INITIAL REPRESENTATIONS SUPPORTING THE PROPOSED
REDEVELOPMENT OF PLEMONT HOLIDAY VILLAGE

REFERENCE

NAME/PARISH

REPRESENTATION

1PIS

Paul Acton-Phillips, St Helier

Regarding the Plemont Public Inquiry | would like to submit that the current proposal ticks
all the right boxes as follows: The area will be tidied up. As | understand it public areas
will be increased. The development is well away from the coastline. The houses to be
built will be an asset to the area and provide badly needed housing. The amount of extra
traffic would not be apparent, considering the movements of cars to Plemont beach and
cafe. Itis past the time when a decision should be made in favour of these changes, too
many past Planning Ministers have sat on their hands over the matter. See it through, and
in five years’ time everybody will say - what was all the fuss about? Thank you for taking
notice of my views.

2PIS

Rita & Tony Allman, St Saviour

My wife and | are of the opinion that the revised plans by Mr T Hemmings are such that his
application should receive your approval. The removal of the existing eyesore and the gift
of two thirds of the site to the public of the Island of Jersey by Mr Hemmings is to be
applauded. It is our hope that this matter can be brought to a speedy conclusion.

3PIS

A R Beer, St Helier

My own personal view is that the last planning application of Thirty Traditional House's of
Granite Construction should be allowed to go ahead with the remaining site turned back to
natural habitat. The National Trust do a marvellous job in this Island with the renovating of
the period house's, Farms and Natural area's for all people to enjoy and for the wild life.
But | do think this last application is perfect for this area and will still leave large area’s of
natural ground with public access for all to enjoy compared to some other development in
other area’s of the island.

4PIS

Gerry & Julie Bougourd
St Ouen

| think there have been very few occasions when we have made any comment on planning
issues; however we both feel very strongly about the way this particular saga has gone on
and on over many years, during which time the old holiday camp has gradually deteriorated
into the eyesore it is today. We are totally against public money being used to purchase the
property from the developer and we were disappointed to learn that Senator Bailhache is
intending to take this proposal back to the States once again. The latest plans for the site
indicate a reasonable scale of development and will much improve the area and any
reference to problems with traffic etc. are ludicrous when one considers the amount of




traffic that passed through this area when the holiday camp was operational. It is also clear
from the site plan that much of the old building area will be returned to nature and quite
frankly the time has come for common sense to prevail, permit the development and get rid
of this blot on the landscape.

5PIS

Steven & Sue Foulds, St Peter

We would like to register our thoughts on this long standing debate and confirm that we
fully support the current application. It provides a private investment improvement on land
that will cost a fortune to 'return to nature' that we as tax payers cannot afford. By

allowing this application to go ahead it is surely a win win situation as someone else funds
a large proportion of this extensive project and produces something that is a 100%
improvement on what is there. We should have learnt from our costly mistakes by now and
let private investment help us through this recession. This project can only benefit our
economy. The tax payer money that would be 'wasted' here can be put to good use
refurbishing the existing hospital (not moving it) and extending it into the surrounding
properties already owned by the States.

6PIS

John Henwood MBE, St John

SEE ANNEX 1

7PIS

Philip Jeune, St Martin

My view is that the developer should be allowed to put homes on the site, no larger in total
than the footprint of the holiday camp that was there before, in exchange for giving the
people of Jersey sufficient part of the seaward side of the land to create a good footpath,
viewing points and picnic areas. | do not believe that the public of Jersey should be asked
to fund the purchase of the land.

8PIS

Chris Lamy, St Ouen’s Bay

| believe that consent should be given for the demolition of the buildings on the Plemont
site and the construction of 30 homes. Also the States should accept the offer of coast land
from the developers. It is high time that common sense prevailed and this matter was put to
bed.

9PIS

T Langlois, St Clement

This land should not be purchased with tax payers money. If the money can be found by
other means then a consideration could be applied. This land is ideal for building on for
many reasons.

1. St Ouenis a very large Parish with little development, so building on the site again
is good for Jersey, the people who buy these houses will release other property
thus give lower down people the chance to purchase.

2. Plemont is off the beaten track so if saved who would it benefit? You never drive
past it, you have to go out of your way to visit it. How many States members have
visited this site in the past year - six... Apart from the Cafe, that would not be
affected, there is nothing there to do.

3. This could be an ideal time to consider building a second town development for




Jersey - new jobs, infrastructure and take pressure away from other Parishes.

4. Now and nor any other time would be suitable for tax payer money to purchase this
site. We have 2000 out of work, infrastructures falling to pieces - you just have to
look at the roads and here we are considering buying some land to grass over for
what?

The National Trust have enough land that no one ever visits, this land would just be added.
It would be nice if someone was to signal their intention to buy some land in my Parish to
keep green.

10PIS

A Luce, St John

I think that the development should be allowed as public money should not be used

for that. The sum of £800000 is what is said it would cost to buy. What about the cost of
demolishing digging out the foundations then bringing in top soil and as far as my family
[60 of us] we don’t want our money wasted on that site. As to traffic when the holiday
camp was there coaches, hire cars and locals were up and down all the time not forgetting
deliveries. If all the heritage want, let them buy it, but not with our money and don't forget
the States of Jersey have no money . As it is they waste too much if they ran their
bossiness like they run they would be bankrupt.

11PIS

M Machon, St Ouen

Having lived in St Ouen for over twenty years, | have only once walked on the cliff path by
the holiday camp buildings, which in the present state as everyone will agree, are in an
awful state. Why not let the proposed building be granted? Although Mr Hemmings as | am
led to believe is a wealthy man, surely he will want a return on the £5 million which has
been dormant now for quite a few years. How much will it cost the States to purchase and
more importantly to clear and make good the land? The States are over spending on many
things recently, why don’t they put the money into a new hospital or other schemes. Be
sensible for a change and the new development proceed.

12PIS

Judy Martin
Deputy St Helier No.1

I have no problem with the new plans and the new roads planned up there, but If there is
overwhelming move from the public to buy the land | CANNOT SUPPORT THE IT
COMING FROM PUBLIC PURSE. The people who will want to return it to nature must
come up with the money as there will be far more who cannot be bother until they think
their taxes will be spent on it. | have now seen | think 3 or 4 sets of plans for Plemmont
and | think the developers have moved as far as they can and have my full support but
would still like to be kept informed.

13PIS

P E Mauger, St Peter

In my opinion the Plemont site should proceed with the farm house style development.
This site has lain empty for years and now is the time for something to be done. Jersey
cannot afford to simply buy the site at a loss and turn it into wild country side, money is
scarce, and if there is a developer who wants to carry out the scheme at no cost to




ourselves, let them proceed. This matter has dragged on far too long and a decision must
be made promptly, or we’'ll all be in our coffins if its allowed to drag on any longer!

14PIS

Leslie Norman, Grouville

| am writing to confirm my views in relation to the proposed Plemont Development.

It would be a total waste of public money to acquire this whole site and return it back to
nature. | truly believe that a sympathetic development of granite houses as proposed would
be more than satisfactory with more open space being left available for the public. This is
not an area which is likely to be visited by large numbers of locals or visitors because of its
location other than the cliff path which would be more than adequately protected. We must
rein in the excesses of the preservationist lobby which are really getting out of hand.

15PIS

Plemont Estates Ltd

Please click the paperclip to view representation 8

16PIS

Gary Romeril, Bonne Nuit Bay

| feel that for the States to purchase this land on behalf of the public is a big mistake due to
the following; Even if we had loads of money it would still be a wrong decision and | would
not support purchase. With the current plans as an Island we would be getting two things -
The headland given back to nature at no public purse cost and much needed family
housing. To purchase the land would be extremely costly as basically we would be buying
a third of the land only as that is what is planned for development. The rest is already to be
given back to the public at no cost. | am a firm believer and strong advocate of protecting
our Island from unsuitable development but in this case as long as it is a proven that this
meets the requirements of planning and | believe it does that then we should support it as
an Island and not support purchase. We could as an Island say we want the States to buy
all derelict buildings and return them to nature but who would or could pay? The Cheval
Roc Hotel in Bonne Nuit has just been refused development after a long hard fought battle
against the development by our group the friends of bonne nuit but at no time would we
have even considered asking the States to purchase it and return it to nature. All we want
to do is ensure what is developed is right for the site and area exactly the same view is
held by me for the Plemont site. Please do not waste our public money when we have a
golden goose here going to give back most of the site and develop part of it which we be
landscaped and kept in good order at no cost to us the taxpayer.

17PIS

Paul Sands, St Ouen

| am strongly against the proposition that the States should purchase the Plemont site and
return it to nature, and strongly in favour of the latest plans for re-development. It has been
a developed site for many years and its renewal is a matter for the owners within current
planning laws. The proposition that the States should purchase the land for £8m+ and
spend a similar amount to clear the site would be a reckless waste of money. The Island,
like most countries, is in a critical financial period where the prospects for some years




Plémont Bay Holiday Village — P/2011/1673

Public Inquiry — Initial Statement
For the Applicant, Plémont Estates Ltd.

2.1

Introduction

This site was previously used for tourism until its closure in 2000. The site (total land
area 39,471 m? is heavily developed with buildings and hard-standings covering
51.65% (20,388 m?) of the land across northern side, plus associated grassed areas
(19,083 m?) on southern side, all located within the Green Zone of the Jersey Island
Plan 2011 ("2011 Plan"). The built floor-space totals 9,660 m? gross internal area,
mostly two storey flat roofed blocks with the central amenity block having a steeply
pitched roof rising to over three stories. There is another, undeveloped, parcel of
grassland (2,367 m?) (the "Grassland") located within Coastal National Park of the 2011

Plan.

Brief description of the Planning Application

A summary of the Application:-

Demolish existing buildings (excluding Listed WWII German Coastal Observation Post,
to be refurbished as bird watching hide) and remove all hard-standings.

Create publicly accessible naturalised open landscape (the "Natural Landscape") over
67.79% site area (26,757 m?), comprising:- a) Nature Conservation land across northern
& western part 41% (16,338 m?), and b) Naturalised grassland in central southern part
(10,419 m?) including two reed bed ponds for rainwater recycling, located between three
clusters of housing.

Donate Natural Landscape and Grassland to the public of the Island, to maintain as
undeveloped public land in perpetuity.

Construct three housing clusters (on average 55 metres to south of existing northern
facades), arranged in courtyards containing 26 new houses and replacing two existing
dwellings (70.74% reduction in built footprint and hardstandings) having a total gross
internal floor area including garages / carports of 5,720 m? representing a 40.8%
floorspace reduction.

Ecological Mitigation and other measures detailed in the submitted Environmental
Impact Statement (the "EIS"), May 2009 as informed by the other submitted supporting
reports.

Artwork provision detailed in Percentage for Art Statement, September 2010.
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Plémont Bay Holiday Village — P/2011/1673

Public Inquiry — Initial Statement
For the Applicant, Plémont Estates Ltd.

3.1

3.2

4.1

4.1.1

4.1.2

History of Planning Application

This current application is an exact replica of application P/2009/2108 (as amended
during 2010 to incorporate Planning Department’s requirements and a site boundary line
revision in January 2011) that, in it's current form, remains a live ‘Pending’ application

awaiting determination by the Environment Minister.

On 24™ September 2010 the Planning Department published their Report (the "2010
Report") (Appendix 1) recommending approval of P/2009/2108 with listed conditions.
Another States department (Property Holdings) then queried the boundary to the site
and following negotiations agreed a definitive area for the claimed "encroachment". On
18™ January 2011 the Applicant submitted a revised site boundary line excluding the
claimed "encroachment" from the application, notwithstanding the Applicant does not

accept any encroachment.

