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Townscape Scoping Opinion 
John Nicholson - dated 31 March 2017 

TOWNSCAPE VIEWPOINTS 

I have reviewed your suggestions, as per the slides extracted from your 3rd March 
presentation to the Architecture Commission. I have also reviewed the submitted 
3d model.  

 I have been conscious that the viewpoints should not be contrived, but should 
represent legitimate instances when there will be a public visual relationship with 
the site. The lack of viewpoints in the local environment (with its tight network of 
streets) did surprise me a little, and conversely I think that I have identified a few 
other locations in the mid-distance where there are some framed axial views that I 
didn’t anticipate. I also think the viewpoints need to be supplemented by some 
selected views from the longer-distance bowl around the town of St Helier. For 
example, there will be views from numerous locations around the escarpment, but 
these may be from essentially private environments (Victoria College, the former 
JCG etc) and it is probably better to focus on potential public views, in particular 
on routes when the ‘bowl’ of St Helier comes into view on arrival. 

 I have therefore taken screenshots from the 3d model which help identify altered 
or new viewpoints for your consideration, and I can provide the following 
comments (using the numbered locations from the JAC presentation, plus my own 
numbered screenshots): 

1. Gloucester Street – this should be moved back to by the Adelphi PH, being 
where the view would first be encountered. 

2. Gloucester Street – ditto, this should be moved back slightly to the corner by 
the Gloster Vaults PH 

3. Kensington Place – a longer view is needed, from the Cheapside junction 

4. Kensington Place – ditto, this should be pulled back to outside Casa Mila 

5. Patriotic Street – fine 

6. Patriotic Street (top) – this doesn’t take account of the additional floors 
proposed for the car park (which are not in the 3d model either) 

7. Peoples Park – this appears to be rather random point, and not a view which is 
commonly encountered. This should be moved back to the roundabout, being 
the arrival point where the view is unveiled. A view across the park might be 
best taken from the footpath network in the western backdrop (7a) and on 
emergence from the new Westmount flats (7b). As an ‘arrival’ view you might 
also want to consider a location around the southern end of the park, perhaps 
at the Victoria Avenue traffic lights when travelling eastbound (19). Above 
People’s Park there are also 2 key ‘arrival’ views, at Overdale (20) and at the 
steps on the hairpin bend (21). Locally, the key view will be 22, at the end of 
the one-way road (which I think is still called Kensington Place). 

8. The Parade – fine, but should be supplemented with 8a from the southern end 
of The Parade, near Cyril Le Marquand House (trees will be a key issue here). 
I also think there will be a longer distance view looking westwards down 
Union Street from the New Street junction (13). 
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9. Top of Minden Street Car Park – I don’t think this is a particularly key view, 
however, I would leave it in as it is typical of a longer distance view from 
within the bowl of St Helier. On this point I have checked key ‘sensitive’ 
locations within this bowl (Royal Square and other ‘civic’ spaces such as The 
Weighbridge and Liberation Square, and I don’t believe there are views) but 
some of the main roads in the north of St Helier are ‘on axis’ (St Marks Road 
and Stopford Road) without appearing to have a view, and the same appears to 
be true for the Town Park, but there may be a glimpse from the bottom of 
Wellington Road (23). I also think there are three other locations within the 
town where public views will occur, being outside the Post Office / Lloyds 
Bank on Broad Street (16), emerging from the port at the Waterfront 
Roundabout (17) and on exit from the Les Jardins Car Park (18). 

10. Top of Sand Street car park – I think this should be the bottom of the car park, 
near the vehicle exit (10) 

Otherwise, as with my commentary with the views around People’s Park, it is 
certainly worth including views from key arrival points where the townscape is 
first unveiled. I have checked the arterial routes into St Helier and the key 
locations are on Old St Johns Road, near its junction with Undercliffe (11) and on 
the opposite side of town at Mount Bingham (15). There are limited views from 
the east but it is also worth including a view from the north end of Fort Regent 
(14, near the flagpole) which is somewhat contrary to my thought process in 
relation to key public views, but does in my view, complete the coverage. 
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Interim Planning Advice - Jersey Future Hospital 2 
 
 
Following our meetings of 18th and 30th January and 7th February 2018, this is 
the Planning Department’s interim response to the emerging proposals for 
JFH2 at the Gloucester Street site. 
 
