g. elements as complementary elements where
Ramsar Site). appropriate; confirmed that there is ongoing coastal

modelling to inform final alignment based on
overtopping and beach and flow processes.

Privacy & Proposed promenades risk Committed to investigating the use of a phased

Amenity overlooking homes; risk of height approach in the east of Zone 3 and majority
anti-social behaviour; of Zone 4; confirmation that we will be applying
concerns around lighting and design-out-crime and lighting principles; construction
quiet enjoyment. impacts managed through CEMP.

Cost & Value for | Concern that public realm Committed to publishing a cost-proportion graphic;

Money increases cost; request for clarified that explains how core defence engineering
breakdown of essential vs. drives cost; public realm elements are lower
non-essential components. marginal cost within required structural footprint.

Access & Use Desire for better access to Inclusive ramp/step access to be refined in Concept
beach, Bathing Pool, green Design; heritage-led approach to materials and
space, heritage character; character; access points to be mapped by zone.

dog-walking concerns.
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H.2 Detailed Narrative by Theme

H.2.1 Scale, Alignment and Height of Defences
You Said...

Respondents expressed concern that the proposed structures, especially in parts of Zones 3 and 4,
could appear large and intrusive. Many queried why the promenade was set at a particular height and
asked if a lower variant had been tested. A frequently raised concern was whether the Scheme could
be delivered along the existing wall line instead of “advancing the line”. Privacy impacts from elevated
public space were a major issue for residents in Zones 3 and 4.

We Did...

The design team will commit to investigate if a phased height approach could be followed, enabling
sections of the promenade in sensitive areas to initially be built at the 2080 sea-level rise allowance,
with flexibility to increase later. The intention is that existing walls in parts of Zones 3 and 4 will remain
higher than the first-phase promenade, maintaining screening in the near term. A lower-promenade
variant will be investigated during Concept Design. Engineering confirmation was provided explaining
that maintaining the existing alignment would require wall heights up to approximately 4 m, which
would have significantly greater visual/amenity impact.
Next Steps:

= Explore localised height variation

= Assess screening options (planting, parapets, materials)

= Develop visualisations showing possible reduced-height variants

H.2.2 Beach, Ecology and Coastal Processes
You Said...

Respondents were concerned about beach narrowing, sediment behaviour, and the potential
ecological effects on the Ramsar site and intertidal habitat. Many asked for clearer, more accessible
modelling and information. Nature-based solutions were often suggested as alternatives or
complementary measures.

We Did...

Confirm that the Scheme will undergo a full Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). A series of
newsletters will be produced, including a Design 101 and Coastal Processes explainer ‘Newsletter’
that is intended to provide accessible explanations of overtopping, still-water flooding and wave-energy
behaviour.

Next Steps:
= Complete next phase wave, sediment and beach profile modelling
= |dentify feasible ecological enhancements

= Publish modelling summaries as they become available

H.2.3 Privacy, Amenity and Residential Environment
You Said...

Residents raised concerns about overlooking, loss of privacy, changes to character, and potential
increases in noise and anti-social behaviour. Questions were asked about lighting and the
management of public space.
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We Did...

Commit to explore if a phased construction is viable (See H2.1). Design-out-crime principles will inform
lighting, path layouts and visibility. Construction impacts (noise, dust, timings) will be managed through
a CEMP.

Next Steps:
= Develop detailed lighting, screening and boundary treatments

= Provide visualisations showing privacy mitigation

H.2.4 Cost, Value for Money and Scope of Works
You Said...

Many respondents perceived the Scheme to be inflated by non-essential public-realm features.
Clarification was requested on how costs are split between flood-defence infrastructure and amenities.

We Did...

Commit to produce a Cost Proportions Graphic is planned for publication as part of the Newsletters.
Core engineering (walls, foundations, structural corridor) remains the dominant cost component.
Public-realm features utilise the required structural footprint and represent low marginal cost.

Next Steps:

= Publish cost breakdown explanation (detailed explicit cost breakdowns will not be provided but
proportion details, because we need to maintain competitive approach to ensure value for the
tax payer)

= Continue value-for-money assurance through delivery governance processes

H.2.5 Access, Heritage and Community Use
You Said...

Respondents emphasised the importance of walking, running, sea access, heritage character,
greenery, dog-walking, and improved access to the Bathing Pool.

We Did...

Inclusive access is a design priority. Ramps, steps and accessible points will be developed in more
detail. The intention is for the materials and design approaches to reflect the area’s heritage. Green
space and planting opportunities are planned for integration where practical.

Next Steps:
= Develop access strategy for each zone

= Produce Zone Factsheets showing all access changes

H.2.6 Enhanced Public Information
You Said...

Materials were at times too technical. Respondents sought clearer explanation of statutory processes,
timelines and environmental assessments.

We Did...
Commitment to produce and publish Newsletters that will cover topics such as:

= Design 101
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= Alternatives One-Pager

= Per-Zone Factsheets
= EIA Roadmap
= Cost Graphic
= Construction Look-Ahead
Next Steps
= Publish materials during Concept Design phases

= Enhance visibility of updates through the parish, website and media channels

H.3 How Appendix H Relates to Appendices E and F
Appendix E presents all questionnaire responses and the GoJ’s responses at question level.

Appendix F provides detailed thematic responses to an extensive resident submission and includes
technical, environmental, legal and engineering explanations.

Appendix H (this appendix) consolidates the themes and design changes arising from both, offering a
clear and accessible overview of how consultation has shaped the Scheme.
H.4 Ongoing Commitment

The GoJ is committed to publishing further updates as Concept Design progresses. The items in the
Newsletters will be updated as new information becomes available, along with improved visualisations,
design refinements and environmental findings.

Appendix H will be updated in future consultation and planning stages, ensuring a continual “feedback
loop” between the community and the project team.
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