Points in support of the 2009 (re-registered 2011) application

Environmental
The EIS concluded this application would realise:-
A)  Major to moderate positive Economic and Social impact;
B)  Major positive Environmental impact; and
C) Major positive Landscape and Visual impact.

The EIS Non-Technical Summary reported:-

“The overall conclusions of this EIA are that this development proposal will, with

implementation of identified mitigation measures, result in a very high positive

environmental impact on the Core Survey Area and also a moderate positive

environmental impact on the Extended Survey Area. These beneficial effects

constitute substantial environmental gains and a significant contribution to the

character of the immediate and wider areas”.
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Plémont Bay Holiday Village — P/2011/1673

Public Inquiry — Initial Statement
For the Applicant, Plémont Estates Ltd.

4.1.3 On 25" February 2010 the Planning Department issued their EIA Review Report’
(Appendix 2) supporting these findings, which they have transferred to their
assessment of P/2011/1673. See in particular wording marked on page 12 of

Appendix 2.

4.2 Planning Department on Green Zone development

4.2.1 The Planning Department’s 2010 Report concluded by advising that:-

“In this instance, it is considered that the significant environmental gains likely in
the proposed development justify an exception to the general presumption
against development in the Green Zone, and that the criteria for allowing for the
principle of the redevelopment of commercial sites within the Green Zone are
met [Policy C5(C) refers].

In principle and in detail, the proposed site layout and vernacular approach to
the design of the new dwellings is considered to be an appropriate response to
the sensitivities of the location. The Department is keen to support this
approach, and recommends that permission be granted, subject to the

safeguard of the conditions suggested at the end of this report.”

5. Planning Department on 2002 Island Plan

5.1 The report section on Island Plan 2002 (the "2002 Plan") Policy G1 (Sustainable
Development) also supports the application. See in particular wording marked on page 8

of Appendix 1.

6. Compliance with 2011 Plan

There are 7 strategic policies in the 2011 Plan:-

6.1 Policy SP1 - Spatial Strategy states:-

! Planning & Building Services Environmental Impact Assessment report, Environmental statement review checklist,
dated 16" February 2010 (note document incorrectly dated as 2009 year).
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Plémont Bay Holiday Village — P/2011/1673

Public Inquiry — Initial Statement
For the Applicant, Plémont Estates Ltd.

6.1.1

6.1.2

6.2

6.2.1

6.2.2

6.2.3

“Outside the Built-up Area, planning permission will only be given for development:
1. appropriate to the coast or countryside;
2. of brownfield land, which meets an identified need, and where it is

appropriate to do so; ....

Clearly the Planning Department accepts this site, being “already developed land”,
is classed as “brownfield land” and their 2010 Report concluded this scheme
provides a solution appropriate to its location. The 2011 Plan sections on Built
Environment and Housing determined there is an identified need for housing and,
with particular relevance to this site, provision of 750 Category B owner-occupier

‘family’ homes by 2015, mostly reliant on yield from “windfall” sites?.

Policy NE7 — Green Zone:-

The 2011 Plan Green Zone Policy NE7 replicates the 2002 Plan Green Zone
Policy C5. The Planning Department’s 2010 Report, having assessed the identical
2009 application against this Policy, determined this scheme complies with Green

Zone policy confirming that:-

“In this instance, it is considered that the proposal to re-develop would

involve a significant environmental and visual improvement compared to the

existing situation and, as such, would be in accordance with the

requirements referred to under Policy C5 to justify an exception to the

general presumption against new development within the Green Zone.”

Moreover, the 2011 Plan Green Zone Policy NE7 C(ii) explanatory text strongly
supports re-use and regeneration of Brownfield land®. See paragraph 2.24 on page
35 of the 2011 Plan.

2 Reference 2011 Plan chapter on Built Environment page 126 Para 4.10; and also chapter on Housing page 231
Table 6.1; page 234 Para 6.39 (provision of housing from development of brownfield land); page 237 Para 6.51
(requirement for 1,700 dwellings from ‘windfall sites’), page 240 Table 6.3; page 242 Para 6.77 (“2007 Housing
Needs Survey revealed notable potential shortfalls in the availability and provision of larger 2-, 3- and 4- bedroom
owner-occupier ‘family’ homes”) and page 247 Para 6.98.

UK Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS3): Housing, 4™ Edition June 2011, Annex B page 27 defines “brownfield
land” as:- “Previously—developed land (often referred to as brownfield land) - ‘Previously-developed land is that which

Page 4 of 6





Plémont Bay Holiday Village — P/2011/1673

Public Inquiry — Initial Statement
For the Applicant, Plémont Estates Ltd.

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

Policy SP2 — Efficient use of Resources:- This scheme achieves the highest viable

resource efficiency, in terms of re-using existing land and buildings; the density of
development; and the conservation of water resources and energy efficiency in

compliance with this Policy.

Policy SP3 — Sequential Approach to development:- This should take into account the

fact this site contains an existing large unsightly building complex, therefore the
scheme’s substantial Environmental, Landscape and Visual benefits must be assessed
in conjunction with Policy NE7 (Green Zone) that makes allowance for redevelopment of

commercial buildings in order to secure such environmental gains.

Policy SP4 — Protecting the Natural & Historic Environment:- The EIS demonstrated this

scheme will enhance the designated CCA* of this area, significantly improve scenic
value and also benefit biodiversity. The 2010 Report concluded this scheme results in a
“significant environmental and visual improvement’. Policy SP4 confirms such
enhancements will be “key material considerations in the determination of planning

applications”.

Policy SP5 (and E1) — Economic Growth / Employment Land:- The employment potential

of this site has long ceased to exist, moreover if the extant authorised commercial
tourism use was restarted the substantial Environmental, Landscape and Visual benefits
to be gained from this application would be lost. Policy E1 states that it does not apply to

tourism accommodation.

Policy SP6 — Reducing dependence on the car:- The site is well served by a bus route

(all houses are within 200 metres of a bus stop), accessible to cycle routes and has a
primary road passing nearby. The 2010 Report determined this application will reduce
dependence on the car and has adequate provision for parking. See in particular

wording marked on pages 10 (Policy TT1) and 11 of Appendix 1.

is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the curtilage of the developed land and any associated fixed

surface infrastructure™.

4 Countryside Character Appraisal (CCA), Land Use Consultants December 1999, classified Plémont Bay Holiday
Village forms part of Character Type E: Interior Agricultural Land, E1 — North-West Headland (St Ouen). This
Appraisal concluded that:- “Jersey's interior agricultural land has some capacity to accept change”
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Plémont Bay Holiday Village — P/2011/1673

Public Inquiry — Initial Statement
For the Applicant, Plémont Estates Ltd.

6.8 Policy SP7 — Better by Design:- The 2010 Report confirmed this scheme has a high

vernacular architecture design quality, enhancing the character and appearance of the

area where it is located, comprising an appropriate response to sensitivities of the

location. See in particular wording marked on pages 2 and 10 of Appendix 1.

7. Conclusion

7.1 In considering this application the Applicant requests the Inspector gives regard to —

* The scheme serves to conserve and enhance the natural environment.

* This includes returning 6.61 acres, over 2/3rds of the site, to publicly accessible
open natural landscape.

* The proposals will result in substantial Environmental, Landscape and Visual
improvements.

* This is the best possible re-use of a brownfield site within a sensitive location.

* This 2011 application complies with all Policies in the 2011 Plan.

* The 2009 application for the same scheme should have been approved in 2010
under Policies in the 2002 Plan.

* The fact this scheme is logical and sensible, being in the best interests of the
community.

- and therefore recommends the Environment Minister approves this application. We

request the Inspector also gives recommendations to the Minister about appropriate

conditions attached to such planning permission.

This representation (excluding Heading, Footnotes and Appendices) contains 1,498 words

Statement submitted by:-

Paul W. Harding BA(Hons) DipArch(Dist.) RIBA MloD
BDK Architects

White Lodge,

Wellington Road,

St Saviour,

JERSEY, C.I.

JE2 7TE
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South Hill

Tel: +44 (0)1534 445508

Planning and Environment Department

Planning and Building Services States %ﬁ%
St Helier, Jersey, JE2 4US

Fax: +44 (0)1534 445528

of Jersey

Planning and Environment Department

Report [Published Planning's WEB site 24
September 2010 for Panel meeting 7

| Application Number | P/2009/2108 October 2010 l
Site Address Plemont Bay Holiday Village, La Route De Plemont, St. Ouen.
Applicant Plemont Estates Ltd
Description Demolish existing buildings. Construct 26 new and 2 replacement

dwellings. Return two thirds of site to nature. Refurbish WWII
Bunker with associated landscaping and footpaths.
Type Planning
Date Validated 16/11/2009
Zones Green Zone
Archaeological Site
Policies C5 - Green Zone (main governing policy)

Reason for Referral

G1 - Sustainable Development

G2 — General Development Considerations
G3 — Quality of Design

G12 — Archaeological Resources

G15 - Replacement Buildings

G20 - Light Pollution

C2 - Countryside Character

C10 - Walls, Fosses, Banques and Hedgerows
TT1 — Strategic Travel Policy

WM1 and WM2 — Waste Minimisation/Recycling and Management
Plan

Level of public interest

Summary/
Conclusion

catering units.

The current application for 28 houses follows on from a previous refusal of 36 houses in
May 2008 and the refusal of 117 houses in 1998. More recently, Outline Planning
Permission was refused in November 2009 for the redevelopment of the site for 73 self-

The applicant and agent (BDK Architects) have since worked closely with the Department
on the latest proposal. This involves clearance of the existing unsightly building complex,
and the erection of 28 dwellings sharing a rural vernacular, set in 3 individual clusters
within a reclaimed rural landscape.




pharding

Text Box

Published Planning's WEB site 24 September 2010 for Panel meeting 7 October 2010





Over % of the site would revert to a naturalised landscape with public access. The
applicant has confirmed that they would be prepared to cede the land to an appropriate
body for future maintenance and habitat creation.

The proposal represents a clear and significant reduction in the building mass and
floorspace area compared to the existing and, by splitting the development into 3 modest
clusters, this will further serve to break up the perceived bulk of the existing complex.

The total floorspace offered by the new development would be around 52,000 sq.ft,
compared with 104,000 sq.ft offered by the existing structures. This is a significant 50%
reduction but, because the proposed new dwellings would be two storey, the actual
reduction in land-take is substantially less in the proposed scheme.

The issue of the potential ecological impact of the proposal, particularly with regard to the
breeding sea birds and puffin colony in this area, is a difficult issue, but on the basis of the
submitted EIA, it is considered that there are insufficient grounds to refuse permission on
grounds of potential adverse material impact in this respect. This matter also needs to be
viewed in the context of the relative degree of impact compared to that associated with
reactivation of the existing authorised tourism use and/or possible alternative types of
tourism use (for example holiday self catering units with associated long term winter lets).

In this instance, it is considered that the significant environmental gains likely in the
proposed development justify an exception to the general presumption against
development in the Green Zone, and that the criteria for allowing for the principle of the
redevelopment of commercial sites within the Green Zone are met [Policy C5(C) refers].

In principle and in detail, the proposed site layout and vernacular approach to the design
of the new dwellings is considered to be an appropriate response to the sensitivities of the
location. The Department is keen to support this approach, and recommends that
permission be granted, subject to the safeguard of the conditions suggested at the end of
this report.

Officer Approval, subject to conditions and to a Planning Obligation

Recommendation Agreement requiring the ceding of the ‘reverted land’ to a
body that will manage and maintain public access and also to
a funding scheme to aid with the conservation of puffins and
other sea birds.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The former Holiday Village occupies a site of some 11.75 acres (26.4 vergees) on the north
coast at Plemont.