Please bear the following in mind. 
 

a) This is an initial Department opinion, covering planning and heritage 
matters only. 

b) The opinion is based on the emerging proposals, dated 7th February 
2018, shown in the PDF supplied by R. Glover. 

c) No consultation has been carried out with any of the usual 
stakeholders (DfI, PoSH, Environmental Health etc.). Nor has there 
been any public engagement. 

d) The opinion is entirely without prejudice to any future recommendation, 
which may change as further information or proposals emerge. 

 
 

0. The Inspector’s Report and Other Preliminary Remarks 
 
One of the tasks that we have jointly undertaken since the first decision 
is to review the Inspector’s Report.  We understand why this has been 
important to the project team, because within the report is not only an 
explanation of why the first application was refused, but also some of 
the clues to a successful future outcome. 
 
The project team has asked the department to jointly agree on the 
comments set out in the Analysis document.  Broadly, we do agree, but 
there are areas where we differ in emphasis.  Most notably, this relates 
to the Urban Design Approach, but we also comment on several other 
areas below. 
 
We would also like to emphasise that the Inspector’s report will not 
hold all the answers for the project team.  It was a report into a 
particular scheme, at a specific time, which now appears to be very 
different from the emerging proposals. A box-ticking exercise of those 
issues will only go so far – other issues may emerge from the revised 
scheme – it is important that these are not missed. 
 
We also consider that the team should prepare for the new scheme not 
being policy compliant.  The planning policy approach for the first 
scheme was that it was compliant, and if the Inspector didn’t agree, 
then the fall-back position was that it was within a close margin.  We 
think that the same risk is likely in the revised scheme, albeit that the 
margin may be closer. 
 
The team should have a strategy to be able to say whether the scheme 
is policy compliant, and if it is not, then a plan to ‘bridge the gap’. 



1. The Urban Design Approach 
 

The Inspector (at para 174) discusses what he sees as a 
recommended route to determine the capacity of the site to accept new 
buildings. He refers back to Island Plan policy BE5 which requires that 
Tall Buildings must be fully justified in urban design terms. 

 
We have already discussed with the team what this means.  To us, it 
means that the applicant must not allow the clinical adjacencies to 
dictate the size and shape of the building mass.  Yes, they must be 
accounted for once the size parameters have been established, but 
they must not lead the process.  

 
Second, an urban design approach means that the proposal must not 
be considered in isolation. The applicant must have a view (a vision) on 
what will happen to the parts of the site which are left after the main 
build phase is complete – it must be an holistic view of the whole estate 
and how it interacts with the wider public realm.  It cannot be left 
undecided. 

 
There was further comment in the Inspector’s report about 
government’s role in master planning – we accept that, but we do not 
think that ‘master planning’ in the conventional sense is required here.  
What is required is that the applicant must demonstrate that they have 
considered the effect of what is included in their proposal (and what is 
not included) on the town and whether those present good outcomes. 

 
To emphasise this, we urge the project team to consider how the new 
building will deal with its interface with the Parade Park. What will 
happen to the 1980s and 1960s blocks?  They cannot remain 
unspecified on the application.  If they have a future need and use, 
then say so.  If not, then use their demolition as the catalyst for major 
public realm enhancement of this area and the sorely needed link 
between the new building and the Park.  Answer questions such as, 
where is the new hospital entrance; how does the building respond to 
the (Listed) park; how does it address Westaway; what are the required 
linkages; which buildings will remain and which will go?  The scheme 
must answer these questions, if it is to be seen as an integrated piece 
of townscape. 

 
If this is approached holistically, there will be other knock-on benefits 
(see Heritage below). 

