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REDEVELOPMENT OF DERELICT AND REDUNDANT GLASSHOUSE SITES

Consultation feedback and response

The draft guidance was issued for consultation for an eight-week period between
December 2023 and February 2024. Approximately 60 responses were received, primarily
from individuals and small businesses. Key themes arising from consultation, with a
response, where appropriate, are summarised below:

Feedback recieived

Response

1. General support for guidance: A typical
comment received is as follows: “...the SPG
is a balanced and proportionate way to
support the removal of glasshouse sites
from the island and that it should provide
for reasonable outcomes for the island in
the right locations”.

Any new homes should be well-designed
and sustainable in terms of energy
production / use and water collection.

Noted

2. Guidance too development friendly: It
should not offer hope-value’ to owners of
derelict glasshouses. The sites should all be
cleared and the land reverted to
agriculture.

Not accepted: The guidance follows the established
principles of the States’ approved spatial strategy and
parallel strategy of securing environmental
enhancements across the island. The guidance does not
seek to promote the redevelopment of derelict
glasshouse sites but, merely, highlights how the
established policy regime (set out at BIP Policy ERE6)
would apply to development proposals for the
redevelopment of such sites.

3. Guidance not sufficiently flexible: It should
used as a tool to help ease the housing
crisis and should allow for derelict
glasshouse sites to be developed out for
residential use and the creation of new
communities.

Not accepted: Response as above.

4. First-time buyers only: Any residential
development on a former glasshouse site
should be restricted to first-time buyers
only.

Not accepted: In the event that residential development
may prove to be an acceptable re-use of a glasshouse
site, the site constraints and locational context will
dictate the most appropriate form of housing for any
particular site.

5. Alternative uses: The guidance should
make clear that glasshouse sites can also

Accepted: Amend the guidance to include reference to
possible alternative uses before consideration is given
to residential (see 6 below)
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be used for other uses such as solar arrays,
high-value crops, equine uses etc.

6. Derelict_or redundant sites: JE requests that | Not accepted: Policy ERE6 of the BIP refers specifically
the potential for redundant or derelict to “derelict and redundant glasshouses”. The guidance
glasshouses sites be considered for solar cannot affect a change to the wording of adopted
installations. Consideration should not be policy.
confined to the twin requirement of both Notwithstanding this, policy ME6 - Larger-scale
dereliction and redundancy, because each | terestrial renewable energy developments- makes
site is different. clear that ”...Proposals for ground-mounted solar arrays

on agricultural land will be supported where the benefit
of the scheme will outweigh any loss to the agricultural
industry, with positive consideration given to the
redevelopment of glasshouse sites for this purpose”.
Policy ME6, therefore, adequately addresses Jersey
Electricity’'s concerns in the issue raised by the
company.

7. Glasshouse sites should be defined as Not accepted: Although the point is noted, it is a well
‘brownfield’ land: The extent of concrete, established concept that, in planning terms,
boiler-houses, packing sheds, ducting and | glasshouses are considered to be temporary structures
extensive hardstandings renders these sites | associated with the agricultural use of the land.
unsuitable and not viable for a return to
agriculture. Redevelopment is a natural
option.

8. The guidance is too negative: Not accepted: There already exists a range of guidance
It should, instead, offer high level guidance | about how to deliver successful planning outcomes (see
on how to achieve successful outcomes Supplementary planning guidance (SPG) (gov.je)) which
and, potentially, identify specific sites is being supplemented all the time.
where redevelopment will be supported. Some glasshouse sites were put forward and assessed

for potential inclusion in the BIP, as part of the last
island plan review, one of which is contained within the
plan as an affordable housing site (See Policy H5 (7)
Field O785, St Ouen). Other glasshouses sites were
considered less suitable than other sites put forward for
consideration (see: R Housing land and assessment of
sites KP RB.pdf (gov.je) and Bridging Island Plan debate
summary (gov.je)), as considered and approved by the
States Assembly.

An audit of the island'’s existing glasshouse stock will be
undertaken to inform the next island plan review.

9. Compulsory clearance / purchase powers Not accepted: The policy approach to deal with derelict
should be considered: and redundant glass is set out and approved by the
This would enable GolJ to target those sites | States Assembly, as set out in the BIP, under Policy
that are an eyesore and to clear them and ERE®6.
restore the land to agricultural or some This guidance seeks to complement and supplement
other appropriate use. the agreed policy approach by providing advice about

how it will be interpreted and applied through the
planning process.

10. Need to consider land value taxation: The Not accepted: The proposed introduction of a

significant uplift in value of sites, if given

development levy is the subject of separate BIP
Proposal (see Proposal 7 — Sustainable Communities
Fund) and P.14/2023: Development levies). This work
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https://www.gov.je/planningbuilding/lawsregs/spg/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R%20Housing%20land%20and%20assessment%20of%20sites%20KP%20RB.pdf
https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/R%20Housing%20land%20and%20assessment%20of%20sites%20KP%20RB.pdf
https://statesassembly.gov.je/news/pages/Bridging-Island-Plan-debate-begins.aspx?_gl=1*1dytds4*_ga*OTQzNjk3OTI1LjE2Nzc4NTY5MzY.*_ga_07GM08Q17P*MTY4NjgzNDc0MC43Ni4xLjE2ODY4MzQ3NzYuMC4wLjA.
https://statesassembly.gov.je/news/pages/Bridging-Island-Plan-debate-begins.aspx?_gl=1*1dytds4*_ga*OTQzNjk3OTI1LjE2Nzc4NTY5MzY.*_ga_07GM08Q17P*MTY4NjgzNDc0MC43Ni4xLjE2ODY4MzQ3NzYuMC4wLjA.
https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/P%20Bridging%20Island%20Plan.pdf
https://www.gov.je/SiteCollectionDocuments/Planning%20and%20building/P%20Bridging%20Island%20Plan.pdf
https://statesassembly.gov.je/assemblypropositions/2023/p.14-2023.pdf
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Feedback recieived Response
planning permission, should be assessed has yet to be progressed owing to a lack of resources
and taxed required to progress it.

The SPG under consideration here is not considered to
be the appropriate vehicle for addressing the wider
land value uplift issue.

11. Aluminium scrap value: Assessments of site | Accepted: Amend the guidance accordingly in order
clearance costings should take into account | that clearance costs and post-development profit
the scrap value of aluminium and any other | margins are accurately reflected when establishing the
recoverable material that may have value. minimum quantum of development required to secure
sufficient landscape improvement.

12. Site specific: The consultation resulted in Not accepted: The guidance addresses strategic issues
several responses being received only and does not set out to indicate which derelict
commenting upon individual sites being glasshouse sites may, or may not, be suitable for
either suitable for new residential redevelopment. This would be a function of the I&E
development or, on the contrary, being (Regulation) team which would have full regard to the
unsuitable. policies of the BIP and all adopted supplementary

guidance in the context of any subsequent planning
application.
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