The site comprises existing buildings and hardstanding areas on the northern (headland)
part of the site, together with associated recreational areas on the southern part. The
existing buildings, when in use, comprised:

- 8 two storey guest accommodation blocks;

- alarge three storey ‘amenity’ block (former dining room, dancehall, bar, etc)

- 2 two storey staff accommodation blocks

- amanager’'s bungalow

- a staff cottage

- other ancillary buildings (shop, maintenance buildings) and facilities (swimming pool

and two tennis courts)



pharding

Highlight





The complex is in a poor state of repair. The total built floorspace comprises 103,983 sq.ft.

The complex, which closed in 2000, could accommodate up to 488 guests and 60 staff. The
average occupancy in the holiday season between 1991 and 2000 was 355 persons.

RELEVANT HISTORY

December 1998 Application

In December 1998, an application was submitted by Dandara Island Homes Limited (at the
time a prospective purchaser of the site) to demolish the existing complex and develop 117
dwellings on the site.

Permission was refused by the former Planning and Environment Committee in March 1999
on five grounds: (summarised).

I. Unacceptable scale of development in Green Zone

ii. Inadequacy of surrounding roads, and opinion that the required improvements to
serve this scale of residential development would adversely affect the character
and appearance of the area.

iii. Residential development of this scale and nature would detract from the existing
character, appearance and tranquillity of this area of the north coast.

iv. Loss of a prime tourism site.

V. Residential development of this scale, without adequate nearby community
facilities, would be contrary to the Island Plan strategic objectives relating to
sustainable development and directing development to existing built up areas
where infrastructure and amenities already exist.

An appeal to the Royal Court was lodged against this decision, but was subsequently
withdrawn.

Change of Use Application (2001)

In January 2001, a further application was submitted by the (then) owners, Scottish and
Newcastle Plc, for the proposed ‘change of use’ of the Holiday Village from tourism to
residential use. In short, the applicants were seeking to establish the principle of a
residential development on the site, of the same equivalent floorspace as the existing
Holiday Village. The Committee advised the applicants that the application could not be
determined on this basis without further requested information and details, primarily relating
to the proposed number and type of residential units being applied for.

The requested details, in conjunction with other requested information, were not
forthcoming, and the applicants subsequently sought to address the fundamental issue of
the Committee’s opposition to a residential development on the basis of the ‘loss’ of the
existing tourism use — as referred to in the fourth ground for refusal of the preceding
application.

Advice of Planning and Environment Committee (June 2002)

In June 2002, following the submission of a tourism viability report prepared on behalf of the
owners (and following an assessment of that report by independent consultants), and also
following the withdrawal of the tourism ‘prime sites’ policy, the Committee conceded that it
could not sustain refusal of permission specifically on grounds relating to loss of a prime
tourism site.

On this basis the Committee decided, at its meeting on 20 June 2002, to issue advice that it
would be willing to consider some limited form of residential development on the site subject






to:

i. it being satisfactorily demonstrated that the proposed development would have no
adverse ecological impact on the surrounding area;

i. demonstration of a significant environmental gain, which should include clearance
of large parts of the existing building complex and its return to a natural state.

The Committee further advised that it would not support:

I. any major residential development in this location;
ii. a residential development of the same floorspace area that existed;
iii. any form of housing ‘estate’ style development in this location.

This advice was issued without prejudice to consideration of any further application
submitted under the Island Planning Law, which would need to go through the normal
consultation and advertisement process. It was also issued just prior to the new Island Plan
coming into force (Island Plan was formally adopted on 11" July 2002).

Submission of preliminary schemes (2002-2006)

Following on from the above, a number of informal/preliminary schemes for a residential
development on the site were submitted and rejected over a 4 year period on grounds of
unacceptable scale and design, and failure to satisfactorily demonstrate significant
environmental gain; also on grounds that the schemes resembled a ‘housing estate’ style
development.

(September 2006) Planning Application P/2006/1868 :Proposed demolition/removal of all
existing buildings and hardstanding areas, including demolition of existing manager’s
bungalow and staff cottage, and construction of 36 dwellings. The application was refused
against Officer recommendation on 16" May 2008 for the following reasons:-

“1. The Plemont Holiday Village site lies within an area of outstanding landscape and
amenity value on the Island's north coast, and forms part of a wider area of the north coast
which is highly valued by Island residents and visitors for its scenic quality, remoteness and
tranquility. On the Island Plan the site is located in the Green Zone. Notwithstanding that the
site presently comprises an unsightly 'holiday village' complex,it is considered that the
application propsal for a residential development on the site, by virtue of the scale and
extent of the proposed development and number of units(36), would be inappropriate in this
location and have an adverse visual impact in the landscape which would unreasonably
harm the existing character, appearance and ambience of the area; also that the proposal
would not result in a substantial environmental gain such as to justify an exception to the
presumption against development in the Green Zone. As such the proposal would be
contrary to Island Plan Policies C5 (Green Zone), C2 (Countryside Character), G2 (i) (ii) &
(iv) (General Development Considerations) and G15 (Replacement Buildings).

2. The proposed residential development, by virtue of the scale/number of units, in
conjunction with the remote location of the site relative to community facilities and services,
is contrary to Island Plan Policy G1 (Sustainable Development) which requires, amongst
other things, that development proposals should seek to integrate new development with the
existing built-up area - the rationale for which is to reduce car trips and encourage
sustainable modes of transport.”

(November 2009) Outline Planning Application PP/2009/ 0709: Outline Planning
Application to demolish existing building. Construct 46 No. two bedroom and 27 No. three
bedroom self catering units with associated facilities. Construct one bedroom staff





accommodation. Refurbish WWII Bunker and associated landscaping and footpaths. The
application was refused, against Officer recommendation, on 12/11/2009 for the following
reason:-

“The Plemont Holiday Village site lies within an area of outstanding landscape and amenity
value on the Island's north coast. On the Jersey Island Plan 2002 the site is located in the
Green Zone, where there is a general presumption against all forms of new development for
whatever purpose. Because of the sensitive site location and policy context, the Minister in
this instance requires details of the siting, form and design of the proposed development in
order to properly assess the environmental and visual impact of the application proposal
and whether it will give rise to substantial environmental gains and a significant contribution
to the character of the area, as required by Island Plan Policy C5 (Green Zone); and an
enhancement in the appearance of the site and its surroundings as required by Policy G15
(Replacement Buildings). Also to assess whether the proposal is compliant with Island Plan
Policy C2 (Countryside Character) and G2 (i) and (iv) (General Development
Considerations).

Because this is an 'outline' application which does not include details of siting, form and
design, the application fails to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Minister that the
proposal is compliant with the aforementioned Island Plan policies”.

OTHER (NON-PLANNING) HISTORY

(October 2006) Proposition (P112/2006) to restore site to natural state

On 10 October 2006 the States considered and agreed a proposition lodged by the
Connétable of St. Ouen (P112/2006) which sought (a) to preserve the headland at Plemont
as open space, for the enjoyment of the public of the Island, and (b) to request the Council
of Ministers to consider options for its preservation and make recommendations to the
States as soon as practicable.

The Council of Ministers subsequently deferred consideration of the options pending the
outcome of the Sept. 2006 residential application, as this would have a bearing on the
valuation of the land. The States have still not given such consideration.

(September 2008) Proposition (P152/2008) Negotiations for Purchase

Proposition lodged by the Connétable of St. Ouen which sought to request that the Minister
for Treasury and Resources open negotiations with the site owners to ascertain their
willingness to sell the site and, if appropriate, to determine an agreed value. Such
negotiations have not yet been reported back to the States.

(September 2009) Proposition (P144/2009) Acquisition by the Public (date of debate
20/01/2010)

Proposition lodged by the Connétable of St. Ouen which seeks to “approve, subject to the
availability of the necessary funds voted by the Assembly, the acquisition by the Public of
the site known as Plemont Holiday Village...”, using the powers of Compulsory Purchase.
The Proposition was rejected, with all current Members of the Planning Applications Panel
and the Minister abstaining from the vote.

Existing use of Tourism - former holiday camp.
Land/Buildings

Proposed use of Residential and restored, publicly accessible, landscape.





Land/Buildings

Brief Summary of Consultations
(all responses received were made prior to the scheme being reduced to 28 dwellings)

T&TS(Highways) — Maintain an objection as the proposal does not demonstrate that it will
persuade people out of cars by providing practical alternatives to the private motor vehicle.
T& TS also comment that:-

- the submitted Transport Assessment Report is reasonably accurate.

-30 dwellings is still a significant size of development.

- Accept that due to various routes being available to traffic between the site and St Helier,
the impact of traffic will be dispersed on to those routes. Concern lies with the impact of any
further developments in the area.

Parish — have submitted a report (attached to the background papers) which raises the
following concerns:

- the dwellings could, in the future, extend into the roof-space, leading to increased
occupancy rates.

- landscaping proposal — are they possible, practical and sustainable?

- the clusters represent small estates of uniform design — not an organic development that
has evolved through time.

- hedges and planting cannot provide instant maturity.

- lack of matured planting will result in unsecured gardens on the site perimeter.

- fences & enclosures will not be controlled and could add an undesirable urban element.

- the houses will be widely visible from many landside points.

- the appearance within the clusters would be more akin to an urban form of development
rather than that found in the countryside.

- design of the houses incorporates ‘undesirable’ features such as balconies, railings, patio
doors etc.

- garden access to some units is impractical.

- car parking / garaging / manoeuvring space is poorly planned and impractical.

-internal floor-areas may need revision which could lead to an overall increase in size of
units.

- many houses would affect the skyline.

- the land area taken up by the clusters may increase as a result of planning requirements.

- it is not possible to provide 30 family dwellings in 33% of the site, as claimed.

The agent has responded to the Parish’s individual concerns and the letter is attached.
T&TS(Drainage) — confirm that the foul sewer proposals are acceptable and that the re-use
of roof water and grey water is supported and tests will be needed if soakaways are,
ultimately, to be used.

H&SS — Accept the findings of the Environmental Impact Assessment which refers to the
need for a ‘Phase II' survey into the possibility of contaminated land on the site and into the
means of removal / disposal of any asbestos within the existing buildings.

Public Health — request a realistic ‘as-is’ noise assessment based on the site as a derelict
holiday village. Also highlight the need for the developer to follow the ‘Guidelines on Noise
Control for Construction Sites’ issued by Health Protection Services.

Economic Development — no comment to make.

Historic Environment Team — Recommend that an Archaeological Field Evaluation be





undertaken to clarify the extent, form and significance of any archaeological remains.

Environment Division — the reinstatement to nature, should be based on a dwarf shrub
heath and not grassland. Also comment on the need to have a strategy for the clearance of
hottentot fig and that demolition works should take into account the possibility of bat roosts
within the existing structures.

Environmental Protection (Waste Management) — The EIA submitted as part of the
application successfully outlines the environmental impacts of the proposals and raise
certain points that any site developer would have to take up directly with Waste
Management.

Countryside Division — comment that:-

- mitigation may be required in the event that reptiles / amphibians are found on site.

- satellite sites may be required for Common Toad / Green Lizard / Slow Worm habitats.

- clear proposals required for avoiding light glare and night-sky glow.

- landscaping scheme needs to be minimal, natural and drawn up in conjunction with the
Countryside Manager.

- Need to be clear who will maintain and manage the open areas.

- specification of the proposed reed bed is required.

- contingency plan is required in the event of ground contamination during the demolition /
construction phase.