 
2. A Phased approach 

 
As previously advised, we note and support the team’s revised 
approach to phasing the project.  One of the key constraints for the first 
application was that the whole project had to be built as a single phase.  
This very much restricted the ground plane available for the new 
building and forced the mass upwards.  Now that we know that this is 



not acceptable, a revised approach, which delivers a larger footprint to 
the team, allows for a significantly lower building and a better use of 
the current estate. 

 
The emerging visual material already indicates that the impact of scale 
on the immediate surroundings and the wider townscape will be easier 
to manage than the first scheme.  But other impacts will arise, such as 
the very long elevation of Block A onto Kensington Place. Much more 
work needs to be done to refine and test these impacts from all the 
receptors, but we are pleased to see the general positive impact on the 
scheme and will continue to work with the project team to improve this. 
 
The team should also consider whether the current two-phase option is 
the only option available – there may be others.  Our concern is that, in 
the rush to meet an April application submission, other options may be 
missed. The team should also be prepared to explain how it took a 
couple of years to bring forward the first application, and only a couple 
of months to develop the second.  These matters are likely to be raised 
by a curious public, some of whom have different conclusions in mind 
for this project. 

 
3. Conclusions on Tall Buildings 

 
Policy BE5 
The project team has asked for the department’s view on Tall Buildings 
policy and the Supplementary Planning Guidance (A Design Guide for 
St. Helier). 

 
We will not repeat here the Inspector’s views, which are set out at 
paras 133-142 of his report.  However, it is clear to this department 
that, as expressed by the Inspector (in para 141), the emerging 
scheme will still be seen as a Tall Building, as defined by Island Plan 
policy BE5.  It will still be above 18 metres high (or more than 7 metres 
above some its neighbours) and so will require full justification in urban 
design terms. 

 
The 5 assessment criteria set out within policy BE5 are well known to 
the project team and the scheme must be justified in this context (i.e. 
the justification for a tall building cannot simply be ‘we need a new 
hospital’). We believe that the emerging scheme does have the 
potential to be justified in these terms, but there is much work to 
complete before that can be concluded definitively. The justification 
should make it clear how the team has approached each of the listed 
criteria in the policy. 
 
As we mentioned above, the issue of height is not the only matter 
which is relevant here – indeed height may be less of a challenge in 
the emerging scheme than the length of the building, particularly where 
it fronts onto Kensington Place.  How this length and mass will be 
broken up, to respond to the character of the surroundings, will be a 



matter to be resolved. As we comment later, without the key tools in 
place (in an Outline application) this remains a difficult task for the 
project team. 

 
St. Helier Design Guidance 
The SPG is an important document and it is useful to record its 
purpose. It was written to control the scale and height of new 
development, given the pressure placed on St. Helier, so as to manage 
negative impacts of large scale buildings on the townscape. It is not a 
tool to define how the maximum height is to be reached and breached; 
it is a tool to define the local scale and from this the likely success of 
larger scale. 
 
In the SPG, the site lies in Character Area 7, and specifically in Areas 
‘a’ and ‘b’.  The Character Area objectives are bulleted at page 57 of 
the document and it is interesting to remind ourselves of those – to 
create better links; a higher standard of development; protecting street 
patterns; fostering mixed use and active frontages and to remedy 
existing over-scaled architecture.  The scheme should demonstrate 
how it achieves these aims. 

 
Areas ‘a’ and ‘b’ are also instructive – the team can refer to the 
Guidance on page 59 at its convenience, but it did specifically ask the 
department for its view on the height parameters. 

 
Area ‘a’ has a maximum height limit of 6 storeys – a typical storey 
height is listed elsewhere in the document at 3.8 metres.  This would 
result in a maximum height in this zone of 22.8 metres.  We say 
‘maximum’ because it is an absolute limit – the Inspector was clear that 
there was no room for flexibility on this point, if the scheme is to remain 
within the bounds of the policy and guidance. 

 
Of course, it is also a ‘maximum’ because there are other factors at 
play.  We are aware that the project team is looking at different layers 
of height control, such as the ‘average angle to sky’ and the BRE 25 
degree guide.  This is because some street frontages (and their 
occupiers) have a greater sensitivity to height than can be set out in a 
general policy. From this is emerging the ‘bird cage envelope’, included 
in the 7th February release of plans.  We encourage these approaches 
as a sensible response to moderating impact on sensitive frontages.  
We feel certain that a less imposing building will result. 

 
Area ‘b’ has a maximum set height limit ‘as existing’.  Here there is 
room for debate.  The tallest existing building in Area ‘b’ is the 1980s 
Hospital block at 39.4 metres.  It is possible to construe the guidance 
as meaning that new buildings elsewhere in area ‘b’ could also reach 
this height.  It is also possible to construe the guidance to mean ‘no 
more height than already exists’. Neither is a helpful interpretation, so 
here it is necessary to weave in policy BE5, which states that 



“Development which exceeds the height of buildings in the immediate 
vicinity will not be approved.” 

 
Of course, the rub here is that the emerging scheme (block B) is now 
much closer to the 1980s building – close enough for it to be within its 
‘immediate vicinity’ - but Block B is also within the immediate vicinity of 
several other lower buildings. Given the room for debate, we believe 
that this is where the project team must insert the justification for the 
scale required, based on the 5 criteria in policy BE5. If the team can 
show positive outcomes against each of these tests, then the resultant 
building should be appropriate in its context, with agreeable impacts on 
townscape and views. 

 
Area ‘b’ also contains the 1860s Hospital, which adds a further layer of 
height control, albeit in the different guise of impact on the setting of a 
listed building.  We comment further on this below. 
 

4. Heritage Impact 
 

Much is said in the Inspector’s report relating to heritage impact.  There 
is an exhaustive schedule of listed buildings in his report, the settings 
of which were affected to varying degrees by the previous proposal.  
The Inspector concluded that these were harmful effects, triggering the 
negative conclusion on policy HE1.  We consider that a similar 
conclusion is likely to be reached on the emerging scheme, albeit to a 
lower degree. 
 
It is not for the department to seek to trim this list – all Listed Buildings 
must be considered – but there are some areas where the particular 
quality of the setting is key. We touch on these below. 

 
The new proposals for Block A onto Kensington Place are lower than 
previously proposed.  They may still have some negative effects on 
listed building settings in that street, but there may also be some 
potential for enhancements.  As you know, the test set out in the 
‘Herold’ Royal Court decisions requires that the settings of each 
individual listed building are worthy of the protection of policy HE1 in 
their own right – one cannot trade an enhancement on one building’s 
setting with a negative effect on another.  A difficulty of the Outline 
application approach is that any potential enhancements which might 
be achieved by a better designed building will be locked up in the 
Reserved Matters application, and therefore not ‘bankable’ at the 
Outline stage. 

 
Two key public buildings which were the subject of much attention at 
the last Inquiry were the 1860s Hospital and Jersey Opera House. The 
setting of the Opera House is still likely to be negatively affected by the 
forward projecting wing of Block B.  This is because the scale and form 
of the existing Peter Crill House is broken up, recessive and set back 
from Gloucester Street.  The closer Block B comes to Gloucester 



Street, and the more unrelenting its mass, the greater will be the effect 
on listed building setting. 
 
Peter Crill House was set back originally to allow for the retention of the 
Hospital grounds wall, which remains a key part of the urban setting. 
We think that this should continue to be retained in a future scheme. 

 
Turning to the setting of 1860s Hospital, this too will be negatively 
affected by a larger building to its south-west side.  Block B also 
surrounds the rear of this building (at a substantial height in the 
emerging scheme) and it is difficult to see how this could be regarded 
as anything other than a negative and severe impact on setting.  We 
note that the forecourt of this building will now be proposed as a car 
free zone, perhaps with formal gardens.  This will have a positive effect 
on setting, but not to the extent which offsets the negatives (in our 
view).  We consider that the team needs to find greater benefits to this 
setting – such as those which might be achieved by the loss of the 
1980s and 1960s buildings. 