All consultations are attached with the background papers

Summary of Representations
The following presents a summary of representations received. Responses in their
entirety are attached with the background papers.

Council for the Protection of Jersey’s Heritage - object to the proposal on the grounds
that it contravenes the Planning Law as it would not serve to improve the Island’s natural
beauty and character and would not ensure that the coast would be kept in its natural state.
The development would be intrusive and incongruous with the surrounding area and
circumstances have not changed since the refusal of the previous application for 36 houses.

The Council also believes that the land should be Compulsory Purchased in order to
preserve it for public enjoyment.

The National Trust for Jersey - object to the proposal and believe that the reasoning
behind the Minister's decision to refuse the 36 dwellings in 2008 remains valid. The Trust
also question the application’s assertion that % of the site would revert to open land. In
conclusion, the Trust does not think that the suggested environmental gains and landscape
enhancement are sufficient to justify an exception to the presumption against the
redevelopment of commercial buildings (Policy C5).

In addition, 4 letters from members of the public have been received, raising the following
concerns:-

- Site should revert to nature for future generations to enjoy.

-Likely harm to the sensitive landscape, wildlife and habitats.

-Environmental disaster.

-Too much reliance on cars.

-Contrary to the Law and Island Plan policies.





The Architect has responded to all points raised and his response is attached.
All letters of representation and responses are attached with the background papers

PLANNING ISSUES

Policy Considerations

Policy C5 (Green Zone)

Island Plan Policy C5 outlines a presumption against the redevelopment of commercial
buildings in the Green Zone (within a wider presumption against development in this zone),
but goes on to state that:

...'Exceptions may only be permitted where it is demonstrated, to the
satisfaction of the Committee (Minister), that the redevelopment would give rise
to substantial environmental gains and a significant contribution to the character
of the area. It is expected that such improvements would arise, in particular,
from significant reductions in mass, scale and built floorspace, changes in the
nature and intensity of use, careful consideration of siting and design and a
restoration of landscape character’.

In this instance, it is considered that the proposal to re-develop would involve a significant
environmental and visual improvement compared to the existing situation and, as such,
would be in accordance with the requirements referred to under Policy C5 to justify an
exception to the general presumption against new development within the Green Zone.

Policy G1 (Sustainable Development)
In accordance with the principles of sustainability, Policy G1 requires that all development
proposals should, amongst other things, seek to:

(i) integrate new development with the existing built-up area - which is to
ensure that new development is sited as far as practicable close to existing
amenities and facilities and hence reduce car trips.

(i) to re-use already developed land, and
(iif) conserve or enhance the natural environment.

This is not a Greenfield site. Accordingly, Policy G1 needs to be viewed alongside the fact
that this is an existing large, unsightly building complex/commercial site, and also needs to
be seen in conjunction with Policy C5 (Green Zone) which, as explained above, makes
allowance for redevelopment of commercial buildings in order to secure environmental gain.

In terms of this application, it is accepted that any redevelopment of the holiday village
cannot be integrated within the Built-up Area and car trips are not expected to be any higher
than when the holiday village was last operational. The development will, clearly, re-use
already developed land and with the reduction in floorspace and conclusions of the EIA,
should serve to conserve and enhance the natural environment.

Accordingly, the proposal is not considered to be contrary to the provisions of Policy G1.
Policy C2 (Countryside Character)

Policy C2 requires the conservation, management enhancement and restoration of the
Island’s countryside character, and states that development proposals should be informed
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by, and wherever possible, restore the landscape context and local character.

As explained above, it is considered that with the proposed reduction in floorspace and
occupancy and, with the implementation of the mitigation measures (including sensitive
planting and habitat creation) outlined in the EIA, the proposed redevelopment would result
in an enhancement of the countryside character.

The latest set of plans show a layout of three small clusters of dwellings which would serve
to break up the mass of the existing complex. In this respect, it is considered that the
proposal would comply with the requirements of Policy C2.

Policy G2 (General Development Considerations)

For reasons explained under C2 above, it is considered that the proposal will not
‘unreasonably affect the character and amenity of the area’ (which is one of the listed
requirements for all new development under Policy G2), but rather will result in an
improvement on the existing situation. The proposal would not be likely to result in any
unreasonable disamenity to any residents in the area and, subject to mitigation measures
identified in the EIA being implemented and should not unreasonably conflict with any of the
stated criteria within Policy G2.

Policy G15 (Replacement Buildings)

This policy requires that replacement buildings will normally only be permitted subject to
compliance with various listed criteria which include a requirement for such proposals to
‘enhance the appearance of the site and its surroundings’ and not to have an unacceptable
impact on the local environment by reason of visual intrusion or other amenity
considerations.

For reasons explained under Policies C5, C2 and G2 above, the proposal is considered to
be compliant with Policy G15.

Policy C10 (Walls, Fosses, Banques and Hedgerows)

The proposal aims to retain existing boundary features where practicable and the
landscaping of the site will create new banques and hedgerows. The proposal is considered
to be compliant with Policy C10.

Policy G12 (Archaeological Resources)

In accordance with Policy G12, the application has been accompanied by an archaeological
desk-based assessment of the site and its surrounds and this forms part of the EIA. It was
undertaken by the Museum of London Archaeology Service (MoLAS), with the assistance of
the Jersey Museum and Jersey Archaeological Society. The report was produced in 2006
for the previous application, but remains relevant for the current application.

The report advises that the site contains no Sites of Special Interest but has high potential to
contain archaeology dated to the prehistoric era. There is a low potential to contain further
archaeology from the Roman and Medieval eras.

The report also advises that there may be remains of structures from the 17", 18" and 19"
centuries. However, the report goes on to state that “Construction of holiday camp buildings
in the 20™ Century is likely to have damaged, or removed completely, any archaeological
remains within the northern half of the site, although there may be localised survival of
remains...The southern half of the site and the northern, western and possibly eastern
edges appear not to have had any substantial ground disturbance in the past, and the
potential for survival of archaeological remains within these areas is good”.





MOLAS suggest that the most appropriate further strategy would entail archaeological
trenching evaluation to clarify the archaeological potential of the site. It is recommended that
a condition be imposed on any Planning Permission granted to ensure that this evaluation is
carried out to a recognised standard.

Policy G15 (Replacement buildings)
The existing tourism buildings on site are clearly beyond their ‘working life’ and the
clearance of the site with suitable replacement buildings is compliant with Policy G15.

Policy G20 (Light Pollution)

Lighting design could be an issue as it is important to ensure that any effect of sky-glow is
minimised over this sensitive headland. Full details of all external lighting will, therefore, be
requested before any construction commences.

Policy TT1 (Strategic Travel Policy)

The Department will encourage strategies that help to reduce the need to travel and which
develop alternatives to the private car. A traffic Impact Assessment has been submitted with
the application and it is evident that the proposed redevelopment would result in a lower
maximum occupancy than the existing holiday village, when last operational, and as such,
trip generation should also be reduced.

LAND USE IMPLICATIONS

Given the general presumption against all forms of development within the Green Zone,
residential could only be argued to be an appropriate use for this site, if it can be clearly
demonstrated that the development would result in substantial environmental gains and a
significant contribution to the character of the area. In this instance, the removal of the
unsightly holiday camp buildings and the erection of three, well designed clusters of
traditional-style dwellings and the reversion of over 60% of the site to open land, is
considered to be sufficient to consider the proposals as an acceptable exception to Policy
C5. This is subject to the assurance that the reverted land will be publicly accessible and, to
this end, a Planning Obligation Agreement is recommended.

SITING, SCALE, DESIGN AND MATERIALS

The proposed 28 dwellings are split into 3 individual ‘clusters’ which reflect traditional
groupings of rural buildings. The siting of the 3 clusters aims to minimise the impact of the
development on the landscape by allowing for open land between the groups, rather than
presenting a development as a consolidated mass.

In principle, the proposed site layout and vernacular approach to the design of the new
dwellings is considered to be an appropriate response to the sensitivities of the location.
The Department is keen to support this approach. Senior Officers and the Department
Architect have closely scrutinised the plans, resulting in the architect ‘fine-tuning’ the
scheme in order to overcome any minor design issues. The Department is now satisfied that
the detailed design is of a high quality vernacular architecture.

A physical sample of all materials will also be required and to this end, the Department will
expect the highest quality of materials with suitably sourced granite, clay pantiles and or
natural slate roofs, timber windows, lead dormers, cast iron rain water goods etc.

The developer will be expected to employ a Vernacular Architect to liaise closely with the
Department and a condition to this effect is recommended.

IMPACT ON NEIGHBOURS
The site is relatively isolated and as such, no direct or unreasonable impact is envisaged




pharding

Highlight



pharding

Highlight





upon the amenities of residents in the surrounding area. The proposed new dwellings are
designed and sited in such a way that they will not impinge unreasonably upon each other’s
amenity.

ACCESS, CAR PARKING AND HIGHWAY STANDARDS

Development of the site by way of 28 dwellings will have a far lesser impact upon the local
road network and junctions than the holiday village when operational. Whilst T&TS have
some concerns regarding trip generation and lack of sustainable modes of transport, the
Department is satisfied that the substantial gains to be had from the development of the
derelict site outweigh any concerns regarding highways issues. The dwellings comply with
the Departments recommended car-parking standards.

FOUL SEWAGE DISPOSAL
T&TS confirm that the proposed means of foul sewage drainage is acceptable, subject to
the developer funding the refurbishment of an existing pumping station.

LANDSCAPING ISSUES

In order to help secure the environmental benefits required to justify this application, a
comprehensive and bespoke landscaping scheme, with habitat creation, will be required to
be implemented. The proposals do include a landscaping plan, but further work could be
done to ensure that a successful shrub heathland is created so that the 3 clusters genuinely
sit within a natural north coast landscape. The developer will be expected to appoint a
Landscape Architect to liaise closely with the Environment Department before any such
landscape scheme can be signed off. A condition to this effect is recommended.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

A comprehensive Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) has been undertaken and this
now forms part of the planning application. The EIA is a lengthy document and the Non-
Technical Summary is appended to this report. The document summarises the findings of
the EIA as follows:-

“The overall conclusions of this EIA are that this development proposal will, with
implementation of identified mitigation measures, result in a very high positive
environmental impact on the Core Survey Area and also a moderate positive environmental
impact on the Extended Survey Area. These beneficial effects constitute substantial
environmental gains and a significant contribution to the character of the immediate and
wider areas by virtue of the following considerations:-

a) Planning Policy & Land Use Aspects — Use of an existing brownfield site for residential
purposes with 43% reduction of built floorspace and 71% reduced average occupancy
capacity.

b) Landscape & Visual Aspects — Very high beneficial effect on landscape character in both
the Green Zone and Zone of Outstanding Character.

c) Traffic, Transport & Access Aspects — Adequate highway access with low traffic volumes
and no significant adverse impact on the network. Beneficial impact from reduction in
commercial vehicles, particularly coaches, serving the development.

d) Noise & Vibration aspects — Moderate beneficial impact from replacing poorly sealed
buildings with more highly insulated envelopes.

e) Water Resources Aspects — Moderate beneficial impact from reduced risk of accidental
leakage and ecological benefits of reed bed surface water filtration system.

f) Ground Conditions / Contamination Aspects — Remediation of potential historic site
contamination from old installations and asbestos.

g) Waste Management Aspects — Re-use or recycling of majority of materials arising from
demolition and construction.
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h) Bio-diversity and Nature Conservation Aspects — Minor to major beneficial impacts
reflecting new and enhanced habitat conditions. Substantial beneficial impact provided
mitigation measures from existing rat population during demolition and construction
phases are implemented.

i) Archaeological Aspects — Limited potential for extant archaeology within the site itself.

j) Sustainability Considerations —Major overall positive substantial impacts across the
balance of considerations.”

Section 5 of the Environmental Impact Statement gives a clear breakdown of the Potential
Environmental Effects of the proposed redevelopment, which is followed in Section 6 with
an Identification of Mitigation Measures. Both these sections are appended to this report for
information as the implementation of the mitigation measures will form a crucial part of any
Planning Permission. Although the two sections could be summarised, it is felt that they are
of such importance that it is prudent to include them in their entirety.

It is recommended that a condition be incorporated in any Permission requiring that the
stated Mitigation Measures, and any additional or revised measures as may be required as
a result of specific concern or consultation response, be implemented in accordance with a
schedule to be agreed in writing.

OTHER MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS
A Percent for Art contribution will be required and the agent has submitted a Statement of
intent in this matter.

Officer Approval subject to a Planning Obligation Agreement requiring:-
Recommendation
i) the ceding of the open land to an appropriate body for
maintenance and to allow public access.

ii) appropriate funding towards research and monitoring programme
for conservation of puffins and seabirds.

Conditions/ 1. Physical samples of all external materials to be used,

Reasons including a sample panel of granite-work and render work, both
detailing a corner and window reveal, shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Department prior to such materials being
used.

2. Prior to the commencement of development, the finished floor
levels, eaves and ridge heights of each dwelling shall be approved
in writing by the Department. On sloping ground, detailed sections
indicating the precise level of cut and/ or fill shall be similarly
approved. No such approved level shall be exceeded without the
express written approval of the Department.

3. Prior to the commencement of the development a Vernacular
Architect shall be appointed and retained for the duration of the
construction period. Details of the appointment shall be agreed in
writing with the Minister for Planning & Environment. Such
appointed person shall liaise directly with the Department and the
Department reserves the right to request minor amendments to the





approved development following advice from the Vernacular
Architect.

4. Prior to the commencement of the development a Landscape
Architect shall be appointed and retained for the duration of the
construction period. Details of the appointment shall be agreed in
writing with the Minister for Planning & Environment. Such
appointed person shall liaise directly with the Department, including
the Environment Division and the Department reserves the right to
request minor amendments to the landscape proposals following
advice from the Landscape Architect.

5. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Planning and Building
(General Development) (Jersey) Order, 2008, no alterations,
additions, extensions (including loft conversions, conservatories,
conversion of garages and car-ports to any other habitable space
and, external lighting to dwellings and vehicular areas), windows,
doors, external utility meter boxes, fences, walls, sheds or other
structures shall be installed, affixed or erected on any part of the site
or building therein without the prior written approval of the
Department.

6. In respect of the provisions of Condition No. 5 above, a
‘pattern book’ shall be produced by the applicant / developer
detailing the form, style, materials and positioning of any future
alterations, additions or extensions to the proposed dwellings that
would respect the vernacular architecture of the development. Such
a pattern book shall be submitted to the Department for written
approval and shall thereafter, and without prejudice to any future
decision, be used as guidance when assessing future planning
applications relating to each dwelling.

7. Before the dwellings are occupied, the proposed means of
boundary treatment to all external aspects of the development and
between dwellings shall be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Department. The use of low granite walls, banques and
hedgerows will be expected.

8. The stated Mitigation Measures, as embodied in the
Environmental Impact Statement and supporting documents, and all
other recommendations of the Environmental Impact Assessment
and, any additional or revised measures as may be required by the
Department as a result of a specific concern or consultation
response, shall be implemented in accordance with a schedule of
works, timings and on-going monitoring / remediation to be agreed
in writing by the Minister.

9. All demolition and groundworks shall be undertaken outside the
main seabird breeding season (April to August), unless written
authority for specific elements of the proposal is given by the
Department, in liaison with the Environment Section.

10. A rat eradication programme and programme for the clearance
of Hottentot Fig shall be agreed and implemented to satisfaction of





the Environment Department prior to any demolition works taking
place.

11. A detailed landscaping scheme shall be submitted to show
sensitive planting with relevance to the landscape character and
wildlife habitats of this area. The scheme shall provide for locally
relevant habitat creation and shall be drawn up in consultation with
the relevant Officers of the Planning & Environment Department’s
Countryside Section.

12. Precise details of the proposed means of foul and surface
water drainage, including measures to refurbish the existing
pumping station and store and re-use rain-water where practicable
shall be submitted to and approved in writing before works
commence. A sustainable drainage system will be required.

13. Precise details of types, poisitons, luminosity, shielding and
justification for each external light, including measures to minimise
sky-glow shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Department before the development commences.

14. The German Coastal Observation Post (M3) shall be retained
and shall be made accessible to members of the public for use as a
bird hide in accordance with a scheme and timescale to be
submitted to and agreed in writing by the Minister.

15. Reasonable access shall be made prior to, and during, the
demolition phase to allow for an independent archaeological
trenching evaluation to be undertaken to the standard proscribed by
the Institute of Field Archaeology. Reasonable access shall also be
given to a nominated member(s) of the Department’'s Historic
Environment Team, Jersey Heritage Trust and the Channel Island
Occupation Society for the purpose of observing and recording any
Occupation structure or other archaeological finds. A minimum of 3
weeks written notice shall be given to each party prior to any works
commencing. All subsequent records shall be lodged with the
Department.

16. A work of art shall be delivered in accordance with the advice of
the appointed Approved Art Advisor and the Percentage for Art
Statement dated 10™ September 2010 which has been submitted to
and approved by the Minister for Planning and Environment. The
work of art must be installed prior to the first use/occupation of the
development hereby approved unless otherwise agreed in writing.

17. Details of the siting and nature of all temporary site huts,
compounds, security fencing, security lighting, fuel storage and
waste disposal during the demolition and construction phases shall
be submitted to and approved by the Department before works
commence. Should additional elements be required during the
course of works, subsequent approval from the Department shall be
required.
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Planning and Environment Department

=
Planning and Building Services States &
South Hill

St Helier, Jersey, JE2 4US of Jersey
Tel: +44 (0)1534 445508
Fax: +44 (0)1534 445528

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT REVIEW CHECKLIST

TITLE OF ES: THIS CHECKLIST HAS BEEN COMPLETED BY: ALISTAIR COATES,
SENIOR PLANNER, PLANNING & ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT.

DEMOLISH EXISTING BUILDINGS.
CONSTRUCT 28 NEW AND 2 DATE: 16 FEBRUARY 2009
REPLACEMENT DWELLINGS. RETURN TWO
THIRDS OF SITE TO NATURE. REFURBISH IT REFERS TO THE FINDINGS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL

WWII BUNKER WITH ASSOCIATED STATEMENT (ES). IT SUMMARISES THE KEY ISSUES, SIGNIFICANT
LANDSCAPING AND FOOTPATHS. EFFECTS, OR AREAS OF CONCERN IDENTIFIED BY THE
FOLLOWING:
STATUTORY CONSULTEE:

PLANNING & ENVIRONMENT DEPT
TRANSPORT & TECHNICAL SERVICES DEPT
HEALTH PROTECTION

HEALTH & SAFETY INSPECTORATE

NON-STATUTORY CONSULTEE:
NATIONAL TRUST FOR JERSEY
LA SOCIETE JERSIASE

REGISTRATION DETAILS: P/2009/2108

Structure of the Criteria
The review criteria are drawn together from the IEMA ES Review Criteria and EU Guidance on EIA — EIS
Review (2001). The criteria are split into five sections and this review report is structured accordingly:

e Section 1 addresses all of the information contained within an Environmental Statement with the
exception of the assessment of the impacts.
e Section 2 addresses the assessment of the impacts on the environment. The section covers the
information relating to:
o the baseline conditions
o the prediction of the magnitude of impacts
o the evaluation of significance and
o mitigation measures.
o follow-up
Comments on this section cross-refer to the Scoping Opinion and are structured in accordance with the
environmental issues referred to in the ES. In order to ensure that a report remains concise and focused
any comments usually focus on those areas where the ES could be strengthened to provide an improved
basis for decision-making.
e Section 3 addresses risks of accidents and hazardous development that are not covered by local policy.
e Section 4 addresses the presentation and communication of the information. This includes a brief review
of the non-technical summary.

REVIEW GRADES

A Excellent, no tasks left incomplete
B Good, only minor omissions and inadequacies

EIA-SRC
Chief Executive Officer: Andrew Scate BA (Hons), Dip TP, MRTPI, MinstLM
Director of Planning: Peter Thorne, M.R.T.P.I., M.C.M.1.





C Satisfactory despite omissions and inadequacies

D Parts well attempted, but must as a whole be considered unsatisfactory because of omissions and/or

inadequacies
E Poor, significant omissions or inadequacies
F Very poor, most tasks left incomplete

N/A Not applicable. The review topic is not applicable or relevant in the context of this statement

SECTION 1 GENERAL CRITERIA

1.1 Description of the Development

Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
2 | 23
Are the purpose and objectives of the Y Y
development explained?
Is the proposal and its need placed in context of Y Y
local plans / objectives and strategies e.g. States
Strategic Plan?
Are the anticipated time scales of construction, Y Y
operation and (where appropriate)
decommissioning explained?
Are the likely methods of construction (techniques Y N
and equipment to be used) described? If
unknown, worst-case scenario approach should
be adopted in prediction of related impacts.
Are the physical characteristics of proposal, Y Y
including its location, the design and size of the
development and area of land-take during
construction and operation described?
Are the main characteristics of any production N N/A
processes e.g. nature and quantity of materials to
be used included?
Is the description illustrated by the use of maps Y Y
and/or diagrams?
Is the experience of the operator explained? N N/A
Are the activities involved in the construction of Y N/A | The key element in this project is the de-
the project described? construction of the existing holiday village.
This is adequately addressed in the
SSMP.
Are the activities involved in the operation of the Y N/A The end product is a conventional
project described? residential use set with a naturalised
landscape.
Are the activities involved in the decommissioning Y Y
of the project described? (e.g. closure, dismantling,
demolition, clearance, site restoration, site re-use etc)
Are estimates provided of the quantities and type N Y The Transport Assessment (Report
of traffic that will arise during construction / de- HTC91380A/1) does not adequately
construction? assess the types / frequency of vehicles
and trip generation during the de-
construction stage. It is accepted that the
construction phase of the new dwellings
will be nothing unusual in the Jersey
context, but de-construction traffic should
be further addressed.
Are estimates provided of the quantities and type Y Y
of traffic that will arise during operation?
Are any developments likely to occur as a N N/A Upgrading of some infrastructure will be
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Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
g | 23
consequence of the Project identified? (e.g. new required, but nothing that needs to be
housing, roads, water or sewerage infrastructure, further addressed at this stage.
aggregate extraction)
Are any existing activities, which will alter or N N/A
cease as a consequence of the Project identified?
Are any other existing or planned developments N N/A

with which the Project could have cumulative
effects identified?