 
The team will be aware that we have been pushing this latter point 
throughout our recent discussions and it is a very clear 
recommendation.  The removal of those structures could provide the 
benefits to setting necessary to offset the proposed negative effects of 
Block B, plus of course all the urban design possibilities we set out 
above. 

 
5. Travel 

 
The department remains unclear on the project team’s current 
approach to car parking.  Our approach will be this – the project is a 
substantial development in the town.  We are of course aware of our 
own policies relating to sustainable transport and the spatial strategy.  
However, we must also consider this particular end use. 
 
Many hospital users are likely to be ill or infirm in some way – they may 
not be capable of walking long distances. Another of the larger trip 
generators is staff, many of whom work shifts. So a good supply of car 
parking nearby is, we feel, a pre-requisite, unless the matter is 
demonstrably solved by sustainable alternatives.  Even then, we feel 
that car parking will be a matter of significant public concern in the next 
application. 
 
We note the potential withdrawal of the two additional floors of parking 
at Patriotic Street with concern – we think this would be an error for the 
revised planning application, unless numbers are replaced elsewhere.  
We already know that the site will lose the forecourt parking in front of 
Peter Crill and the 1860s Hospital building, plus the spaces at the 
Gwyneth Huelin entrance.  These should be replaced, with an 
additional allowance for growth over the life-time of the project. 
 



We also note that the current Westaway proposal only shows 13 
spaces. Is this enough for those services, or should the team look to 
other sites within the SoJ portfolio nearby? 
 

6. Townscape and Views Impact 
 

The emerging proposals are at an early stage, but we would like to see 
their impact from the same viewpoints which were used in the first 
application. This will make for a useful comparison. 
 
We consider that there needs to be a franker appraisal of these 
impacts than was apparent in the first application. The Inspector was 
critical of the conclusions that sought to minimise the impact of the 
building, which were clearly at odds with the visual material presented 
in the application. To ensure credibility the impact needs to be stated in 
a manner that is clear and generally agreed. 

 
7. Public consultation 

 
The project team has suggested to us that it will be carrying out 
renewed ‘public engagement’ for the revised application.  We have 
advised already, and repeat here, that the department considers the 
estimated time period for resubmission of this project is too short to 
allow for proper consultation. 
 
We appreciate the distinction which the team has drawn between 
‘engagement’ and ‘consultation’ and feel bound to remind the team of 
the energy expended at the first Inquiry, defending the point raised by 
members of the public that consultation had been inadequate.  The 
project team also made a public offer to improve consultation at the 
first Inquiry.  So to avoid a repeat of the same charge being levied at 
any second Inquiry, we recommend a longer lead-in time for the 
revised application.  This will demonstrate that the issues have been 
properly reconsidered and not rushed to meet a contrived deadline. 

 
8. Westaway 

 
This proposal was proceeding ahead of the main project, but it now 
seems that timescales will allow them to come forward together.  This 
is helpful and allows for the two parts of this project to be considered 
holistically.  We have suggested already, and repeat here, that the two 
buildings should share a common design theme and, crucially, should 
be linked in some formally recognisable manner across the Park.  This 
another example of where the project team must look wider than just at 
the building plots themselves. 

 
9. Other matters (Public Inquiry, EIA, Presentation) 

 
A Second Public Inquiry? - As previously advised, the matter of 
whether the second planning application will require a Public Inquiry is 



for the Environment Minister and him alone.  However, the department 
does advise the Minister on such matters and, at present, we do not 
believe that there has been a material change in the reasons relied 
upon by the Minister when he called the first Inquiry.  We consider a 
second Inquiry to be highly likely.  It may be that the Minister will 
consider different terms and conditions to the Inspector, but again, that 
is a matter for him. 