Overall Review Grade for Section 1.1 (please circle):

CDEFNIA

1.2 Site Description

s | 5%
c -
Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
2 | 33
Is the area of land occupied by each of the Y Y
permanent project components clearly quantified,
described and indicated on an appropriate scaled
map or diagram?
Is there a description of land uses on the site and Y Y
the surrounding area?
Is the area of land required temporarily for
construction quantified and mapped?
Is the reinstatement and after use of land Y Y
occupied temporarily for operation of the Project
described?
Is reference made to policies, plans or Y Y
designations relevant to the site and its
surroundings?
Is the study area consistent with the area Y Y
potentially affected by the development?
Is the affected land placed in the context of its Y Y
surroundings?
Is the form or appearance of any structures or Y Y Note: some design / site layout changes
other works developed as part of the Project may be necessary to satisfy the Minister’s
described? (e.g. type , finish and colour of materials, design requirement for excellence in design.
of buildings and structures, plant species etc.)
For urban or similar development projects, are the Y Y
numbers and other characteristics of new
populations or business communities described?
Is there a description of the expected changes in Y Y
the affected land without proposal?
Is the future status of the land in the absence of Y Y Para 8.29 — 8.31 of the EIS addresses the
the project described? (e.g. is the site allocated ‘do-nothing’ affects.
for development or how would the conservation
status change over time)

Overall Review Grade for Section 1.2 (please circle): @ B C D E F N/A
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1.3 Scoping

Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
g | 23

Has the scoping process that has been Y Y
undertaken to identify key impacts been
described?
Is it evident that a systematic approach to scoping Y Y
was adopted?
Are a list of parties consulted and a summary of Y Y
responses included?
Where issues raised are not to be addressed in Y Y
detail in the ES, is a reasoned justification for their
exclusion given?
Are environmental aspects likely to be significantly Y Y
affected by the development clearly identified?
Is the temporal and spatial scope of the Y Y
assessment included?
Are regulations under which EIA is required Y Y
identified, with an indication whether it is also to
be used to address other regulatory
requirements?

Overall Review Grade for Section 1.3 (please circle): @ B

C D E F N/A

1.4 Consideration of Alternatives

The Environmental Statement (ES) should describe the main alternatives to the proposal that have been
considered. The following alternatives should have been included and addressed, including the advantages
and disadvantages of each and the main reason for the selection of the preferred option: Other factors
influencing the choice of alternative should be noted, e.g. feasibility, cost-effectiveness and reasonableness

of each option.

Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
2 | 8%
Is a description of a formal options appraisal (if Y Y The EIS together with well recorded planning
carried out) provided, including relevant history of the site clearly lead to the submitted
decision factors? option.
Is the baseline situation in the No Project Y Y The Baseline ‘situation’ has previously
situation described? generated confusion. However, given the
extent of existing built development on the site,
and the fact that the complex could, in
planning terms, be brought back into tourist
related use without the need for a major
planning application, it is considered
reasonable to accept the Baseline Condition
as being an operational holiday village.
Are alternatives considered during the process Y Y Given the unique set of circumstances relating
described, including: to this site and the proposed development, it is
e Sites? accepted that alternatives are restricted to ‘do-
e Construction practices? nothing’, refurbish the existing holiday village
e Plant and equipment? or re-develop the site for some other use.
e Operating processes?
o Site layouts?
Are the alternatives realistic and genuine Y Y

alternatives to the Project?
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Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
2 | 5%
Are the main reasons for choice of the Y Y
proposed development explained, including
the environmental reasons for the choice?
Are the main environmental effects of the Y Y

alternatives compared with those of the
proposed Project?

Overall Review Grade for Section 1.3 (please circle): @ B C D E F N/A

SECTION 2: ISSUE SPECIFIC CRITERIA

2.1 Baseline Conditions

The ES should describe the current conditions of those aspects of the environment that are likely to be
significantly affected by the development. The subjects to be covered should be cross-referenced with the
Scoping Opinion. In cases where no Scoping Opinion has been requested, the Scoping Checklist should be

used.
Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
e g%

Are all baseline conditions of aspects likely Y Y

to be impacted by the Project included?

Cross reference with Scoping Opinion.

Is an indication provided of how these Y Y

aspects could be expected to develop if the

project were not to proceed?

Has the study area been defined widely Y Y

enough to include all the area likely to be

significantly affected by the Project?

Where existing data has been used to Y Y

establish the baseline has the source of the

data been identified and referenced?

Is a clear description of the methods used Y Y

to supplement existing information

provided?

Is the data gathered expressed Y Y

quantitatively where possible?

Is the baseline environment evaluated, for Y Y But, further survey work may be required to

example in relation to its sensitivity and map the abundance, distribution & migratory

importance? pattern of any Common Toads on / near the
site.

Are limitations of baseline surveys Y N The principal limitation appears to be mis-

recognised? match in data between the accepted Baseline
Condition and the reality of the fact that the
holiday village is currently derelict. A simple
comparison could be provided for
completeness.

If surveys would be required to adequately Y Y... Subject to addressing the above point.

characterise the baseline environment but
they have not been practicable for any
reason, are the reasons explained and
proposals set out for the surveys to be
undertaken at a later stage?
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Review Question What further information is needed?

Relevant?
Adequately
Addressed?

Overall Review Grade for Section 2.1 (please circle): A C D E F N/A

2.2 Prediction of Impact Magnitude
The subjects to be covered should be cross-referenced with the Scoping Opinion. In cases where no
Scoping Opinion has been requested, the Scoping Checklist should be used.

Review Question s % g What further information is needed?

e g%

Are predictions for the magnitude of the Y Y

likely significant effects of the development

identified?

Is the magnitude of the impact predicted as Y Y

a deviation from the established baseline

conditions, for each phase of the proposal?

Is the information and data used to predict Y Y

the magnitude of impact clearly described?

Where there are any gaps or uncertainty Y N/A

are these identified?

Are the methods used to establish Y Y The Methodology is clear and extensive.

magnitude clearly described, appropriate
and reasonable in relation to the
importance of the impact?

Where assumptions or unsupported data Y Y
has been used in the predictions are these
highlighted and accompanied by an
indication of the reliability/confidence of

those assumptions or data? The data given
should be quantified and levels of confidence in the
estimates given.

Are the impacts that remain following Y Y
mitigation quantitatively assessed?
Does the ES evaluate any direct effects Y Y

and any indirect, secondary, cumulative,
short, medium and long-term, permanent
and temporary, positive and negative
effects, resulting from:

e the existence of the development,

e the use of natural resources and
e the emission of pollutants,
e the creation of nuisances and
e the elimination of waste.
Specifically, are the effects on the Y Y

environment caused by activities ancillary
to the main project described?

Specifically, are the indirect effects on the Y Y
environment caused by consequential
development described?

Specifically, are cumulative effects on the Y Y
environment of the Project together with
other existing or planned developments in
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Review Question What further information is needed?

Relevant?
Adequately
Addressed?

the locality described?

Are primary and secondary effects on Y N/A It is accepted that subject to a satisfactory
human health and welfare described and SWMP being implemented, human health and
where appropriate quantified? (e.g. health welfare should not be significantly affected by
effects caused by release of toxic substances, health the proposed development.

risks arising from changes in living conditions, effects
on vulnerable groups etc).

Are impacts on issues such as biodiversity, Y Y
global climate change and sustainable
development discussed where
appropriate?

Overall Review Grade for Section 2.2 (please circle): @ B C D E F N/A

2.3 Impact Significance

The ES should assess the significance of all impacts using appropriate local, UK and international quality
standard limits (WHO Limits, EU Quality Standards etc.) The impacts to be covered should be cross-
referenced with the Scoping Opinion. In cases where no Scoping Opinion has been requested, the Scoping
Checklist should be used.

Review Question What further information is needed?

Relevant?
Adequately
Addressed?

<
<

Is the significance of all impacts assessed
using the appropriate national and
international quality standards limits (WHO
Limits, EU Quality Standards etc)?

Where no such standards exist, are the Y Y
judgements (assumptions and value
systems) that underpin the attribution of
significance described?

Does the assessment of significance Y Y
consider the impact’s deviation from the
established baseline condition?

Does the assessment of significance Y Y
consider the sensitivity of the environment?
Does the assessment of significance Y Y

consider the extent to which the impact will
be mitigated or is reversible?

Is the range of factors, which are likely to Y Y
influence the assessment of significance,
clearly identified?

Are methods used to predict effects Y Y
described and are the reasons for their
choice, any difficulties encountered and
uncertainties in the results discussed?

Where there is uncertainty about the N N/A The Project is clear and precise.
precise details of the Project and its impact
on the environment are worst case
predictions described?

Is the basis for evaluating the significance Y Y

or importance of impacts clearly described?

Is the significance of impacts that remain Y Y
EIA-SRC
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Review Question

Relevant?

Adequately
Addressed?

What further information is needed?

following mitigation (i.e. residual impacts)
identified?

Is appropriate emphasis given to the most
severe, adverse effects of the Project?

Y

Y

Overall Review Grade for Section 2.3 (please circle): @ B C D E F N/A

2.4 Mitigation

The ES should describe the measures proposed to avoid, reduce, and if possible, remedy significant
adverse impacts. The impacts to be covered should be cross-referenced with the Scoping Opinion. In cases
where no Scoping Opinion has been requested, the Scoping Checklist should be used.

Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
e g%

Does the ES describe the measures Y N A contingency needs to be laid out clearly in

proposed to avoid, reduce, and if possible, the event that the de-construction works result

remedy significant adverse impacts? in accidental ground / water / air
contamination.
Also, clear and definite proposals to avoid
impact of lighting to minimise sky glow, glare
and light spill. (Can be conditioned)

Does the ES provide an indication of the Y Y

effectiveness of the stated measures?

Does the ES demonstrate a clear Y Y Section 6 of the EIS refers clearly.

commitment to implementing the mitigation

measures and indicate how and when

these measures will be implemented?

Where there is uncertainty over the Y Y

effectiveness, or it is dependent on
assumptions, is justification provided for the
acceptance of the assumptions?

Overall Review Grade for Section 2.4 (please circle):

Cc D E F N/A

2.5 Follow-up
Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
e g%
Does the ES provide details of any Y N The Landscape Management Plan / Matrix
management plans that are to be needs to clearly differentiate between
implemented to deliver mitigation measures Management and Maintenance with long term
and to monitor the environmental impact of maintenance (10+years) and cost
the project, including details of their responsibility being made clear.
timescales and geographical extent?
Where a management plan is to be Y Y But see above point.
integrated into an environmental
management system, does the ES
describe how this would be implemented?
Does the ES identify those responsible for Y N Clear follow-up programme required, but this
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Review Question What further information is needed?

Relevant?
Adequately
Addressed?

the follow-up programme and describe how could form a requirement of any planning
the results of such a programme will affect permission issued.
the proposal’s operation?

Overall Review Grade for Section 2.5 (please circle) C D E F N/A

SECTION 3: RISKS OF ACCIDENTS AND HAZARDOUS DEVELOPMENT

Risks of accidents as such are not covered by local policy. However, when the proposed development
involves materials that could be harmful to the environment (including people) in the event of an accident,
the Environmental Statement should include an indication of the preventive measures that will be adopted
so that such an occurrence is not likely to have a significant effect.

Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
E g%
Are any risks associated with the Project Y Y
discussed?
¢ Risks from handling of hazardous
materials
e Risk from spills, fire, explosion
o Risks of traffic accidents
e Risks from breakdown or failure of
processes or facilities
¢ Risks from exposure to the Project
to natural disasters (flood, landslip
etc)
Are measures to prevent and respond to Y Y
accidents and abnormal events described?
(preventive measures, training, contingency plans,
emergency plans etc)

Overall Review Grade for Section 4 (please circle): @ B C D E F N/A

SECTION 4 - PRESENTATION OF RESULTS

4.1 - Presentation

Review Question What further information is needed?

Relevant?
Adequately
Addressed?

Is the ES logically organised and clearly
structured and presented so that the reader
can locate information easily?