 
EIA - The team has asked for our view on whether the Westaway 
scheme should be considered as part of the whole development, for 
purposes of requiring an Environmental Impact Assessment.  We 
consider that it does. 
 
Presentation – We have debated whether it is the department’s role to 
make comment on the project team’s presentation, given that it is 
professionally and independently advised.  However, in the spirit of 
providing positive guidance to the team, we offer the following. 
 
The lead department officers have requested that the second 
application is accompanied by plans from which it is easier to assess 
existing and proposed height references. 
 
We also suggest that consideration is given to a different approach at a 
second Inquiry hearing.  We have already advised that the team should 
indicate where the proposal will breach planning policy and is up front 
about the impacts and how they are being addressed. It is also the 
case that the project requires a visible ‘client’.  By this we mean that 
someone who has ownership of the issues should be the mouthpiece 
for the project in the Inquiry.  There were times during the first Inquiry 
where we, as department officers, felt that the compelling parts of the 
applicant’s case were diluted by a series of consultants who spoke at 
length on individual issues.  The element which was lacking, for us, 
was the ‘hearts and minds’ case, which needs addressing not only at 
any new Inquiry, but with public in general. 
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From: Sibley, Fiona <Fiona.Sibley@bdp.com> 

Sent: 05 April 2018 15:28 

To: Rowena Ekermawi 

Subject: FW: EIA requirements 

 

 

From: Peter Le Gresley [mailto:P.LeGresley@gov.je]  

Sent: 07 March 2018 10:03 

To: Sibley, Fiona <Fiona.Sibley@bdp.com> 

Cc: Richard Glover <R.Glover@gov.je>; John Nicholson <J.Nicholson@gov.je> 

Subject: EIA requirements 

 

Dear Fiona, Richard 
 
Further to our meeting on 28th February,  you asked the department to confirm 
whether the project, including Westaway, should be subject to an EIA and also 
whether further scoping work would be required. 
 
I have looked at the Order, which states, 

3        Chief Officer may indicate if environmental impact statement required 

A person minded to apply for planning permission may request the Chief Officer to 

indicate – 

(a)     if the proposed development is within a class of development specified in 

Schedule 1; 

(b)     if Article 2(3) would apply in respect of the development; or 

(c)     if, because of factors such as the nature, size or location of the proposed 

development, the Chief Officer will require an environmental impact statement to 

be provided in accordance with Article 13(1)(b) of the Law.[3] 

4        Chief Officer may indicate scope of environment impact statement. 

A person minded to apply for planning permission where the applicant must provide the 

Chief Officer with an environmental impact statement, may request the Chief Officer to 

indicate the information to be provided in the statement 
 

 

So to confirm, the department considers that the revised development, including Westaway, 
is an urban development >10,000 sq. m. and therefore trips the trigger in Schedule 1 of the 
Order. It requires an EIS. 
 
Article 4 above provides that a person may request the department to indicate the 
information required in the statement.  If we receive such a request, we will do so, although 
my recollection from 28th February was that both the applicant and department were all 
content to rely upon an update of the previous EIA from the first application.  If your 
understanding of that is different, then please let us know quickly. 
 
See you later. 
 

https://secure-web.cisco.com/1F_3uZK_cFFEeu2Im1b_D9Pk0rM6f47lqREaIwQX7kSxujnuoZAyTE9L9STGWJfzemROkIeu6oConrxWRw9kK3TcExYMZ4nGnnPktQYyBdrCSzyG8mV8VMcsV1kJEsFse4cgszYuwioYiu-pJdhzFjXXfOz1t3km7vqI8jJN8_SeVyEfC7G7_NJAcYCW6oLWsudiEDjWse6r4Dke7KOj5XTkonr5BLOYWW2yhmAHET2HY-Ss4hg2Ls4yL8CbmrIoz/https%3A%2F%2Fwww.jerseylaw.je%2Flaws%2Frevised%2FPages%2F22.550.20.aspx%23_edn3


Kind regards 
 

Peter  

Peter Le Gresley | Director of Development Control 

Department of the Environment  
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