<
<
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Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
2 g%

Is the use of technical terms kept to a Y Y
minimum, with a glossary and full list of
references provided?
Is the ES comprehensive but concise, Y Y
avoiding irrelevant data and information?
Does the ES make effective use of tables, Y Y
figures, maps, photographs and other
graphics?
Does the ES make effective use of annexes Y Y
or appendices to present detailed data not
essential to understanding the main text?
Are all analyses and conclusions Y Y
adequately supported with data and
evidence?
Are all sources of data properly referenced? Y Y
Does it read as a single document with Y Y
cross referencing between sections used to
help the reader navigate through the
document(s)?

Overall Review Grade for Section 3.1 (please circle): @ B C D E F N/A

4.2 - Objectivity

Review Question s % g What further information is needed?
) g%

Is the ES a balanced document, providing Y Y

an impartial account of the environmental

effects with reasoned and justifiable

arguments?

Does the ES give appropriate prominence Y Y

to both positive and negative effects relative

to their importance?

Does the ES include the issues raised by Y N Consultations have been received after the

consultees? submission of the completed EIS. Planning
Officer will collate these consultations and
advise as to whether the planning application
should be amended and / or whether the EIS
requires amendment.

Does the ES explicitly recognise areas of Y Y

limitations within the ES?

Does the ES explain any difficulties that Y Y

have been encountered and assumptions

on which the assessment is based?

Is detail provided as to how any difficulties Y Y

have affected the ES and what measures

were taken to limit them?

Overall Review Grade for Section 3.2 (please circle): A C D E F N/A

4.3 — Non-Technical Summary
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Review Question What further information is needed?

Relevant?
Adequately
Addressed?

Is an NTS provided? Y Y
Does the NTS provide sufficient information Y Y
to understand the main environmental
impacts of the proposal without reference
to the main ES?
Does the NTS include:
¢ a summary of the description of the Y Y
development?
¢ the main alternatives considered? Y Y
¢ the aspects of the environment likely Y Y
to be significantly affected by the
development?
o likely significant impacts? Y Y
o the mitigation measures to be Y Y
implemented?
Does the NTS highlight any significant Y Y

uncertainties about the project and its
environmental effects?

Does the NTS include or make appropriate Y Y
reference to maps and diagrams which, at
a minimum, illustrate the location of the
application site, the footprint of the
proposed development, and the location of
relevant key features?

Is the summary written in non-technical Y Y
language, avoiding technical terms,
detailed data and scientific discussion?

Would the NTS be comprehensible to a lay Y Y
member of the public?

Overall Review Grade for Section 3.3 (please circle): @ B C D E F N/A

OVERALL APPRAISAL OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

No. Review Topic Grade Comment

1 General Criteria B+ Good clear criteria, well laid out and
comprehensive.

2 Issue Specific Criteria B+ As above, but a few points need
clarrifying.

3 Risks of Accidents and Hazardous Development A Main risk is from de-construction stage
— this is well addressed.

4 Presentation of Results A The EIS is a thorough and clear
document.

Overall assessment:
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The EIS and supporting documents present a comprehensive, professional and clear picture of the
environmental issues surrounding this prominent site and the constraints and opportunities that it
offers.

In terms of information concerning survey, evaluation and proposed mitigation, the EIS is highly
competent and sufficient to inform the processing and determination of the accompanying planning
application (Ref P/2009/2108).

Any individual points raised by consultees on the EIS and accompanying planning application
should also be addressed if not already done so in the EIS. Please see below for key points raised
by consultees.

Comment:

Synopsis of Consultation Responses received:-

Countryside Division:

-Mitigation maybe required in the event that reptiles / amphibians are found on site.

-Satellite sites may be required for Common Toad, Green Lizard and Slow Worm.

-Clear proposals required for avoiding light glare / light spill and sky glow.

- Landscaping scheme needs to be minimal, natural and drawn up in conjunction with Countryside
Manager.

-Need clear differentiation between maintenance and management of landscape (10years+) — who
bears the cost?

-Need clear technical specification on the construction of the reed bed.

-Need a contingency plan in the event of any unforeseen contamination especially during de-
construction works.

Ecology Unit
-Highlight landscaping issues which can be covered in conjunction with the points raised above.

Bats may be present on site and the recommendations of the CEMP should be adhered to in this
respect.

Environmental Protection

- Make several comments relating to Waste Management which the developer is expected to address
directly with Environmental Protection and the Waste Regulation Unit. The Planning Department
should be advised of any correspondence.

- Confirmation is required with regard to any proposal to crush and / or screen construction waste
on site

Economic Development Department (Hospitality & Leisure)
- No comments to make on the proposals.

Transport & Technical Services

- The submitted Transport Assessment Report is reasonably accurate.

- 30 dwellings is still a significant size of development and maintain an objection as the proposal
does not demonstrate that it will persuade people out of cars by providing practical alternatives
such as improved bus services, cycle tracks and footpaths.

Historic Environment Team
- Recommend that An Archaeological Field Evaluation be undertaken to clarify the extent, form and
significance of any archaeological remains, prior to the application being determined.

Health & Safety Inspectorate
- Content with the EIS.

Health Protection, Public Health Services

- Request a realistic ‘as-is’ noise assessment, based on the site as a derelict holiday village.
Despite the findings of the CEMP, the developer will need to adhere to working hours as prescribed
in ‘Guidelines on Noise Control for Construction Sites’ (Health Protection Services).

EIA-SRC
Chief Executive Officer: Andrew Scate BA (Hons), Dip TP, MRTPI, MinstLM
Director of Planning: Peter Thorne, M.R.T.P.I., M.C.M.1.




pharding

Highlight





		Untitled







hases
File Attachment
PPI PlemontEstatesInitialStatement 27072012.pdf


ahead are bleak. The current plans retain the cliff path with its wonderful views to the sea,
improve dramatically the views from the path inland, return 2/3rds of the current site to the
public, provide good quality much needed housing, provide new money and jobs into the
economy. This is a great deal for Jersey. The marginal benefit for a huge public
expenditure to stop the development of 1/3rd of the site would be a criminal waste of public
money to satisfy a tiny portion of Islanders. The supporters of the proposition to purchase,
or in some way deny the owner of his right to re-develop, get significant publicity but are
not representative of the majority of the Island. The National Trust for Jersey has a very
narrow and indulgent brief. They have no responsibility for the future socio-economic
wellbeing of the Island and its people. Much is made of the 7,000 people attending the
Line in the Sand. 85,000 people did not attend. The 7,000 could donate an average of
£2,000 each to buy and clear the site if they wished.In a photograph of a section of the Line
in the Sand event published in the JEP last week, 13 were children and dogs, 14 were
adults. | suspect that it represents the views of a much smaller group of families than
presented. As is customary most of the letters to the JEP are from opposers to
development, but these too only amount to a dozen or two people, a tiny portion of
Islanders. All of the opposers to development also want the States to provide better
education, health, social services, security, infrastructure, jobs and houses for children
leaving school or returning from university etc. To ask for the States to spend money on
Plemont too is selfish in the extreme. The current site has been a disgrace for years as a
result of constant interference from the public and planning. Jersey still has fantastic areas
of undeveloped coastal and inland environments. Any reversion of Plemont to nature would
attract or benefit very few people. We also have a huge responsibility to provide living
environments, including jobs, houses and States systems, for an increasing population just
like all countries. The increasing population includes Islanders living longer and Jersey
born children as well as those who become Islanders through working here. In the current
economic situation the States must spend its money very wisely. We are lucky that some
people are still keen to renew much of what we have on the Island, whether it be their own
homes or businesses, and such renewal should be encouraged and supported. The
Plemont development will be a huge improvement on what is there; El Tico is a great
improvement on what was there before; Portelet is/will be seen as a huge improvement on
what was there before; plans to renew the Watersplash should be supported etc. If the
States interfere further with this, and if they waste any public money on it, | think the
reaction of top-rate taxpayers and willing private investors in the Island could be very
damaging.




18PIS

Ben Shelton, Grouville

SEE ANNEX 2

19PIS

Paul Strudwick, St Brelade

I would like to add my support for the proposed development for the Plemont area. | have
had a look at the plans and thought they were in keeping with the area, they did not
overcrowd the site and the houses are far enough away from the headland to be
inconspicuous from the sea and the footpath. The materials being proposed will also help
the buildings to merge into the landscape. | believe they would add to the area which could
become barren and rather inhospitable and are certainly a long overdue improvement on
the current buildings. In an island as small as ours with a population the size it has
become, it is not unreasonable for such areas to be developed in a sympathetic way. In my
opinion this development seeks to harmonise the living areas with the available space by
clustering small groups of buildings with larger areas of open space.

20PIS

Dick Turpin, St Helier

I would first of all like to state that | am disappointed that there was ever a need for the
Plemont Enquiry, and also that Senator Sir Philip Bailhache has thrown his hat into the mix.
In my view, and it is one of a Jersey born pensioner, | believe the Enquiry team must put
aside all the spin and emotional aspects so far well covered in the local press, and about to
be displayed to Prince Charles, and make their judgement on the reality of the whole
matter. Let us look at the facts in no particular order.

1. The proposed development in not sited on the headland and would be well back from
the current buidlings.

2. Two-thirds of the site would be ceded to the States.

3. Stating that the headland is one of Jersey’s most beautiful natural areas is exaggerated.
4. Senator Sir Philip Bailhache would have us believe that the financial implication is not as
frightening as people might think. Does this mean that he has inside knowledge of the cost
of buying the site, demolition costs, and restoration costs? Even at a possible 14 million +
estimate this would be half the total recently proposed to fund refurbishment and new
building costs by Housing.

5. ‘For future generations’ are words often quoted by Jersey Heritage, the National Trust
and other minority groups in support of their beliefs. | sincerely believe that future
generations will be best served by adequate school classrooms, adequate housing, a
health and care system for purpose, and plans that guarantee employment when they
leave school/college. The proposed development will safeguard the headland, provide
continuity of cliff-path walks, restore 2 thirds of the land to public access and cost Island
tax-payers nothing. Doesn’t this make economical sense, or am | missing something? | can
only hope that the Enquiry Board come to a sensible conclusion, which is not hindered by
any form of points scoring.




21PIS

D Waters, St Peter

The tax payer should not pick up any cost in this regard. This could happen in one of two
ways. The taxpayer may be asked to acquire the site or they will face a legal claim for
damages from the owner of the land who bought the land with certain rights attached.
The offer he has made in terms of modifying the development are very generous and
should be accepted. The argument that residents of Jersey need the open space is
fallacious. There are plenty of cliff paths and so on which are underutilised. | have nothing
to do with the owner or the developer but | am a concerned taxpayer.

22PIS

David & Carol-Ann Syvret
St Helier

I am forwarding an e-mail, | sent to our Parish Representatives in June regarding Plemont
Headland and would like to register our opinion with regard to this application. We feel the
current application is a great improvement on the existing eyesore and the fact that 67 per
cent of the site is to be returned to natural beauty is a real benefit for the Island. The Island
can ill afford spending millions of pounds on a site which will probably not be cared for, as
witnessed with the Bal Tabarin site, when a new sewage plant, hospital, etc,etc seems a
better use of the Island's resources.

Dear Deputies Rondel, Hilton and Higgins and Constable Crowcroft

I am writing on behalf of myself and my husband to advise that we are NOT in favour of the
States of Jersey spending taxpayers money on the purchase of the Plemont Headland as
proposed by Senator Bailhache. If the National Trust of Jersey want to purchase the land
they should do so through their own means rather than calling upon taxpayers who are
being hit from all angles with less tax allowances, 20 means 20 and increased GST. We
have both known buildings to be on this site for the whole of our lives and whilst accepting
that these are currently an eyesore, partly due to numerous years of States deliberation on
the development of this site, we believe that the current proposals, which include returning
part of the site back to its natural "beauty" as an acceptable solution. Our reasons for being
against this are, the economic climate at this time, together with the need for (what we
consider to be far more important/needed projects) such as a new Police Station, new
Hospital/upgrading of health facilities, provision of homes, lack of employment. We believe
these are much more worthwhile and in need of States spending! We hope as our public
representatives you will take our feelings into account when this proposition is being
debated in the House.




ANNEX 1

The application to demolish the former holiday village buildings and construct 28 dwellings should be approved for the following reasons:

e The former holiday village has become an eyesore and it will continue to deteriorate

The development plans will erase the former holiday village, all areas of hard standing and leave much of the area to be reclaimed by
nature

It is a brown field site and has been providing visitor accommaodation throughout living memory

The planned new dwellings will occupy a footprint about half that of the former holiday village

The visual impact — from all perspectives — of the planned development will be less than that of the former holiday village

The plans provide for more than two thirds of the land occupied by the former holiday village and its immediate environs to be handed,
gratis, to the people of Jersey

The plans will provide homes for 28 families

e The plans will ensure the new construction is moved further away from the cliff and coast, reducing the profile and skyline effect.

Although it seems unlikely in the current economic climate, it is possible to envisage the frustrated owner of the former holiday village taking a
view that the tide will turn at some time and, against that eventuality, it is possible to devise a business plan to resuscitate the area and use it
for its original purpose: it is understood the owner has extensive leisure sector business interests. In the meanwhile, there would be little
incentive to expend resources on the site prior to full refurbishment. So, in the short term the eyesore could become worse and long term we
could see the site become a vibrant leisure destination again with all the noise, traffic and disruption that attends a holiday village.

The development plans are tasteful and of appropriate mass and density for the site. The buildings in three separate clusters would be
constructed in the local vernacular and fit well into the area. They would be immeasurably more attractive than the existing structures. Further,
much of the site — importantly the land closest to the cliff and the coast - would be handed over to the people of Jersey, thus addressing the
concerns of those who seek to protect coastal areas from new development. In the circumstances it would be infinitely preferable to have a
relatively small development of dwellings than a new holiday village. That said, were there no intention ever to return the site to a holiday
village, | would still favour the development. The plans appear proportionate to the area and by no means seek to fill the space presently
occupied; indeed, one could imagine a significantly greater density of new build still being greatly preferable to the existing structures. In short,
the developer’s intentions seem reasonable, even modest.



There may be differences of opinion as to the need for 28 new family homes, particularly as economic circumstances have brought about a
slow-down in the property market — an unusual phenomenon in this Island. Nevertheless, the population continues to rise and the Housing
Minister is on record as stating that there is a serious housing shortage. An additional 28 family homes would be a most welcome addition to
Jersey’s housing stock. | most certainly do not favour the acquisition of the former holiday village by the States of Jersey using public funds. It
is said that returning the whole area to its natural state would provide a valuable amenity for the people to enjoy, but at an exceptionally high
cost. However, there has always been public access to the area and it is seldom used, by very few people. This may be because there are a
number of similar areas of natural amenity, which are more accessible than Plémont. Also, the plans do return a significant amount of land to
the people, gratis.

Much has been made of the fact that an estimated 7,000 individuals joined a “line-in-the-sand” demonstration aimed at preventing further
coastal development. Such a demonstration (and the actual numbers are disputed) accounted for less than 7% of the population, so it is
reasonable to say 93% are either in favour of further development or indifferent to the issue. It must be pointed out that, though the protesters
may wish the holiday village had never been built, it is a fact of life and there is a difference between campaigning against developing new
areas and seeking to undo what has been done. If there is a case for returning the area to its natural state, those 7,000 (or however many
participated) should form an organisation, negotiate with the landowner and raise the money to purchase it. As an ordinary taxpayer | would
object strenuously to my tax pounds being used to acquire land for the gratification of a small minority.

| am entirely satisfied that the plans are reasonable, will provide much needed new family homes and will infinitely improve the Plémont
environs. | have no sympathy with those who advocate using taxpayers’ funds to acquire a commercial site in order to return it to its former
state because it would benefit no one save the few who may from time to time walk there: they have many, many other options.

Finally, 1 should like to point out | am not involved or connected in any way with any party to this application; my interest is solely that of a
concerned Jerseyman.

John Henwood MBE
St John

18 July 2012



ANNEX 2
15th July 2012

Dear Ms Wilson,

In the States of Jersey 2005 elections | stood for the Island-wide mandate of Senator and, although | was seeking political office for my first
time, received 14,025 votes coming second in the Senatorial election. | served as Minister for Health and Social Services, Chairman of the
Public Accounts Committee, and President of the Chairman's Committee. | served as Senator for six years until November 2011, when |
decided not to seek re-election.

Whilst | was in the States | had several high profile disagreements with the Planning Minister, Senator Freddie Cohen, concerning his
politicising of the planning process and his tendency to disrupt the process through his own subjective views and personal political agenda. The
subject of Plemont Holiday Village was discussed privately and it became apparent that he had no desire to determine the application against
the wishes of the National Trust and the vocal minority. It seemed to me that delaying tactics were then employed to frustrate the applicants —
at the applicants considerable cost. This is a common tactic in Jersey and is used by both politicians and the administration to derail projects or
policies they personally deem unfavourable.

| have discussed the application with a number of friends and colleagues and none of them believe that the States should purchase the site
and return it to nature. Indeed those that have seen the scheme would all fully support it. The Planning and Building Services Department is an
administrative department charged with implementing the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002. They should therefore refrain from political
or personal opinions. The inclusion of the following paragraph in Report/P/2006/1868 demonstrates that the Department was succumbing to
unacceptable political influence.

“Aside from the consideration and determination of this application under the Planning Law, it is considered that the most appropriate planning
solution for this highly sensitive site on the north coast, is for the States to enter into negotiations with the applicant/owner to acquire it and
return the land to an open natural state, in the long term best interests of the Island.”

It is considered by who that the States should acquire the site? On what basis is this political statement made, and under what powers? Does
the subjective views of the vocal minority now take precedence over the Planning Law? Is it acceptable for a States administration department
to make such highly charged comments in what should be a document based on facts and evidence? | would welcome the Public Inquiry’s
comment on this, and would ask them to question the Officers of the Department on the irrefutable, and presumably substantial, evidence that
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they have in their possession that encouraged them to make such a highly political statement. The Public Inquiry should determine whether
such statements should be included in Planning Reports going forward.

After the owners submitted their 2006 application for demolishing the existing buildings and converting two thirds of the site to natural open
landscape plus a low-key traditional scheme of three housing clusters containing 36 houses (having been drawn up through close consultation
with the Planning Department) the States of Jersey debated a proposition (P.112/2006) lodged by the Constable of St Ouen calling on the
Assembly to agree it would be in the public interest for the Holiday Village to be “preserved as open space”. | believe that the Constable is a
near neighbour of the site and owns significant land nearby. However the incontrovertible fact is that for over 60 years this site has been, and
continues to remain, private property that is heavily developed and does not provide any public open space.

During the States Assembly debate held on 10 October 2006 the thrust of my comments were: “This development, in my opinion, is well
thought out. It is generous. It donates quite a bit of land to the Islanders and to the people of Jersey. It does not cost the taxpayer a penny.”

This remains my position today on the current application, P/2011/1673. The Planning Department recommended approval for the 2006
scheme if it was reduced to 30 houses and the applicant incorporated exactly these recommendations made by the Planning Department into
the 2009 application. However, despite the Planning Department’s recommendation to approve this 30 scheme, during 2010 the former
Planning Minister subsequently required further revisions which the also owners incorporated into the scheme. This slightly increased the
amount of public open natural landscape being created (being donated to the public in perpetuity) leaving the remaining 1/3rd of the site
containing just 28 houses with their courtyards and gardens. In fact the developed land excluding gardens (built footprint plus hardstandings)
will reduce by 70%, from 20,338 m2 existing within the Holiday Village to only 5,965 m2 as proposed, covering only 15% of the total site area.

This application is entirely reasonable, complies with the Jersey Planning Law objectives and Island Plan Policies, removes a large blot on the
landscape, offers a huge environmental improvement of the site and surrounding area, would result in a much lesser development in keeping
with character of the North-West corner of the Island and, as | noted in 2006, the scheme gives a lot of land to the people of Jersey without
costing the taxpayers anything. Having made all the changes the Planning Minister required during 2010 the application was placed on the
Planning Applications Panel Agenda for them to decide the application on 7 October 2010, but was withdrawn at last minute by the Planning
Department. However the Planning Department did publish their report on the 28 house scheme, again recommending approval. This 2009
application remains a ‘live’ pending application still awaiting the Planning Minister’s decision. | have to ask, over twenty months later, why has
the Planning Minister or his delegated Planning Panel not already approved this application?

The former Planning Minister Senator Freddie Cohen was also, alongside me, successful in the 2005 elections and we contemporaneously
held political office until November 2011. Unlike me Freddie Cohen stood again in the Autumn 2011 elections. His 2011 election manifesto
included his revelation “I left Planning having consistently rejected the plans to develop Plemont and have always promoted its return to nature
and acquisition by the public.”
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That is an amazing confession from a Minister responsible for the proper discharge of the planning process, that he intentionally blocked and
frustrated the applicants efforts to agree a very reasonable scheme and also stymied his own Departments recommendations to approve a
revision of the 2006 application to 30 houses, and also approve the 28 house scheme in the revised 2009 application (as the Minister himself
had requested) in October 2010. It is risible of the former Planning Minister to have unreasonably blocked any decision on these applications
(while at the same time forcing the Applicants at considerable expense to make lots of changes) because he had a preference for an alternative
use of the Applicants private property.

In my view the determination of any Planning application should be based on Planning Law and policies, not on the subjective opinions of either
the Planning Minister or minority pressure groups such as the National Trust for Jersey. Furthermore non-planning matters, such as any
potential purchase of the site by States or National Trust should not be factors to consider. Both have had ample time to raise adequate funds,
submit bids or negotiate a price. The National Trust have had over six years for their public subscription appeal to raise enough funds for
acquiring the property, which has dismally failed to acquire anything close to what might be adequate. Their lack of progress on any front,
including their failure to persuade States Members to progress with the States acquiring the site, underlines that they do not enjoy support from
majority of the general public. It should be noted that the Trust’s Line in the Sand” demonstration was about inappropriate development on the
coastline and was not about this scheme for Plemont Bay Holiday Village, which the Planning Department has determined comprises entirely
appropriate development for this location which they have confirmed in their reports recommending approval.

One of the primary purposes of the Planning Law is to “improve Jersey’s natural beauty, natural resources and general amenities, its character,
and its physical and natural environments”. The scheme, by returning over two thirds of the site mostly the area closest to the north coast, to
open natural landscape and removing the buildings across this area completely achieves these objectives. This site is suitable for housing (with
adequate road access and especially the provision of mains drains) which possesses a low-key traditional design entirely in keeping with
existing residential properties found in this area of St Ouen.

| therefore ask the Inquiry Inspector to recommend to the Environment Minister that he approves this application without further delay, and also
comment on the unacceptable politicisation of the planning process over recent years.

Yours sincerely,

Ben Shenton Chartered FCSI
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	I am forwarding an e-mail, I sent to our Parish Representatives in June regarding Plemont Headland and would like to register our opinion with regard to this application. We feel the current application is a great improvement on the existing eyesore and the fact that 67 per cent of the site is to be returned to natural beauty is a real benefit for the Island. The Island can ill afford spending millions of pounds on a site which will probably not be cared for, as witnessed with the Bal Tabarin site, when a new sewage plant, hospital, etc,etc seems a better use of the Island's resources. 



